Oregon Progress Board Minutes|
Ad-hoc meeting
May 7, 2008, 3-5 PM
Metro Offices, Portland
Members present:  Tom Potiowsky, Ray Caballero, Bob Landauer, Joe Johnson, Mike Jordan, John Miller (phone), Sue Densmore (phone); Staff and consultants present:  Anne Murray Allen, Dennis Sandow, Rita Conrad

Mike opened the meeting, stating that the purpose was to take action that allows the team to move forward on the design.  

Rita reviewed the tight timeline (see box) and the layout of today’s discussion: a slide show that unpacks the one-pager, a discussion of the last two slides on risks and next steps.  She indicated that some of the feedback from foundations and members not present and have been incorporated into the slides.  OSIII is big on stakeholder minds and it is important for today’s discussion to rise to the challenge of understanding the fundamental concept and approach.  We can wordsmith the business plan in June.
Discussion and comments from Anne’s slide show presentation:
1. Bob: stress evolution to county benchmarks when discussion local relevance (slide 6)

2. John: create a master timeline showing key dates we should be aware of with all partners – legislature, foundations, Oregon 150, budget process, etc. We might alter our dates to better coordinate with our partners
3. Work stream on “learning dialogues” (slides 3, 9, 12) 

a. Sue: American Leadership Forum trained facilitators for Chalkboard Project

b. Joe: This is a significant change from the previous idea of town hall meetings.  How does the community engagement occur? (See “risk” discussion, below.)
c. Rita: Steering committees were conceived as a way to engage local elected officials and create ownership.  Elected officials can be invited co-convene learning dialogues.  Some stakeholders spoke against town hall meetings (one-way communication, dominance by a few voices, nothing happens afterwards, etc.).  Both public engagement and learning dialogue work streams are designed to listen and learn how benchmarks can amplify and encourage coordinated action in local communities.

4. Dynamic modeling, slide 11 – Anne mentioned the Millennium Institute demonstration of a modeling tool held on May 5, a potential tool for the Take Stock and Rethink phases to better understand the relationship between benchmarks and the drivers to the OSIII goals.  

5. John added that its three spheres (economy, community, and environment) matches ours and that there is potential to use it in OSIII and State of the Environment Report II.  We could start with a smaller, doable application and increase its use over time if it works out.  The Progress Board is in a unique position to be a conveyer of studies. 
6. Work stream on “infrastructure for results” (slide 14)

a. Rita: Once key stakeholder’s concern is how we get critical mass. 

b. Bob:  add Department of Education in partners if you want to capture youth; lesson plans for schools using benchmarks and this online tool could be created.

7. Work stream on “data packaging” (slide 15)

a. Rita:  It needs to be simple, concise and timely

b. Tom:  During session, issues change.  It’s what the issue was five hours earlier.

c. Bob:  The driver is the perception of facts.  We need to show the distance between fact and perception.

8. Risk Areas – Timing and Political Leadership and Accountability (slides 17 and 18)

a. John:  Who is the owner of OSIII?  It seems like part of our job is to be stewards of OSIII and to guide the process in a way that fosters collaboration. Sometimes that means making sure that teamwork prevails rather than any one player running away with the ball.
b. Joe:  We had a steering committee design so we can bring in people who are so powerful and visible that they had the capacity to influence.

c. Mike:  I think the two slides on risk are the crux of our dilemma. If I were on a foundation board the first question I would ask is where the state’s financial contribution is and furthermore, there is no sign of state support. Buy-in is essential to this product. I think before we expend a lot of our own energy and our partners’ energy, there needs to be visible support from the Governor and the E-Board. Locally, whenever I want a commitment I measure it by commas and zeros.

d. John: I couldn’t agree more. Our efforts have been met with a yawn. Foundations have asked, “Where is the Governor on this?” And the answer is: not there. Having Rita go to the E-Board is not the right approach. It’s probably best to form a steering committee. Oregon 150 asked for $450,000 from Parks and we can’t get $10,000.

e. Rita:  I have had discussions with Brett, Duncan and Mike about approaching legislators.  They are willing to help.  Rita discussed POP deadline for 2009 session is June 1.  Mike: then we need to go through the governor.

f. Bob suggested stressing that we are asking to continue an investment that has been made since 1989 and that now is producing dividends recognized internationally as trend-setting Returns on Investment for good governance. The governor, E-Board and Legislature should be asked bluntly whether they want to squander almost 20 years of   invested labor and treasure and abandon immense future rewards that we are oh-so-close to accumulating. They should be told that the outcome hangs precariously on providing a good-faith financial pittance, which foundations regard as a  necessary showing of good-faith partnership commitment by the state.
g. Sue suggested gathering Duncan, Kitzhaber, Frohnmayer and go to the decision makers.  Bob added Vera Katz.

h. Mike:  We need to gather some information on partnerships. We’ve heard from foundations and we need to know what is really behind their comments of government funding and what is necessary for them to be invested. Then we can do our home work around scope and ask for support. 

Mike asked if there were any parts of the presentation that the Board cannot support.
Discussion:

Joe: We can not let this get too bureaucratic. Where is the action side of this? Can we take a benchmark and show ownership and practical application, like water? Why should I fund this as a foundation?

Sue: What will OSIII accomplish? What about the elevator speech? I like what to bring forward from OSI and OSII. 

Rita – Dennis and Anne have built a case study into the business plan that will stress local coordinated action. The public engagement and learning dialogue work streams will engage local officials and focus on small wins in their areas that can be leveraged to inspire other communities.

Mike - OSIII is a way to engage people at the policy level. This is a project tipping point. I want to embed in the process policy makers using this product.

Bob: I see it in the success stories compiled with data where counties can look to each other. In the future college kids will be able to ask, Why are we falling behind? These things take time. Land use laws took 30 years.

Joe:  I bring a more cynical perspective. I see this bubbling up and I see us coming from governmental funding.

Mike: We have a threshold question about funding.

John: We’ve seen an increase in the use of benchmarks. I saw a piece in the Statesman Journal that cited someone using them. The simplicity gets lost in the details. Rita’s three spheres are meaningful and we don’t mention them in the slides. We should keep those messages of spheres succinct without talking in generalities. Every piece of paper we put out is an opportunity to communicate our goals.

Sue: we should have a one page Executive Summary with the three spheres. What are the key themes? I don’t see the burning platform.

Mike: But this discussion today and our decision today is about process so we can move forward and cost it out.
Bob: We should move forward and get costs. We no doubt will look at compressing the work and make decisions about priorities.

Mike: I am going to ask Rita to get the Board a much better concept of strategy concerning approaching the Governor for funding and doing some recon with foundations.
Actions:

· Members present gave approval for the team to move ahead on pricing.  

· Rita will create a master timeline and a strategy around E-Board and 2009 session, report back to Mike.  

Meeting adjourned a little after 5pm. 
TIMELINE - BUSINESS PLAN


April – interviews and design draft


May – vetting the design and pricing


June – business plan/case statement





POSSIBLE TIMELINE - EXECUTION


Summer/Fall – raise funds


Early 2009 - launch OSIII Phases I, II


Late 2009 - release OSIII document 


2009 -2010 – public engagement, build/launch OSIII online web presence


Ongoing - partner exposure in media and online web presence showcasing coordinated action and results in local communities and government programs; periodic benchmark and partner performance reports
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