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  PROGRESS BOARD MINUTES
July 24, 2008

Attending: Pat Ackley, Sue Densmore, Annabelle Jaramillo, Robert Landauer, John Miller, Tom Potiowsky, Raymond Caballero, Mike Jordon, Frank Morse, Scott Harra  Staff: Rita Conrad and Jay Grussing  Guest: Dennis Sandow

Mike Jordan calls the meeting to order.  The board approves the April and May minutes.

I)
Executive Director’s Report
Rita discusses the Executive Director’s Report. 

The Oregon Shines III (OSIII) contract is complete.  This will be discussed later in the meeting.
The 2008 Race and Ethnicity report was released in June. Press coverage was lighter than hoped.

Benchmark updates continue. However, a bottleneck exists with the setting of 2015 targets at the same time as updating benchmark data.  Benchmark data and the analysis update waits on target setting to be complete before data can be put on the web given the analysis is constructed off of the targets.  

The county report generator has undergone a significant upgrade.  The upgrade shortens the wait time it takes to generate a report, before the upgrade taking 2-3min now it takes 20-30 seconds.

The Oregon Population survey is now being fielded.  However, the survey’s future is uncertain given the decreasing support from agencies and increasing costs.  Additionally, technical challenges are growing, such as cell phone use and survey length/construction.  A concerted effort before 2010 will need to be undertaken to restructure the survey and generate support.
Rita expresses a robust ‘thank you’ to the Oregon Shines III Messaging Committee – Bob Landauer, Sue Densmore, Joe Johnson and Curt Wright.


II)
Assessment Committee Report
Jay describes the Oregon Benchmark (OBM) changes recommended by the Assessment Committee.   Pat adds the committee spent a lot of time debating these measures and can answer any specific questions that the board may have.

Teen Pregnancy, Benchmark 39 targets 2010, 2015 (doc)
John, Pat, Annabelle and Mike commented when John noted that only state agencies were listed as being involved with this benchmark.  There is an opportunity for NGOs and local governments to engage more with the board and its products. 

Senator Morse asks why the benchmark is constructed as a trend analysis as opposed to benchmarking to best practices or other states.  This provides more value than just listing trends and targets which are somewhat arbitrary.  This concern affects more than just this benchmark.  Pat adds that this issue is being explored by the Assessment Committee. Ken Smith and Jay are drafting a whitepaper on the subject.  The paper will explore different indicators methods (rates/trending and ranking) and the strengths and weaknesses of each.  The next few Assessment Committees with be exploring this topic. 

Prenatal Care, Benchmark 40 targets 2010,2015 (doc)
Jay explains that the Assessment Committee was unwilling to lower the benchmark target to what the benchmark contacts suggested, which they saw as more realistic than ambitious.  They felt this trend was slowly eroding expectations (targets).  
Infant Mortality, Benchmark 41 targets 2010,2015 (doc)
The same issue is present with OBM 41 where the target for 2010 was extended to 2015.  Tom adds that what we are seeing with many of these benchmarks is that there is a narrow range which the data resides.  The question becomes do we have the right measures and if so then are we doing the right things.  This is something OSIII will address.

High School Completion, Benchmark 23 Revision Worksheet (doc)
The next three benchmark changes move the OBM’s to the American Communities Survey (ACS).  These benchmarks have been approved without targets.  The Assessment Committee chose to leave targets off until we have concluded the deliberations around target setting.

The ACS-derived measures show a decrease of roughly two percentage points due to what we believe is the increased accuracy of the survey.  The ACS is a mailed mandatory survey, which is followed up with phone calls and personal visits, while the Oregon Population Survey (OPS) is a phone survey only.  We feel this design difference along with questioning sequence causes the lower rate.  In essence the ACS gets to the harder to reach lower socioeconomic status (SES) households that the OPS can not.

College Completion, Benchmark 26 Revision Worksheet (doc)
Same change as the OBM23.  Rita mentions that the gap is greater between the ACS and OPS with this data than with the OBM23. College completion rates have closer to five percentage point difference than the two of OBM23.

Home Ownership, Benchmark 73 Revision Worksheet (doc)
Same change in data sources (ASC from the OPS).  During the deliberation of this measure there was discussion of the validity of the measure.  The committee feels that the validity question should be addressed in the OSIII process.   The board discussed the lack of change seen in the long-term data and the inability of the measure to reflect the current state of crisis in the housing sector.  Senator Morse expresses that the long-term data (page 3 of the worksheet) is more valuable than the short run data of the benchmark.  Tom comments that the short run data might reflect changes in policy that increased homeownership but may not make people better off.  The current correction in the housing market should show up in the data over the next few years.  The question is asked if foreclosure rates be a more relevant measurement.  Mike comments that there are social goods expressed in home ownership, during OSIII we’ll evaluate whether this measure accurately captures and explains those goods.

Pat moves that the board approve the six benchmark changes.  Board approves the benchmark changes. 
III)
Vision Committee Report
Sue introduces the OSIII business plan.  Rita mentions that the version of the plan has changed.
The first change is the inclusion of the messaging team’s message into the executive summary.
The second change is we are operating on a couple basic premises in the business plan without directly stating them.  This change presents these outright (page 10).  Sue adds that the language used is the language the messaging team has come up with to promote the plan.  Additional changes were made to correct the misconception that the rethink phase is just about updating the benchmarks.  This phase is also about systems and structures crossing governments and the private sector in order to identify the highest leveraged drives.  We’re trying to identify actions that can move the benchmarks – this is repeated throughout this section of the business plan.

Sue asks why we ended the paragraph with the Oregon 150 (OR150) details.  Append the references of OR150 into one statement.  Board recommends removing the last lines of the OR150 paragraph (page 11).

John comments on section two, there is a quote regarding past experiences – the tone is too negative and should be more positive regarding past board accomplishments.  Remove the tsunami analogy.  John also suggests losing the first graph on section four; we don’t mention it in the text.  Pat adds that the sentences in the executive summary discussing short coming of previous planning should be removed.  There is no value in reinforce the negative stereotype that is already prevalent.
Bob comments that, ‘The Progress Board believes that a state plan can be invigorated by strong community input.”  Sue generally adds that positive statements should be used.  We are asking communities to join us and the current document tone is parental.  

Mike summarizes: the document’s tone should honor and build on past success, while being more collaborative and integrated in our approach toward solving Oregon’s problem.  We should also take a critical eye regarding superfluous wording – say what we mean in a clear concise fashion.  

Annabelle and Mike comment that while some amount of the jargon is required we should keep it to a minimum.

Bob adds that it’s not for lack of information, since there is an abundance of information out there, the problem is getting to the relevant information – the information that can help guide policy. 

Senator Morse adds that we are saying a plan alone will not propel Oregon to a brighter and more secure future, we need that next step of engagement.  We need to say that in a positive forceful manner.
Bob comments that we need buy-in from the foundations, yet we are currently writing in a government orientated style.  We should re-phrase our target audience as policy makers generally.  Pat comments that we might be diluting the message if we keep wordsmithing.  Annabelle comments that we should keep away from acronyms.  
2029 Future
Bob adds that on page one – the fast-forward to 2029 call-out – needs to be obvious and graphical.  It isn’t clear when reading the document from a laymen’s perspective.  It’s intended to articulate where we are trying to be (in 2029) but is misleading as currently stated.  The heading could work better as OREGON IN 2029.

Senator Morse asks if we know which benchmarks/drivers we plan to focusing on.  We need to prioritize key cross-silo issues.  Mike adds the benchmarks are tools and we focus the benchmarks to what function we want them to serve.  If this means a couple of key crosscutting drivers we should re-format the benchmarks to highlight and focus on our approach.  We don’t what to make wholesale changes to the benchmarks until we understand the function they will serve in OSIII.  OSIII should organize indicators that have traction with policy makers.  Bob adds we might end up with the same amount of benchmarks but stratified.
Case Studies

Pat and Senator Morse ask what the basic function of the case studies is.  They highlight best practices but overall they seem too lengthy.  We should prioritize and illustrate what the important take home message is.  Three case studies might be overkill; they could be put on a website or in an appendix.

Sue responds that the case studies show the complexity of the problems, the collaboration required, and that the benchmarks are guideposts.  Senator Morse comments that the case studies should be the illustrative examples for our plan – where it is being done best and how we could do better.  Sue adds we don’t directly say in the document what the point is of the case studies is.  Mike adds that the headings of the case studies could layout their purpose.
Dennis comments that the case studies were intended to show where the response comes from to national and global challenges (external factors).  Implicit in the OSIII design was its focus on action.  The case studies show the response to these factors and the localized action that is a consequence.  Their logic flow was that the case studies would show a few successful responses to outside factors.  In the case of Jackson County where the extraneous factor is the diminishing standing in educational achievement we see a local response bucking that trend with education opportunities expanding, with a 6 fold increase in attendance from 2,000 to 12,000.  For the biofuels example we see the external factor of the food vs. fuel debate and the response is the collaborative efforts to create biofuels from non-food orientated plant material.  
The case studies show the efficacy of the OSIII framework and if we are about action and community engagement – this is what it looks like.  Communities are willing to share their success if it’s perceived to have an impact on policy.  It is equally important to document the community engagement portion of the plan for this reason.
Mike comments that to conceptualize the process it helps to place it in context of what we are trying to accomplish.  The case studies illustrate the efficacy of the Oregon Shines III framework by showing action and community engagement.  All the case studies are abbreviated but we need to connect them in the document as illustrative measures of our new approach.  What is important are the shared local accomplishments resulting in benchmark success.  We need to convey this to possible funders in the Legislature and the foundations.  We are looking for a deeper level of engagement than in past plans.
Pat agrees but contends that the verbiage is in the way.  We are not making our point concisely.
Bob adds that in thinking about our intended audience the current document is very imposing.  Most readers are interested in one or two benchmarks and would be looking to the benchmarks to highlight where there has been success – locally or outside Oregon.  The business plan is not pointed enough for someone with limited time. 

Mike replies that the business plan is not the document that goes in front of Ways and Means.  It is for foundations and their staff.  Rita adds that the business plan is the basis for various communication pieces but not necessarily a communication piece itself.
Mike summarizes: The headlines of the case studies should present the stories clearer.  The stories should be summarized and placed earlier in the document, while the complete studies should be moved online or to an appendix.  We also need to credit Peter Senge.   
The Board chooses to not take action on the business plan at this time.

Articulation of OSIII values (funding rationale)
Rita proposes that a main rationale of OSIII is to raise the awareness of what is happening in local communities.  Senator Morse adds that we should frame this in how to help and not hinder entrepreneurial thinking. Governments do not do entrepreneurial thinking and often hinder it.
Mike comments that the board has, in today’s discussion, come to the very essence of OSIII.  There are two primary objectives: First, to systematically identify a few key crosscutting high leverage opportunities given the trends impacting Oregon and to analyze these and look holistically across the vertical delivery structures for high value impact opportunities – this is the content part.  Secondly, is to allow public policy makers to understand that the work is being done, it is happening organically at the local community more or less across the state.  So what can public policy makers do about the structure of government to support and enhance these processes?  Some of this is through targeting investments, some through regulation and lack of, and some is through the direction of the state bureaucracy – the structure of government itself.  So clearly the board understands what we are trying to do, we just talk about it in different ways. 
Bob adds that every benchmark has individuals out there creating success and what we’re trying to do is highlight that success.  Knowing that all localities are different, we are offering opportunities for localities to pick some ideas that might work for their locality in a non-prescriptive way.  John summarizes, it’s how we can help make the good things happen and minimize the bad.   

Mike states the process of how we do things in the public sector is often an end in and of itself.  We need to pick the process that work well at: leveraging local efforts, collaborative engagements, vertical opportunities, and optimizing how we interface with citizens.  Public policy processes and public delivery systems often get in the way of citizen entrepreneurial efforts and problem solving instead of helping.  Key is to look at the way the public sector problem solves and seize opportunities for process improvement.  Governments are not responsive enough as we move into the 21st century.   
This approach is light years different and a big step for Oregon Shines. OSIII is fundamentally asking us to reexamine governing.  Governing has grown over a hundred years of progressive era incrementalism and private sector specialization.  This has produced governments that are not as responsive as they need to be in the 21st century and our plan is attempting to change that.

Mike asks Rita what is going to happening to the document in the next 30 days.  Rita replies the business plan will be revised to account for today’s discussion and sent back to the board for review and approval.
IV)

OSIII Basic Message 
Sue introduces the topic and the messaging committee.  Bob explains the basic message which could be used as a cover letter to the business plan.  Fundamentally we’re proposing evidence-based decision-making focusing on what works.  OSIII may be more useful during a time of budget constraint and hard choices as opposed to a time of growth when choices are less costly. 

Sue asks if the board feels that the general goals of OSIII are the same as previous plans.  The board agrees.

Ray sees an analogy for OSIII in a Toyota example.  Toyota brought a different way of building cars where creativity bubbles up from the assembly floor.  Contrast this to how US auto manufactures were building cars where it was hierarchical command and control.   What we are trying to do is similar to Toyota but not as easily conveyed.  We are trying to connect those that are doing the work locally, the line workers of Toyota, to those at the top making the decisions.  If I was a potential funder and I received the business plan, I’m not sure I would understand this was the goal.

Coming back to the project with the understanding that I now have it would be extremely foolish not to fund it.   It’s the move from just measuring to the measuring with the intent of improving.  The improving is based on local success.  Senator Morse agrees that the step forward is moving from data gathering and analysis to action.  This action is as individual as the communities and collaboration that goes into it.   Annabelle adds that the message is not what OSIII will give Oregon, but that communities of all definitions will be working together for a better future.
Pat contends that what we are doing is not new; in many ways it is an extension of Vice President Gore’s reinventing government.  Her concern is that we’re proposing tools as the ‘new’ way for achieving success.  Is this what we want to be saying?  Rita responds that the new tools verbiage centers on the systems dynamic modeling that the Millennium Institute may provide.  The tool is not new it just has not widely used.  Pat adds that there are many entities beyond where we are trying to bring the state and we should not think prescriptively in our approach.
Scott comments that the challenge is not in measuring, but that everybody has their own idea of what the data is telling us.  We need to break down the misconceptions and base decision-making on the facts.  An example from DCBS illustrates this:  it was common knowledge that workers comp rates went up during economic downturns.  But we actually found out from conducting a study was that that was not true.   Some benchmark areas we don’t have this level of information and we need to dig out the why.  Once the ‘why’ is figured out the rhetoric can be removed and we can truly focus on addressing the problem.

General Messaging Comments

Annabelle adds that the tone needs to change from prescriptive to engagement.  Tom perceived the plan as proposing a machine (black box) that problems can be placed in and solutions pop out.  In fact we are saying that the plan is just the framework for Oregonians to do the hard work of building the solutions themselves.  The emphasis is on engagement.  John adds that we need to clarify what the message is for – is it for the executive summary or a marketing tool.  In the second paragraph we don’t talk about the usefulness of the benchmarks, in the third paragraph, regarding interconnectedness, we need to clarify it in direct language – such as ‘benchmarks and best practices will allow us to choose the most successful path for Oregon’.   Passion is missing is missing from the document and we don’t mention why this is important to the future. Mike agrees that the message needs heart; this is the heart of the plan while the business plan is the head.   What we are proposing: if all the measures, case studies, and modeling were right and you made your decisions based on these tools there are a lot worse things that could happen.  Senator Morse adds that that we need to say why this is different – it’s moving beyond data to how data can be used to engage and create action.  Saying this outright and succinct would help.
V)

Statutory Basis
Mike comments upon reading the statute the board is tasked to develop a long-term strategic plan for Oregon through engaging Oregonians in its development and processes.  Senator Morse comments that we are moving past the visioning in OSIII into action which is not anticipated in the statute.  Mike adds that there are some real questions here, one of which is that policy makers don’t currently own the process.  The legislative and executive branches need to own the plan if results are expected.  
In the private sector you don’t do a strategic plan, hand it to the workers on the ground and expect it to be implemented, you need the leadership behind it.  Sue comments that the goals of the plan should adopted by the legislature.  For OSII it is not certain Legislature took action on the plan.
VI)

Next Steps (Develop funding plan basics, tasks, assignments)

Mike discusses the timeframe and milestones ahead.  Milestones include: state budget requirements, legislative session, and foundation deadlines.  Page 15 of the business plan offers our budget details.

Rita briefs the board on the policy option packages (POP) in the business plan.  These are requested inclusions to the governor’s budget.  Mike qualifies that this is the government contribution to the project, which is key to getting the foundations to contribute.  Senator Morse states that the plan might be a little light on government funding from the foundation perspective.   Putting our current budget numbers in the document would show the true level of government support.   Scott comments that the board should not be surprised when the POP is initially denied given the current fiscal outlook.
Mike will request a meeting with the Governor, Sue will assist.  John suggests doing this via a formal request and including some key business supporters.  Mike agrees to submit a formal request from the vice chair to chair.
Teams formed and membership –Team leader underlined (Gantt chart)

Any group can draw on any other board members for help.  We should have this well underway by the end of August.  The message needs to be refined by mid-August.  The Business Plan needs to be refined by end of August.  The Board will approve the final Business Plan electronically.  

Public Sector Outreach (Mike, Annabelle (after Nov 4), Ray, Bob, and Senator Morse)

Senator Morse states that we should begin this fall calling on legislators for their support. Ray adds that we should gather endorsements, such as AOC, LOC, special districts, and the foundations prior to going to legislators.  Putting together a coalition will show the broad need and support for the project. Mike comments that we need to put together a strategy in the next few weeks and sign some tasks.  

John comments that when we go to the legislature it would be beneficial to take business leaders and others along to show the broad support for the project.  Mike comments that we can additionally tap the partner panelists.  Ray adds that the Oregon Business Council should be wholly involved in this lobbying as well.

Budget Review (Mike, Rita, Tom, and Scott)

Pat asks that we review the OSIII budget numbers.  Rita mentions the alternative budget, which is a scaled down version. John adds that we need to be realistic about the budget, currently we have about $700,000 for developing a web presence.  Mike mentions this Web presence was what has attracted foundation support.    

Cost/Benefit Illustrative Example (Rita and Scott)

Scott proposes that a good way to justify our expense is to put some of the benchmark numbers into a cost/benefit format.   Clearly causal relationships cannot be drawn; however, we can contextualize improvements in the overall framework of the benchmarks.  DHS and other agencies have rough numbers supporting their programs in this manner.  The Cost/Benefit team is formed.

Re-Engage / Introduce Plan (Sue, Pat, Joe, John, Outreach, and Vision)

Sue comments that we should bring together those previously engaged in the plan.  This includes the partner panelists, foundations, business council, etc.   There could be an event where we introduce the plan and solicited support.  A re-engagement team is created.

Media Engagement (Bob, Tom, Messaging, Outreach, and Vision)

Annabelle comments that a new round of engagement with editorial boards should be undertaken.  The Media Engagement team is formed to create a press strategy.  Rita adds that there is an open invitation with the Register Guard.  Bob mentions that the benchmarks are a cost containment mechanism for editors, we should use
Bob will draft a follow-up letter for current candidates.  The initial massage was sent before the primary.

Foundation Re-Engagement (John, Sue, and Rita)

Senator Morse comments that the foundations have an informal process that leads to formal grant submittals.  We need to re-engage in discussions with the foundations on this informal basis.  We need to find out from the foundations what they would deem as adequate financial support from the state.  The Foundation team is formed.
Champion Engagement (Pat, Sue, Mike, and Bob)
John mentions that we need to engage project champions.  Ideally these are from both political parties and have standing throughout the state.  The kitchen cabinet is good stepping off point for this.  We need to move on this before schedules fill up.  Mike and Sue mention the board alumni and those interviewed that can be engaged on this.  The champions group is formed.   Board member’s social networks (and significant others) should be scanned for these connections.

Mike closes the meeting at 4:23pm
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