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 Assessment Committee Meeting Notes
Tuesday June 3rd, 2008
Members on the Call:  Pat Ackley, Ken Smith, Raymond Caballero, Tom Potiowsky, and Joe Johnson; Staff: Jay Grussing
Previous meeting notes are reviewed.  This practice of attaching the notes to the agenda and reviewing notes as the first meeting item will be continued in future meetings. 
Benchmark 73, Homeownership – Revision Document
Jay
Benchmark 73 is proposed to change from the Oregon Population Survey (OPS) to American Community Survey (ACS).  This change is recommended due to the advantages of the ACS and its ability to supply more accurate and comparable data which the OPS can not.  Not targets are proposed at this time, we’ll need to engage with benchmark contacts regarding targeting.
· Raymond comments that a major proposal of Oregon Shines III will be to make the benchmark understandable to the average person.  This measure offers little value with these raw rates of home-ownership; wouldn’t a better measure be comparison to other states?  The ranking/rate discussion is addressed in below.
· Tom asks about the purpose of the benchmark.  This is one of the benchmarks that do not offer much insight in my opinion.  In looking at the current conditions and the long-term trends is it possible to increase homeownership, or are these increases unsustainable as is evident in what is happening in the housing market.  
· Jay adds the original intention, I would suspect, is that homeownership is a corollary to overall societal health.  The causation would be difficult to point out, but research points out positive outcomes associated with owning a home.  Individual benchmarks will be evaluated in Oregon Shines III as to their value as a societal measure.
· No objections or changes are proposed.  The assessment committee recommends the benchmark change to the board.
Benchmark 61, Disabled Oregonians Living in Poverty ACS Options – Background Document
Jay
The background document provides the detailed information that the ACS can supply regarding disability status and poverty/economic condition.  
· Joe comments that the data on disability characteristic and age answers his concern with the previous measure – the aggregate measure (OBM 61) of disability by poverty inclusive of all ages masked the underlying problem.
· Tom asks how would we be able to display benchmark to where it would be meaningful to Oregonians, as granular has it is currently displayed may have no value to Oregonians.  Pat adds we need to balance the reporting with the workload required.

· Joe suggests a simplified matrix be brought back to the assessment committee for further review.  If we just took the two largest disability categories and break these two out by age it likely would be sufficient to illustrate the vulnerable economic conditions that exist for individuals with disabilities.  (one or two disabilities prove the point that its mainly a age issues.)
· Pat asks Jay to discuss this document with Rep. Gelser and include her suggestions in the next assessment committee document on the subject.
· Pat asks we need to keep in mind that we may be setting a precedent with this benchmark if we decide to break it out into specific disabilities by age.  Other benchmark advocates may propose changes to other measures to get to greater specificity within a measure.  We need to be sure we want to go down this road before we change the measure.

· Ken adds that we need to be careful as Pat said about opening the options door on benchmarks too wide.  An index may be a possibility as more and more high quality data becomes available.  There may be a way with the benchmark to open this data up to users at a sub-benchmark level (disaggregate data) allowing interested users to drill into the detail data.
· Next step construct a simplified measure broken down by age and a few possible disability – poverty statistics (Consult will Rep. Gelser on finalizing this list of options.)

· Pat and Ray would like to see the recommendations as soon as possible after the meeting with Rep. Gelser.  

Target Setting Background Document Review – Reporting Primer & Targeting Primer
Jay 

These documents are primers on how benchmark grading and target setting has happened in the past.  These documents are not proposing any changes.  The proposal document will be ready by the end of July and will build off of this background.
· These documents are useful for new board members.  
The recommendations for target setting are currently being drafted by Ken and Jay.  This document will describe a few avenues for target setting moving forward.  Of course these proposals will tie into Oregon Shines III (OSIII).

· Ken comments that one of these options will be an intensive approach where individual benchmark committees would be formed with academics/experts, advocates & practitioners (in and out of government) involved in the championing the benchmark and setting targets.  These groups driven by protocol would guarantee that the best available knowledge and explanatory factors would be included in the measure and targeting.  This level of knowledge would increase the sophistication of the benchmark.  This is an incredibly resource intensive view.  Is this something that the committee would be interested in and how does this fit into OSIII?
· Jay comments that Ken’s idea could become an extension of OSIII in so far as OSIII will bring together experts around evaluating/changing/replacing the benchmarks.  What Ken is proposing is that these teams, or some version thereof, be permanently codified around the benchmarks.
· Ken adds that this approach would have two prongs: First, we need a strong target setting guidance set, and second the board would have to manage these groups, which is a large undertaking.   These committees could identify causal relationship and help target policy prescriptions.
Oregon Population Survey (OPS)
Jay
The OPS contract was signed last week and testing will begin shortly.  The schedule proposes surveying will begin in July.  The contractor will be supplying a complete work plan in the next few days.  All fundraising should be complete within the next couple of weeks.
State Ranking verses Rates for Oregon Benchmarks
The committee discusses the advantages and disadvantages regarding using ranking as opposed to rates.  Ray proposes that rankings are easier to understand by the general public.  Rankings also:
· Correct for national trends.  Using Hunger (OBM 58) as an example: Oregon ranked last nationally in the earlier decade, we now rank roughly in the middle of all states.  What we see with Oregon’s actual Hunger rate is that it hasn’t changed over the last three data points but our ranking has improved by 13 states, hence rates are going up across the nation.
· These national trends reveal influences that at the state level we have little control over, rankings tell us more about state level initiatives and give ready made targets for improvement as opposed to setting targets too aggressively or not aggressively enough.
This debate will be continued in the framework of the target setting deliberations and Oregon Shines III.
Action Items

· Finish target setting document for next Assessment Committee Meeting
· Construct simplified OBM 61 options document

· Work with Representative Gelser on OBM 61 and the economic burden on families with children who are disabled.

· Research ranking verses rate issue
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