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 PROGRESS BOARD MINUTES

April 24, 2008

Conference Room A

Attending: Pat Ackley, Sue Densmore, Annabelle Jaramillo, Joe Johnson, Robert Landauer, John Miller, Tom Potiowsky, Raymond Caballero, Sara Gelser, Mike Jordon, Frank Morse, Scott Harra and Mike Olson  Staff: Rita Conrad, Jay Grussing and Gabe Long

Guests: Mary Oberst, Dawn Farr, Trish Johnson, Rick Gardner, Lynn Rosik, Anna Murray Allen, Dennis Sandow, Kelly Harra
Mike Jordon brings the meeting to order.   The board approves the January minutes.  The board welcomes new members: State Senator Frank Morse, Raymond Caballero and Scott Harra.
1
Oregon 150 

Mike introduces First Lady Mary Oberst. 

Mary briefs the board on Oregon 150 (OR150).  OR150 is the organization tasked with planning and implementing Oregon’s 150th birthday celebrations.  There are roughly 30 board members.  Over the last few years, OR150 has conducted planning activities throughout the state.  A principle objective of the celebration is to involve as many Oregonians as possible.
Activities are planned from the official kickoff, February 14 2009, through the 2009 Oregon State Fair.  The brochure outlines various OR150 projects, such as: Take care of Oregon day (with SOLV, RDI, and other volunteers) and Oregon stories – where individuals are invited to record stories about living in Oregon.  The best stories will be broadcast on Oregon Public Broadcasting.  Additionally, youth legacy projects are planned, including a youth summit (summer 2009) where young Oregonians will engage in statewide visioning, a youth legacy park project, where a number of state parks will be entrusted to various youth groups, and the Oregon dreamers blog.  Other projects include: a joint project with Travel Oregon (Travel Oregon 150) which will encourage Oregonians to travel throughout Oregon’s diverse landscape.  OR150 recently approved what is known as the Pink Martini project –headed up by Thomas Lauderdale (Pink Martini band leader).  The project is to rework the Stan Freeburg opera called ‘Oregon, Oregon’ which was commissioned for Oregon’s centennial.  The opera will be updated and performed throughout the state.  On a smaller scale the Oregon Partners project, allows community events to tie into the sesquicentennial.  The 2009 Sisters quilt show is an example.
The First Lady is the chair of the development team (primarily a fundraising role).
John mentions that both organizations can benefit from each other. The Progress Board can benefit from the excitement created by OR150, while OR150 can benefit from the long-term nature of the board.

Sue mentions that we should get OR150 personal comfortable with the Progress Board’s mission.  There should be a seamless approach regarding the celebratory nature of OR150 and the visioning mandate of the Progress Board.  The long term visioning objective in OR150 could be seamlessly incorporated into the board once OR150’s mandate ends.
The First Lady mentions that the Progress Board should reach out to OR150, since some OR150 members may not be aware of the board.  Much of the OR150 funding is marketing dollars, which shouldn’t overlap with the board’s funding streams of foundation and granting agencies. 
2
Executive Director’s Report 
Rita discusses the selection committee process since most of it has transpired since the last meeting.  Mike adds that this selection process was particularly difficult.  Even with our knowledge entering the process it was difficult to not project forward to the implementation phase.  Mike acknowledges the selection committees efforts in working through this difficult process.  Tom reiterates Mike’s comments and states that working through our logic and the phases we’ve come to clearer understanding of our objectives.  Sue adds that Lori Leveaux was extremely helpful with the technical side of the RFP and contract.  Pat adds that a lesson learned was that we overcomplicated the process.  Moving forward into the full contract we can take this knowledge and design a much clearer and focused RFP.  This will hopefully entice a wide range of potential contractors to bid on the project.
Population Survey Update
Rita briefs the board on the Oregon Population Survey (OPS) difficulties.  It is a transitional time for the survey with the issues of: agency participation, funding, representativeness, and cell phones usage all needing to be addressed.
Jay states that balancing the demands placed on the survey from divergent agencies is a key issue that will need to be resolved before the next (2010) OPS.  The survey now tries to meet the needs of a general omnibus survey while also gathering the information of a detailed household survey.  These needs invariably contrast and compromises result in decreasing the robustness of the instrument.  Additionally, the cost structure is under pressure to reform from contributing agencies.  They require a degree of cost certainty which isn’t currently there.
Rita adds that roughly a dozen benchmarks come from the OPS.
3
Assessment Committee Report

Pat introduces the benchmark changes recommended to the board from the Assessment Committee.
· Benchmark 60 – Working Disabled
Jay comments that the changes for benchmark 60 are a result of adjusting our benchmark to what can be accurately stated from the American Community Survey (ACS).  The document describes why this is need and what changes need to be undertaken to the benchmark.
Sara requests that the language within the benchmark be adjusted to bring the benchmark inline with current people first language practices.  She suggests ‘Oregonians with disabilities who are working’ would be more appropriate.  This language change should be extended to benchmark 61 as well.

The benchmark is approved with the changes in languages.

· Benchmark 61- Disabled Living In Poverty  
Jay describes the changes proposed for benchmark 61.  These changes are the result of moving the measure to the ACS as the data sources.  The only definitional change is restricting the benchmark to state ‘Oregonians over 5 with a disability’ as opposed to ‘all ages.’

Joe details his concern that the benchmark does not capture the difficulty experienced by households who have individuals with severe disabilities residing within them.  The rates represented in the benchmark may be correct, but the broad nature of the ACS disability status and the inclusion of individuals over 65 discount the struggles families with members with disabilities go through on a daily basis. 
Mike asks if the Assessment Committee discussed these concerns.  Page four seems to be an attempt to answer Joe’s questions.  The board has had a recurring struggle to balance the realities on the ground with what the data portrays.  What alternatives were discussed within the committee for this measure?
Pat suggests that the board hear other concerns before we discuss alternatives.
Sara shares the concern that the numbers don’t capture the reality of families with members who are severely disabled.  For the measure to be useful in informing and guiding policy it needs to reveal the economic conditions affecting the population with severe disabilities as opposed to general ‘disability status’.  One possibility is to use supplemental security income (SSI) recipients by age to define a narrow target population.  
Additionally, Sara shares that the measure’s new definition, which excludes those under 5 raises concerns.  In policy areas she is engaged in, statutes force families to voluntarily live below the poverty level in order to retain their SSI and Oregon Health Plan eligibility.  If this isn’t possible these families may have to place their children in foster care or nursing homes.  We have 500 children with developmental disabilities alone in foster care for this reason.  We have another 80 children growing up in nursing homes because of this paradox.  It would be helpful to break the numbers out where we can see how policies affect Oregon families.  
Another example, one that also affects OBM 60, is that adults with developmental disabilities who work and receive DHS services are limited to income of $180 a month post-taxes.  Monthly expenses, such as toothpaste, come out of this income.
Trish added that DHS contributed to the OPS in order to get data at a finer level than was historically available by national surveys; however, it is not comparable to other states.  We have a tradeoff between the level of data we’d like and what is currently available.  To measure accurately a large investment would be needed to survey accurately economic condition within the disabled community.
Joe adds that could we break the measure down by age this could give us more useful information.  Jay responds that the document’s appendix shows disability status by age.  Those over 65 are a large portion of those measured.  We could break the measure down by age and specific disabilities subcategories for more detail.  The OPS disability questions changed in 2008 to mirror the questions asked on the ACS and therefore we have not captured data on those under 5 with a disability since the 2004 OPS.  Therefore if we choose to use the OPS we need to change the questions back to the 2004 question and exclude the 2006 results (where the questioning didn’t include those under 5) for trending consistency.
Rita comments that there are two issues: the age issue – where those under 5 are not being captured, and the issue that the data doesn’t reveal the economic struggles of individuals who have disabilities.
Mike and Scott ask if there is a way to disaggregate the data by age and type of disability.  Jay responds that we can break out in the ACS disability by age group and the six specific disability categories.  Annabelle likes the idea of stratifying the measure by age stating this would reveal useful information.
Bob asks if we disaggregate by age/disability and employment we could get closer to the issues that would be useful in policymaking.

Mike recommends that the Assessment Committee revisit the measure and work on creating a measure that will tell the story of disability status and economic condition more accurately.

Pat asks if Sara would be willing to work with the Assessment Committee on the measure; Sara agrees.
Bob asks in practice how important is the comparability factor to policymaking?  Tom responds that decision maker’s look to learn from what other states are doing and what is successful.  Sara adds that within disability policy, since it is not a primary concern with the public, comparability isn’t as important since few other states gather good data or construct policy that improves outcomes of individuals with disabilities.  The board members agree that Oregon could be a start.
The benchmark is recommended to the assessment committee for refinement.
· 2008 Race and Ethnicity Report – Review Draft
Jay briefs the board on the 2008 Race and Ethnicity report and requests board members respond back with any comments/corrections within two weeks.  The review draft will also be sent to agencies for comments.
Ray asks if during collecting the data, a hypothesis became apparent why the Hispanic population in Oregon is trailing its counterpart nationally.  Jay responds that he has not seen any research describing a reason for this discrepancy.  We can investigate this in detail and contact agencies which may shed some light on this difference. 

Rita adds that Ray’s question highlights how benchmarks can be used most effectively.  The benchmark and benchmark reports can expose issues and begin the conversation around exploring a problem. It allows us to be a bit disruptive to the state government status quo and point out issues that may not be currently addressed.

Mike asks the board whether we would like to have board members add commentary to the report.  This might be a bit risky politically but it could add some depth to the report by asking the ‘why is it this way in Oregon’ question.  Rita responds that this might be a good idea; right now it is currently just data.  The board recommends including board comments into future Race & Ethnicity Reports. 
Annabelle comments that the law enforcement contacts policy and data review committee is doing data gathering on traffic-stops.  This is examining the possibility of racial profiling in Oregon.  It might be useful to include in future Race and Ethnicity reports (forfeiture data).
4
Performance Reporting

Mike introduces Ken Smith, Willamette University professor, and member of the Assessment Committee.  Ken recently completed a study looking at the quality of performance reporting across states.
Ken discusses his recently published research.  The foundation of the research, along with the genesis of the Progress Board, is that if you measure it, it can get better (evidence based decision-making).  An ongoing research question of Ken’s is how do organizations not driven by profit organize and manage themselves.
Ken will be blogging on the AGA website regarding the research in June and would be open to the Progress Board releasing a press release regarding the research if so inclined.   

The report contends Oregon is far ahead of all other states in the reporting quality of performance measures.  However, this might mean little, since reporting is just one aspect of overall performance measurement.  Rick and Dawn will discuss their work on improving measurement later this afternoon.
Additionally, there is a ongoing debate in the professional accounting community (GASB, GFLA) as to how and why we should be doing performance measuring.  Within agencies there can be a belief that is fundamentally at odds with the bean-counting of measuring.    This tension and developing an acceptance to measuring is an ongoing struggle across the nation.  In Oregon agency buy-in and performance measurement use is further engrained.
Ken adds that the future of performance measures is more than just measures and reporting.  The Oregon Performance Measurement Association (OPMA) is working on improving the foundation of performance measurement within the state.  On July 17th OPMA will be having its annual meeting with speakers Katherine Barrett & Richard Green, authors of Governing’s ‘Grading the States’.  Fred Tompson of Willamette University will be debating the guests on structural concerns within the grading process.  Barrett & Green would like to meet with any Legislators when they are here so any help the board can assist with is appreciated.
Ken states Oregon is ahead of other states (40 percentage points) on performance management reporting largely due to the criteria design and it will not be difficult for other states to reach Oregon’s level with a few changes.  This is because most other states fail in the establishment of goals.
Tom asks if there is an Oregon bias in the report.  Ken comments that the other article authors are from many states with little correlation to state ranks.  Tom follows, what’s the reason Oregon does so well?  Ken believes it’s directly a result of the Progress Board’s work.  The results are not a surprise since the grading criteria was based on the Progress Board’s work developing the state performance measurement system.
John asks if we are doing so great in reporting why is it that we don’t we see tangible improvements.  Ken states this was outside the report’s scope; this fact is an avenue the Progress Board can seize upon in further discussions.  Mike states this is a critical point; we’re reporting accurately that we’re not doing is implementing effectively.  We are failing in the implication and management to achieve the goals set forth.  Pat reiterates that the report is a plug for the board; yet what we are not seeing is how this translates into action or how it is being used by decision makers.
Sue comments that the report should be shared with the legislature and the Governors Office; it provides credibility to the work of the board.  The Outreach committee could explore approaches toward disseminating the results.
Ken responds that they are working on the public release.  The statewide discussion should highlight that we are reporting well, but it’s not translating into performing well.  The question becomes how to get the doing up to the standard of the reporting.
Bob asks, given that the Secretary of State (SOS) has performance auditing abilities, how does the work of the board translate in to these performance auditing functions? Ken states shat the SOS could audit the OPB numbers as an assertion under general auditing standards.  There is work underway by internal state auditors on performance measures.  The audits are focused on is whether or not performance measures are measuring what their intended to measure and how well the measurement is measuring it. (Construct validity and measurement validity).  My understanding is that the audits are currently focused on measurement validity.  National research has found that most state performance measures are not construct or measurement valid.
Scott clarifies that the performance audits the SOS does are focused on procedure compliance and model validity; checking if measures are internally constructed and not focused on external policy or prescriptive performance.
Bob comments that his line of questioning is toward understand whether there is an evolutionary path in which some of the OPB work converges with the performance auditing function.  
Mike asks if there is any movement in the accounting world regarding triple bottom line or sustainable accounting?  Ken comments that this is not his area of expertise.  Triple bottom line is a useful model which many people are adopting.  However, as with any measurement technique you have to cut data in ways to fit the technique and the questioning.  This inevitably gives you different numbers for different purpose; there is nothing wrong with this, we just need to be aware of the different purposes and not over generalize results.
5
Taking Performance Measurement to the Next Level
Mike introduces Dawn and Rick while reflecting on Governor Kulongoski’s mandate to the board, which directed the board to focus to performance within state government for the duration of his administration.  Over the past year much of this focus has migrated over the Legislative Fiscal (LFO) and Budget and Management (BAM).
Dawn and Rick comment that their budget shops, representing both the Legislative (LFO) and Executive (BAM) have taken what the Progress Board created and are incorporating it into the budgeting process.  This is happening in a collaborative, organic manner which includes a lot of learning as we go.  This collaboration across governmental branches is truly an Oregon innovation and a fundamental strength of the states approach.  (While not always a clear or easy process it does result in a better outcome.)
Rick states that their approach is to strengthen the key performance measures (KPMs) by moving the measures into an increasingly central role in agency decision making, while acknowledging both the strengths and limitations of the measures.  Through helping agencies understand process performance, improve it, and recognize measurement limitations a more complete understanding is achieved.  We are starting to see more responsive performance measures that actually help agencies understand what is happening on the ground.
Dawn comments that the agency motivation is to increase their control over the measures.  We’re not trying to remove the breadth of measures but trying to help agencies create KPMs that capture agency outputs accurately.
Rick and Dawn describe Senate Bill 1099.  The Bill creates a committee, representing both public and private spheres, tasked to build better performance in state government/agencies.  Collaboration and accurate monitoring are primary goals of the committee.  The makeup of the committee and its charter has yet to be fully defined, it will have the authority to review, audit, and fund improvements to the performance measurement and management systems.

Sen Morse comments that this is the first time within Oregon’s public sector where we’re striving to improve Oregon’s performance and accountability to a level not just on par with the nation but leading the nation.

Rick adds that the goal is to ultimately transform how agencies work with each other and report on their successes and failures in a transparent efficient manner. (Process improvement will identify the limitations of our current processes along with the basic goal of overall improving agencies.)
Joe asks if projects are currently underway utilizing the committee seed money?  Rick replies that the committee hasn’t yet formed; however there are improvement projects underway such the Department of Human Services (DHS) legislatively funded performance improvement project.
Mike asks the guests how they see performance management encompassing our current services delivery system, with its multiple jurisdictions and spanning both private and public stakeholders?  Rick responds that we’ll always have discrete measures within agencies.  However, there is room and agencies are willing to come together in a coordinated fashion where measures can be shared and mutually owned with the understanding that we are all responsible for success.  The Commission on Children and Families is an example where this is already underway.  

Mike asks how is the public’s sensitivity toward spending on monitoring as opposed to delivering of services being addressed?  Past experience has proved that we need to be strategic when rolling out the measures in a way that the public is not feeling that limited resources are being wasted.  The value-added has to be transparent to the public.  The chaotic and organic nature of the process may be detrimental to public perception if its thought that money is being wasted.  Mike recommends that the committee be extremely strategic in how it rolls out the system given the sensitivity of the public and in agencies that this is just another bureaucratic hurdle.
Sen. Morse responds that this is a key element the committee will be dealing with.  The committee will be evaluating measures for their use value.  These measures need to be internally owned and viable for the agencies and stakeholders, while providing useful data which will assist in managing.  The process cannot be allowed to fall victim to the WeBe syndrome. (We Be here you be not – i.e. agency employees waiting out the agents for change.)

Annabelle agrees that the entire service delivery cycle needs to be included in process. Mike adds that Oregon will always have a vertically integrated system, given funding mechanisms, where multiple entities retain the ability to halt any systemic change.  Rick agrees and adds that an additional stumbling block is cultural; we need to overcome the objections to quantifying agency missions, especially when the mission is deeply held in a belief system.  If we can bring these people into the process and have their knowledge drive the development of the measures we’re more likely to succeed.
Dawn reiterates what currently is being audited within the state.  Currently agency auditors are looking at measurement validity and not the construct validity of KPMs.  Auditors, along with a few spot audits by LFO, are looking at data integrity of the measures. 

Mike comments that the board is embarking on the next Oregon strategic plan.  The hope is that once the performance committee is formed, we might be able to apply for a strategic grant from the committee.
6
Oregon Shines III Design 

Materials presented to the board: A New Way for Oregon Shines III, Development Stage Work Plan.
Sue introduces the scope/direction of Oregon Shines and how Oregon Shines III (OSIII) relates to previous iterations.  Rita introduces Anne & Dennis and the work currently being done to develop the OSIII business plan.   This business plan will help the board engage partners and raise funds via proposing the OSIII architecture.
Dennis comments that the methods that underlie his research have their roots in informing policy decisions.  His past research was critical in guiding policy for individuals with severe disabilities beginning in the 1980s (HB2828 and HB3232). The policy end result was moving funding from institutionally structures to community structures for those severely disabled.  This was picked up by the Reagan administration and resulted in changes to national disability policy in the mid-1980s.
Dennis provides a summary of their approach to the project:

· The foundation for the quality improvement process is a study phase.  Through studying processes and engaging individuals early we build collaboration.  We feel this is a better process than the typical top down ‘we have a plan - you need to implement’ approach.  Through this approach we build partnerships and identify performance that we may currently be unaware of.  This approach also helps identify sound measures of performance.  It appears that OR150 has done some of this already and which will be useful in the development of our plan.

· Engagement is critical in order for the plan to be successful.  Developing relationships at the local level legitimizes localities as contributors to our joint efforts; this is an issue of cost effectiveness and productivity.  When we start with engagement we find that there are fewer costs associated with management since the relationships are already in place. Plans are far more effective with these relationships in place and we see efficacy creating continual quality improvement.
· Data is coordinated action.  If data does not capture action it is white noise and can blur objectives.  Additionally, people coordinate action through language.  Because of multiple ways of expressing data, we see data through a qualitative/quantitative spectrum.  However, there are certain characteristics that we ascribe to data-based action and decision-making: 
· Data has to be timely and released often (refreshed daily better the weekly, etc.), timeliness reveals a measure of productivity in the system  
· Data needs to be relevant at the local level where action is transpiring.  (Irrelevant data that gets in the way of implementation is a costly wall which slows productivity improvement.)  
· Data needs to be actionable and lead to coordinated action.  

Our studies of social networks find that performance doesn’t occur in silos.  This tells us is that data needs to be accessible so that people across silos can engage and coordinate.  Anna adds that just posting data isn’t enough; data needs to be easy to use and understand.
· Identifying exemplary performance is critical to enabling others.  Exemplary performers play an integral role if they are invited in.  These performers can be leveraged to build culture and cooperation and help performance improve across the wider system.  We describe these as learning communities, where the best of the best support the rest.  Through looking for where things are going right and expanding that to the greater system where cooperation and collaboration is being fostered.

· Our final principle might seem a bit odd given that much of what society focuses on is change.  Instead our research focuses on the conservation.  We look to identify those things that are currently in place that create wellbeing in communities and focus on conserving and propagating these throughout the network.  The idea is to find where wellbeing is being created and expand it. 

Mike asks for an explicit timeline be attached to the principles in the work plan.  He would like that the linkages to outcomes be clear to anyone reviewing the plan.  Since this is a new public engagement approach towards public policy we all have a degree of learning to do as we move forward.

Tom asks how this approach is different from that of best practices; are you advocating going to localities first and developing relationships before identify and advocating best practices? (Start with studying and moving to the doing.)  Dennis responds that is an articulate way of putting it.  Best practices are naturally indentified through the process.  Ann adds that the idea is to instill ownership at the local level, while inspiring these localities with successes that are applicable and possible.  
Scott comments that what you’re proposing is standard practice within DCBS.  Intuitively this is what we’ve been doing without the formalized structure you’ve created.  This put a framework on the structure and will be useful in promoting this process within DAS.
Rita adds that this approach turns traditional planning on its head.  


Development Phase
Anne briefs the board on the development stage of the work plan.  
Sue adds that OSII was done through business and government funding.  The foundations were not involved and we are still uncertain as to the level of financial support we can expect from them.  Mike adds that foundations will most certainly look at the business and government funding in determining the likelihood of their funding/support.
Anne states the work plan strategies need to address the systemic relationships and drivers to Oregon’s strategic success.  This goal needs to be the focus of the online infrastructure, which will facilitate and encourage the understanding of these systemic relationships through the visualization of data.
Case studies will be included in the work plan to showcase successful approaches and focus on positive outcomes.  
Dennis adds that the interviews currently being conducted will identify the key salient topics and themes that OSIII needs to incorporate as outcomes.  This should generate a large base of support.
Rita discusses some of the common themes identified so far in the interviews.  Themes rank ordered: Importance of political leadership & accountability, engagement & ownership, local community involvement & action, importance of using everyday language, and partnerships & collaboration.  
Mike asks that these context be added to the quotes used in the write ups, they could be misinterpreted.
Dennis describes the qualitative method that is being used in the interview process.  Until the interviews are complete no determination as to themes can be finalized.  Anne adds that this process will help the board understand who the customers/partners are moving forward.  Ultimately the board and the information from the partner panels will define the scope of the plan; these interviews will help define that scope.
There are some clear opportunities for leveraging partnerships for OSIII.  (Partial list of identified partners: Oregon 150, The Oregon Business Council, American Leadership Forum (ALF), and Oregon’s IT and e-gov programs.)  By listing these opportunities it shows that we did our homework and explored all avenues before going out for funding.
Sue adds that ALF has the horsepower to bring the plan to Oregon’s communities, given its membership and non-partisan nature.  The pairing with ALF can reinforce the trust in the benchmarks across the state.  We shouldn’t underestimate the role they can play.  The Progress Board and ALF began around the same time and have similar mandates.  We should contextualize this partnership in the work plan.  Dennis agrees that the principles of both organizations are complementary and overlap in many ways.  Plus their excitement in bringing the plan to communities is a huge opportunity to ground the plan across the state.
John comments that the business plan and the interviews will help disseminate what OSIII will look like and be focused on, along with gathering information.  We’re strengthening and expanding the social network of OSIII.
John suggests that we prioritize the interviews with OR150 and the Oregon Business Council since they are critical partners in OSIII.  These partnerships may mean that we adjust our plan schedule.  Mike concurs and states we should accelerate and/or synthesize the potential collaborators interviews we have so far to identify key opportunities for coordination and collaboration.  
Sue adds that the Progress Board needs to be on the agenda for the next OR150 meeting.
Anna states they continue to explore partnership avenues through the interview process.
Mike asks that partnership opportunities be forwarded to the board leadership as they arise in the interviews.  Board members need to be aware of the connections that their networks can contribute to the plan and contact Rita with any connections that should be added to the interview or planning processes.
Dennis offers some process alterations which should assist with these objectives.  There are undoubtedly holes in the data being gathering, so any insight from the board on identifying and filling these gaps is useful.
· We are moving quicker than we thought with the interviews and would like to continue with these throughout the life of the project.
· Additionally, we would like to get these core collaborators involved in evaluating the project design.  This can lead to these collaborators endorsing the business plan and writing letters of support.
John comments that we may need to explore multiple structures in our engagement approach.  We have a spectrum of partners running from OR150 to the Oregon Business Plan.  The Oregon Business Plan has core objectives that the plan will assist with, while OR150 has a more general connection to the plan.  We should be moving on both fronts, getting firm commitments from partners such as the Business Plan, while also working to strengthen and clarify the objectives agencies like OR150 might see within OSIII.
Critical Dates
Anne describes the upcoming dates: 5/22 – IT design meeting; 6/15 – case studies identified; 6/30 proposal completed.  Rita adds that she will bring in any comments for those unable to attend to the May 7th meeting.
7
New Government Ethics Rules
Mike introduces Lynn Rosik from the Oregon Ethnics Commission.  Materials presented: Guide for Public Officials, Top 10 Myths About Oregon's New Government Ethics Laws.
Lynn discusses some of the ethics reforms that would be pertinent for the Progress Board.  Some board members may have other rules that apply to them given their other public roles; however today she’ll focus on those rules/changes specific to board functions.  The board is not subject to the Statement of Economic Interest (SEI) filing rules, given the board’s limited rule making.

Given the broad focus of the board, stakeholders are hard to specifically recognize.  However, the major changes that may affect the board are the changes to the gifts and honorariums.  If there are entities/persons that have an economic interest, gifts are limited.  Contractors are an example.  The new law states that $50 a year is the max and the exceptions for travel, entertainment and food & beverage have been removed.  There is a travel exception if an outside government (such as another state) invites a board member for a presentation (etc), which is acceptable.  The other item of interest is that honorariums are limited to $50 per event.  As such, if a group invites a board member to speak and they offer a gift of some sort, it can only be accepted if it is valued at under $50.  Issues can arise if the payment for an event is being covered by an outside source (third party source), as opposed to a reimbursement such as the inviting state example above.  

An issue that would pertain to the board is contracts.  If a board member voted on a contract that member is barred from being hired to work on that contract for two years.  You can work for the entity that received the contract, but can not work on the contract itself. 
Conflicts of interest need to be disclosed.  This hasn’t changed, but anytime you are voting where there might be a conflict it is better to seek guidance.
Tom comments that the travel exceptions seem a bit stringent since if an entity (Ashland for example) invited us down for a talk on the board and offered to pay for lodging, as state employees, we’d have to refuse and have the state (and therefore the taxpayers) pay for it.
Mike comments that the burdensome rules for public employees are those extending to family members and disclosing all possible economic conflicts (offers an example from his family.)

Meeting adjourned at 4:23.
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