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PROGRESS BOARD MEETING MINUTES
January 22, 2009

Board Members Attending: Mike Jordan, Ray Caballero, Sue Densmore, Annabelle Jaramillo, Joe Johnson, John Miller, James Sager, and Scott Hara.  Guests: Becky Yalch, Dave Morman, Jimmy Kagan. Staff: Rita Conrad and Jay Grussing
Mike Jordan calls the meeting to order.   The October 2008 minutes are approved by the board.
Oregon Population Survey Final Report

Rita introduces the Oregon Population Survey (OPS) contractor, Rebecca Yalch, of Opinion Research Northwest, to present on the findings of the 2008 survey.  The OPS project has been going on for over the last year.  Roughly 10 of the benchmarks are sourced from this survey.
Becky comments that her company has been the survey contractor since 2002.  The OPS has been conducted since 1990.  Becky presents to the board the survey results (OPS presentation).
Scott comments that the lottery declines may continue given the smoking ban enacted this past year.  
Recent studies have tested banking/financial transactions survey question methodology.  There may be room for improving or expanding these questions for the next OPS.  Explore with the Department of Consumer and Business Services revising/expanding these questions prior to the 2010 survey.
Joe asks whether the question on library use included online access or was more traditional, walking into the library approach.  Becky responds that the question was intended to capture brick and mortar use however the interpretation by the interviewee could foreseeable see it as accessing the library online.  The questioning may have to be clarified prior to the next survey.
Becky comments that the 2008 survey, unlike the past surveys they’ve conducted, concurrently ran the base and augment samples at the same time.  This sped up the completion of the augment (race and ethnicity sample.)
The issue of cell phone sampling will have to be addressed in the 2010 survey.   We cannot continue to put off this sampling.  Becky indicates the difficulty of designing surveys where landlines and cell phones are both included.  Determining the probability and randomness of households in the samples is extremely difficult.
Becky discusses issues going forward for the 2010 survey.  As mentioned we’ll have to address cell phone sampling.  Additionally the 2008 survey illustrates what happens when we don’t interview in some of the other languages (Chinese, Vietnamese, and Korean).  What is seen in the augment is that it becomes harder to capture the lower socioeconomic households without these interviews – we see this in the Asian American category, where the characteristic change dramatically between 2006 and 2008.  Additionally, conducting the survey as two distinct surveys needs to be explored.  It might be as cost effect doing two as opposed to the current survey since it will shorten both and sample sizes can be adjusted accordingly.
John asks about differentiating between the perception and factual questions in the survey.  Jay responds that the benchmarks sourced from the OPS include both types.  We have not seen any mischaracterization of the data types in the past.  Rita adds that some of the perception questions were added to the survey to generate media attention and public interest in the survey.
Sue asks who the intended audience of the survey is.  Jay responds it is two-fold.  First, the primary audience is the agencies involved.  They have numerous and diverse uses for the data.  Sometimes its internal agency focused and sometimes the data is used in agency releases to the public.  Secondly, as previously mentioned, the general public is the audience.  We hope that some media attention will be given to the survey.  This helps with outreach to the public regarding the Progress Board, our products and mission.
Board members have questions regarding the level of publicity we should be giving the OPS data to not infringing on how our partner agencies use the data.  The agreement is to continue to release the raw data and the general press release.  This approach has not been a problem with the partner agencies given they package the data in various ways to numerous audiences, including the legislature.

Benchmark Partner Updates
Rita introduces Dave Morman from the Department of Forestry.  Forestry has been working on their Sustainable Forestry Indicators for some time and we can learn quite a bit heading into Oregon Shines III from their measurements and experience developing and operating indicators.

Dave discusses the layering idea behind the forestry indicators and how they complement the benchmarks.  In some cases the forest indicators are benchmarks (Forest Land #82 Ag Lands #81, and Timber Harvest #83).  This structure is intended to capture the whole forestry system in Oregon; ranging from both the private and public lands to their impacts on the immediate and holistic environments (both natural and social).

The indicators project is an avenue to overcoming the divisions and polarity that run across our state and country regarding the nature and impact of our forestry practices.  While, also, hopefully building common ground and transparency into the system.
The ‘Forestry Program for Oregon’ is the framework the Board of Forestry uses to convey to Oregonians the comprehensive plan for forests in Oregon.  The program is based on the international concept of sustainable forest management.  The program is how the forestry board interacts with the public, agencies, and business throughout Oregon.  Seven goals direct the thinking behind the plan.  These seven goals are used in managing 80 percent of the world’s temperate forests (known as the Montréal process).  Oregon’s forestry plan has been showcased around the world.
Indicators measure whether we’re succeeding with the forestry program which maintains the right mix of forests in the state.  19 indicators are used.   We view this as a measurement level between the benchmarks and specific KPMs.  Forestry views their KPMs as measures where the agency controls much of the outcomes.
Their ideal is that the forestry indicators will be the default measures where all Oregonians can go to view how Oregon’s forests are doing.  Measurements include the condition, trend, and quality of the information.
Next steps are trying to expand the use and ownership of the indicators out to localities and to the users of the measures.  The plan is that constituents feel like they own the measures.  Users include forest owners, interest groups, businesses, tribes, etc.

John asks are we in the right territory with the benchmarks?  How can we help each other in the area of environmental measurements (natural and managed) to move forward a system that can achieve some of the objectives of consensus, support, and trust? 
Dave replies that we need to continue working together on indicator and process improvement.  Some of this improvement is having the flexibility to elevate indicators to benchmarks when prudent and warranted, and some of it is technical on improving the hierarchical linking of measures and making this understandable to Oregonians.
Jimmy Kagan adds that one problem is boiling down what is inevitably complicated into a few measures while still allowing for a rich exploration.  This is the largest struggle in conveying environmental changes while not overly simplistically representing it.  The best manner of achieving both objectives is through drill down capabilities, which we are just now beginning to explore.  The Benchmarks are the tip, pointing to the richer details below.
Dave comments that the Oregon Benchmarks measuring social health help the forestry program by supplying the social indicators that are needed in a balanced view of whether we are succeeding.  The breakdown tools by rural/urban help their constituency. 
John comments that teasing out the social implications along with the environmental is critical to understanding the overall health of communities and the state.  Dave adds that they are exploring breaking down forest revenue information by county to illuminate this reality.  Jimmy adds the rural community explorer being developed by UO and OSU can help at the local level.
Once Forestry deploys their website with the dynamic access to the forestry indicators board staff will connect it into the benchmark pages.
Jimmy describes the creation of the Natural Habitats Benchmark (#89).  This process began with defining what ‘habitat’ and ‘natural’ meant and concluded with mapping the state with GIS and satellite imagery.  In Oregon we also have the ability to estimates what the state was like in the 1850s given land surveyor notes.  The benchmark includes only four categories and there is some loss of specificity due to aggregating the data.  Western juniper is an example where we see increases in the forest category, which is somewhat misleading – the main reason this natural class has expanded is due to human suppression of fire and other causes.  Another aspect where the measure has some difficulty is the classification of clear cuts – at what point does this move from outside of the classification of ‘natural’ into the classification (where understory is replaced with healthy ‘natural’ forest classification).  Another problem is that the image quality (30 meter pixels) miss 2/3rds of the wetlands and much of the riparian areas since most are not big enough to show up on the image.
Mike asks if we will be able to drill down to the maps and the details described.  Mike concurs that at the benchmark level it offers more questions than answers and having the ability to dig into the data is what is really of interest.  
Jimmy responds that at this time we don’t have that capability but hopefully in the near future.  This type of drilling down would be useful in some of the other benchmarks such as invasive species, where regional data and regional maps would be beneficial.  
John agrees that the true innovation is the aspect of drilling down from the benchmark into specific data.  The benchmark doesn’t capture, for example, the Oak savannas that are shrinking throughout the valley and drilling into that information would be truly useful.
Annabelle asks whether once longitudinal data becomes available whether it could be used to evaluate native habitat health.  Jimmy comments that the source information is available as to understory, size, and other characteristic but there is an effort not to designate health given the subjectivity of such a measure.  The longitudinal aspect continues to improve and become cheaper.  The current information is a major improvement to what we had just ten years ago and improvements will likely continue into the future.
John comments that we should give credit to the other partners in making this happen along with INR.  Jimmy comments that he can get us the information.  It was primarily USGS, OSU, and the Forest services.  We should be able to link all the reports and agencies to the benchmark.
Executive Director’s Report
Rita summarizes the report.
 Vision Committee OSIII 

Sue presents that the vision committee is refining the Oregon Shines approach, which includes the Legislative approach, take 2.  Rita adds that the Governor supports the idea of a joint legislative committee and we are exploring whether a resolution or bill would codify the legislature behind the committee idea for OSIII.  Kate Brown has also expressed interest in approaches to getting the legislature onboard.

Additionally, we need to promote http://benchmarks.oregon.gov.  One avenue not thoroughly explored is presenting the websites use-value to legislators and their staff.   There are numbers benchmarks that could add value to their work.
Assessment Committee Report 
Rita presents the latest version of The 2009 Benchmark Highlights Report and Data Tables.  There have been major changes to the draft since the last time the board has seen it.  The changes are presented and approved by the board.
Benchmark 31 – Voting changes are discussed.  This included revising the definition since ‘voter turnout’ is synonymous with registered voters voting.  As a social measure of voting the intent is to capture the rate of eligible voters voting, given this the definition was refined to clearly state we’re measuring the rate of eligible voters voting. 

Benchmark 64 - Teen-agers Carrying Weapons definition changed to clearly state that the measure was not reflecting weapons in the schools, as reviewers had identified as misleading.

Bob’s quote on page six is edited to clarify the language while retaining the intent.  
Annabelle asks that we run the report by Curtis for one last review.

This is the first time the board has given a ‘No’ grade for the economy category in a biennial report.  The quotes are reviewed.  Qualification on the road condition is highlighted; this is state roads and doesn’t reflect local managed roads.  Board members like the analysis highlighting the push and pull of various benchmarks – as some improve these negatively impact others and vise versa. 
Sue adds that we need to qualify that using – www prior to the benchmark.oregon.gov doesn’t work.  Recommend writing the url as http://benchmarks.oregon.gov.  
Rita discusses the press release.  It is currently being discussed as whether a press conference with the Governor will be held.  If we do have a press conference board members are encouraged to attend. 

Additionally, the report will be released primarily in electronic format.  A paperless format is something the legislature has adopted this session and we are trying to follow their lead.
Rita discusses speeding up the timeline for the report for 2010.  What she noticed with this release was that it didn’t allow for engaging the legislature early, as most of our time was dedicated to working on the report.  Rita recommends shooting for early December as the release.  This would give her time to focus on the legislators and the 2010 session.  

Rita discusses the electronic (website) version of the legislative packet.  All the tools that legislators may use will be located and customized via district.  Sue comments that there is still value in showing up at legislator’s offices to discuss the report’s release.  

Board members would prefer to have some hard copies of the report.  Rita will look into the cost of publishing a limited amount of reports since there is an audience for hard-copies – a few hundred would be ideal.  Board members would like some hard copies to hand out; an alternative is providing CDs to those that prefer a tangible format of the report.  Staff is trusted to make the final printing decision.
Sue recommends increasing the size of the logo.
Board approves the benchmark highlights report with the above changes.  

Outreach Committee Report
John states that the committee is working on ways to expand the benchmark audience, concentrating on ways of reaching the legislature and other key decision makers.  One avenue is getting the information to the capital club, which should be achievable since we have lobbyists on the board.  Another approach is getting a few minutes at legislative orientation to discuss the benchmarks.
John reiterates that whatever we bring to the legislature is clear and focused.  We can’t be seen as rudderless in our OSIII engagement approach with the legislature.

Mike comments that we are not asking for money from the legislature, we simply need to get the leadership support for OSIII.  If we can get Senator Courtney, Representative Hunt and the Governor engaged we’ll have the support needed to conduct the update. However this is done, whether a bill or joint resolution, will be sufficient to raise the profile and show engagement towards the project from leadership. 
Mike adds one approach is to get a letter of introduction from the governor for Rita to each legislature office.  Such a letter, included a packet of information, clearly communicates what we’ll be doing for Oregon Shines III and the support of the Governor.  The letter would at least get the attention of the office (staffers).  Follow this up with strategic interactions with the legislative leadership to make sure they’re behind the joint resolution would be enough support needed to carry out OSIII.
Annabelle comments that Representative Gelser can help with the legislative leadership.  Mike adds that he can contact Representative Hunt as well.  Since we’re not asking for money, just raising awareness, this is something that can be done throughout the session.  Sue adds that a simple note of introduction to the Progress Board and what we do and produce would be a major step in the right direction.  Mike adds that this avenue of engagement, where we steadily interact with the legislature in an informative way, seems like the best approach.
Sue asks if there is any downside to the joint resolution.  What if it doesn’t pass?  Mike comments it will not make it to the floor if it isn’t guaranteed of passing.

John adds that this process builds a bipartisan platform and this will likely pay dividends in the future.  Mike adds that that is a good point; we need a continual approach towards broadcasting our information and reports out to the legislature and other audiences.  Sue adds that what we can avoid with this approach, which we’ve seen in the past with some embarrassment, is the question of what are the benchmarks and the Progress Board.
Rita responds that we’re not asking for additional funds for OSIII, but we are still going before Ways and Means for the general budget of the board.  So we need to make sure we have support throughout the General Government Ways and Means Subcommittee. 
Mike announces that he will not be requesting a term extension to the Board.  His eight years with the Progress Board has been an exciting and enjoyable experience.  Mike delivers his letter of resignation.
Meeting Adjourned 3:55pm
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