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  PROGRESS BOARD MINUTES
October 23, 2008

Attending: Pat Ackley, Sue Densmore, Annabelle Jaramillo, Robert Landauer, Raymond Caballero, Joe Johnson, Mike Jordon, James Sager, Represetative Sara Gelser, and Scott Harra Staff: Rita Conrad and Jay Grussing  Guest: Natasha Detweiler
Mike Jordan calls the meeting to order. The board approves the July minutes with changes.  Board introductions are conducted.
I) 
Executive Director’s Report
Rita discusses the ED report.  
Rita introduces intern Tatiana Dunbar-Hall.  The Oregon Shines Business Plan is complete, but we’ve realized that the current structure is not possible in the current economic climate so a revised smaller version is being worked out.  The Governor’s six principles publication is discussed. We’re currently working diligently on the 2009 report.  The plan is to have it ready for the January board meeting and released near the start of session. 

II)
Assessment Committee Report
Ray briefs the board on the quarter’s committee actions.
Ray introduces Ken Smith and himself as the new co-chairs to the Assessment Committee and thanks Pat for her tenure as chair of the committee.   Benchmarks and topic addressed during the past quarter: Benchmark 35, 53a – which is no longer being collecting by DHS given its suspect data quality; Benchmark 61 and Benchmark 74 (details below); and the committee has suspended target setting until after the new report is released.  

Education Enterprise and “40-40-20” targets
James introduces the targeting proposal for the education completion benchmarks.  These are Benchmarks 23, 25 and 26.  The idea is to align the benchmarks to the overall targets of the education community in Oregon.  
The focus of the education community within Oregon is to move beyond the traditional measures for education and look at what is actually needed for Oregonians and Oregon’s economy in the future.  This focus is captured in principle in the education community’s 2025 goal in Oregon of 40-40-20: 40 percent with four year degree or more, 40 percent with post-high school certificate training, and the remaining 20 percent with at a minimum a High School degree or equivalent.  

The middle 40 percent is unique in that it includes more than those captured in a traditional settings (high school, college).  Much of the workforce will need education that is specific such as professional certificates.  Currently 80 percent of the education enterprise is focused on the traditional student pipeline, yet what is needed is a realignment which also focuses on the adult workforce and the training.
Rita adds that the proposal embraces the 40-40-20 model and uses linear progress to set targets for the intervening target years.  Ray’s concern is that we would be setting targets that violate our existing protocol on ‘realistic yet ambitious.’  Is there anywhere in the world that has achieved something similar to we could use to justify what seem as overly ambitious target?
James answers no.  The difficulty in evaluating such a proposal is the relationship it has with in-migration. Data shows that we bring in roughly equal amounts of individuals with and without degrees. But the state’s education community feels that we need to build an education system that can address the education needs of all.  
Ray agrees with the idea of building the capacity, but to translate this into an absolute measure of graduates (outputs) is a different metric.  Setting an impossible goal is similar to setting no goal, and if we make an exception in this case, where do exceptions end?  The philosophy of the board has been to have realistic targets. James agrees with these concerns, but the board needs to not be seen as out of step with the education community.  If we’re reporting on something that has no relationship to Oregon’s education system we are equally out of sync with the system, legislature, etc.
Rita clarifies the current expectations.  With the report coming out in January we currently have no grades for the education benchmarks, which are of paramount importance to the state.  This creates a large hole in our analysis of the state if we have no analysis of such an important topic. What James represents is the currently thinking of the majority of education stakeholders in the state.   This is an avenue for the board to gain targets for these important benchmarks which instantly includes stakeholder input.  We can clearly delineate the aspiration targets of 40-40-20 from the incremental targets of 2010, 2015, 2020, which can and will be adjusted through time to fit our criteria of realistic, yet ambitious.
Pat asks the question of how these changes relates to OSIII. Is this just an interim fix until that time?  Rita responds the benchmarks could change in OSIII, but it is not a certainty.
Ray and Mike refocus the discussion on the proper role of targeting for the benchmarks.  We have developed a methodology over the last twenty years that delicately balances the aspirational with the realistic and moving to a 100 percent target (for high school completion) that moves us more toward the aspirational.
Mike asks if the benchmarks would need to be change to capture the intent of the 40-40-20 proposal.  Jay:  The benchmarks sourced from the ACS would not have to be changed.  These are the benchmarks focused on the traditional attainment goals of High School and College completion.  However, benchmark 25 – Postsecondary Credentials, which is sourced from our Oregon Population Survey (OPS) might have to be changed to reflect the middle 40’s intended population.  It currently counts individuals who receive technical and certificate generating training who have do not have a four year college degree.  It also does not explicitly capture those who received training in the military.
Ray asks for clarification on the aspirational focus in targeting.  Do we have other benchmarks that have aspirational targets? Bob responds that is an issue of personal perception.  Rita comments that the board has moved from aspirational to more realistic in our twenty year history, as explained in the target background primer.  Mike adds this discussion has been ongoing within the board for years and will continue to be a constant struggle with no easy answers.  Targets were made more realistic in an attempt to add credibility to the board.  From a public management perspective setting targets that we know can not be reached diminishes the value of the measure in the eyes of the people trying to get there.  The question is does the setting of these targets influence the policy debate to actually moving the education system forward to actually trying reach them.  If the education institution within Oregon is behind this philosophy, then Mike is in favor of setting targets coinciding with their 2025 vision.  In fact our targets will be revised at five year increments and if as we move toward 2025 the data suggests this is not achievable, we can revise them at that time.
James thinks it would be beneficial for the board to match up with the education enterprise.  He would like to take the proposal before us to the education enterprise and ask for their input.  Since they don’t have interim targets the benchmarks may be able to fit that role.  Additionally, we’ll need to work with the education enterprise over the coming year to make sure our education measures capture the changes that are being undertaken in the system regarding what is in fact success.  An example of this is Oregon offers a modified High School diploma and we need be able to capture the changes in the education system in order to accurately gauge progress.   
Pat motions that the current proposal be brought to the education enterprise for comments.  Once agreement this proposal should be sent out electronically for a board vote.  Ray seconds.  
Sue asks James to describe the education enterprise.  James explains it includes all education entities, pre-k through post-secondary and also includes workforce entities.  The Oregon Business Council and the Joint Boards of Eeducation also support the 40-40-20 goals.  The goals are also referenced in current education legislation.
Motion approved
Benchmark 24 – Some College Completion 
Jay describes the Assessment Committee recommended changes to OBM 24.  Primarily this moves the measure to the ACS.  Targets are currently not proposed.
Motion approved.  

Benchmark 74 - Affordable Housing 

Rita introduces Natasha Detweiler from the Oregon Housing and Community Services (OHCS) Department and extends a thank you to Tom Cusack, Natasha, and the Assessment committee for creating and discussing what will be a much improved measure of affordable housing for Oregon.
Rita summarizes the benchmark revision table which includes the existing benchmark and the proposed benchmark to the board.  Currently we have a benchmark that is stratified by owners and renters using their respective median incomes as a cut-off of affordability.  The 1st alternative proposes using the overall median income in Oregon as the cut-off of affordability.  The 2nd alternative, which the Assessment Committee is leaning towards, does not use an income cut-off including all Oregon homeowners, but does look at only those most severely housing burdened by focusing on those paying 50 percent or more.
Jay presents to the board the 74a and 74b write-ups requested by the Assessment Committee which documents the rates of affordable housing using the 2nd alternative and measuring households spending 50 percent or more on housing.  The Assessment Committee likes this measure given its transparency, ease of access, and scalability.

Natasha comments that using the first alterative (which she is advocating for) would allow the state and county comparisons.  She offers to prove the statistical manipulation for those comparisons.  For transparency, Natasha and the OHCS would supply the board with the formula and methodology to be posted online. 
OHCS feels that the measure of affordable housing should align with housing programs in the state. All housing programs use a percent of overall median household income in determining eligibility and assistance.  HUD determines cost burden as those spending 30 percent or more of their income for determining eligibility.  The 50 percent of the 2nd alternative is not used in housing policy determinations.  It is the lower income populations that are facing tough choices about whether to pay for food or for housing, for example.   This is why we prefer a measure looking at those under 50 percent of overall median income. 
Ray comments that the benchmark, as it is currently constructed, requires math which has been our responsibility to construct in the past.  The Assessment Committee is leaning toward the second proposal in part due to the reduced requirement on staff, who’s responsibility would it be to construct the measure if proposal one is selected.  Jay responds that Natasha and OHCS has agreed to provide the board with the calculated rates and the methodology and equations used to create the data if we choose the first proposal.  
Ray follows up that we would also lose the granular nature that using data directly from the ACS would supply.  As Tom Cusack mentioned in the Assessment Committee meeting, using the ACS tables allow us to get data as granular as the census track.  Is our audience impeded/hurt if we lose this scalability?  Additionally, does OHCS offer to supply this information into perpetuity?  Is there a downside to moving to the 1st proposal?

· Natasha comments that we use the same ACS data, just run it through the equation.  So even if we do not calculate the benchmark data at that granular level the information is clearly available on the benchmark website for others to duplicate.  

· Natasha states that she is willing to make the commitment that she’ll supply this, but cannot speak for the agency.  The agency uses these numbers for many of our services so we create this information internally anyway so I would assume the agency wouldn’t have a problem supplying the board with the data.

· Jay comments that one of the concerns with this measure that Tom Cusack mentioned is that it is not an apples to apples comparison if we’re using the overall median income.  We’re including more renters proportionally than owners and this intentional bias makes comparisons invalid.  The original measure took into this account by looking at the median for both of these groups.  We’re making an intentional choice to focus on this disproportionate makeup of households (more renters than owners).
· Bob comments that people use our data for creating many different reports.  Do we understand which format would be the most useful for them and would using a constructed measure undermine the value of our data for those users? Additionally, how would policy makers in the legislature review these changes and say it helps them clarify an issue which tough decisions and priorities have to be made.
· Natasha says that if data users are using this data for grant writing, the format would need to speak to the low income categories defined by HUD.  The HUD requirements are those defined as rent burdened which uses the below median format.
· Representative Gelser states that the comparison feature of seeing other communities and the ability too drill down would be very useful.  But to be candid the first challenge is to have the legislature to actually use the benchmark.  How visible a benchmark is often is determined by how often they’re used by advocacy groups.  The Children’s First report is a prime example, where they use the boards’ goals as a means to holding decision-makers feet to the fire.  She can’t think of a time when she’s heard her colleagues discuss the affordable housing benchmark.
· James asks what does this tell us and how is it useful in determining policy?  Some data that recently came out stated that over half of all jobs in the state were below family wage jobs.  As a policy prescription I may try to address that concern but how does a policy affect affordability of housing?  Representative Gelser adds that the affordable housing measure tells us very little about communities given different circumstances exist across Oregon.  
· Mike states the indicator falls under community health and represents a community of interest that is more often susceptible to changes in the housing dynamic.  The relevant policy information is the housing dynamic for individuals below median income.  Granted the measure isn’t perfect nor will it ever be perfect, but it is a relevant piece historically in Oregon. 
· Annabelle comments that counties are currently going through the process of developing 10-year homelessness plans.  This type of data helps in going through that process at least at the local level. 

· James mentions that in the economic condition that we are currently in it is conceivable that a below median indicator does not change very much. Using the measure of all incomes might be a better measure of the economic turmoil we’re headed for, as those in other income brackets find it harder to afford housing.  To know the health of a community wouldn’t it be better to look at that entire community population? 
· Representative Gelser and James favor using the entire population but using 30 percent not 50 percent.  What was the rationale for using 50 percent?

· Mike responds that the intention of the benchmark originally was to illustrate stress on households in order to stay in your home.  Focusing on below median income the thought was the measure focused more on this stress.  Those making above the median, the logic proposed, had more alternatives to shift costs around and would not necessarily be stressed if having to pay more than 30 percent for housing.  (Although the last few weeks have turned this reality on its head.)
· Representative Gelser adds that this indicator could have been that canary in the coal mine but current circumstances have really shifted housing security.  Moving to a measure that can capture that greater housing insecurity is why I favor of moving to a measure of all households.
· Natasha:  if we go to a measure of all households, we are no longer talking about affordable housing but housing affordability.  I’d recommend changing the benchmark title to reflect this.  Affordable housing is more central to the policies of my agency which looks at those struggling to obtain or retain any housing, while housing affordability focus on the general cost of housing for Oregonians.
· Mike comments that if you’re above median income and you’re spending more than 30 percent it’s your choice.  If you loose your house you’re still making above median income and you can find a place to rent.  While this tells me something economically about the community, from my perspective as a policy maker I ask “so what?”  We will never focus programs on those over median income.
· Representative Gelser responds that this cuts to the goal of the benchmark.  If the benchmark is intended to focus on public programs/service focusing on those under 50 percent makes sense.  If we’re looking at broader economic/social condition the overall measure is useful.  Such information would have been helpful in our 07/08 legislative discussions about mortgage lending practices.
· Natasha adds that having comparator data is useful for policy decisions.  For 2007 Oregon ranked 11th out of all states for affordable housing using the median income and below criteria.   For policy using all household comparisons mean vary little.  Using rankings of overall households spending more than 30 percent on housing would not be useful at this policy level.
· Mike:  Which options offer the best choice for comparator data?  Natasha replies that it can be done for both however option number one requires math.

· Rita adds that the benchmarks are indicators of the Oregon Shines goals.  How do these measures relate to the goals of healthy, sustainable surroundings and engaging, caring and safe communities?  
· James asks why not include both measures.  This could give us a better housing picture of Oregon.  He doesn’t really see much movement in the indictor of those under median income, at this time.   Adding the broader measure could give the board a clearer picture of overall housing in Oregon.
Mike suggests we adopt one of these proposed measures as a continuation of the affordable housing and instruct staff to explore an additional measure, based off the measure not approved as a new benchmark.
Joe proposes alternative one, seconded by Pat.  Motion approved
Benchmark 61, Disabled Living in Poverty

Jay introduces the Assessment Committee approved benchmark revisions.  Representative Gelser recommends changing the verbiage of mental disability to cognitive or development in the definition to match current best practices.  Overall the indicator is a vast improvement.
The board approves the measure with the verbiage change to cognitive for b.
III.
Joint Vision and Outreach Committee Report
Sue explains the move towards having joint meetings of the Vision and Outreach committees since much of the work overlaps.  
1:55
OSIII - Plan B, Plan B Budget, & budget request (POP)
2:15
Oregon Progress Board:  Value-added for Oregon 

Sue describes the changes since the last meeting regarding OSIII and the committee meetings.
Rita presents the proposed Progress Board budget and Policy Option Packages for Oregon Shines III currently being prepared for Ways and Means hearings.  James adds that the state is currently five percent below board.  The Governor is looking to hold education harmless, so others will have to make deeper cuts.  All amounts are being scrutinized. The next forecast comes out Nov 19th.  

Bob states that his impression is that the Ways and Means uses performance-based outcomes.  Does our approach in step one of the legislative approach offer the benchmark report up as a policy prescriptive?  Scott mentions that many agencies don’t link to benchmarks.  Rita affirms that regulatory agencies often have difficulty tying to benchmarks.  James stresses that agencies self-select which benchmarks to link to.  
Mike the next few months may just have to be awareness campaign.  James comments we can work with the legislature on getting this  (this is what it is what we’re offering).  Pat comments that we have to get out to the legislative staff.  Committee staff being hired right now.  

2:30
BREAK

2:45
OSIII Public Sector Work Group
Mike Jordan 

Mike and James met with the Governor to discuss Oregon Shines III and the Progress Board.  The economic downturn has pushed us to adjust the innovations laid out in the Oregon Shines III Business Plan.  Mike discusses the 2003 session, when the board was actually cut from the budget, then revived by this Governor.  This year is going to be similar challenge for us, affecting how we propose our base budget and that of Oregon Shines III.  During the ensuring discussion, several remarks are made about the necessity of presenting a clear picture to the legislature of what we do and how it is useful to them in policy-making.
Based on conversations with several board members and stakeholders including Senator Morse and Duncan Wyse,  Rita laid out a proposed approach to engage the legislature in Oregon Shines III.  This is currently under consideration by the Governor.  The new approach would unbundle the more innovative and costly aspects of the business plan, which may be adopted by other foundations and universities.  Some of those talks have already begun.
3:30 
Meeting adjourned
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