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Background and Analysis


Analysis of Oregon Progress Board Benchmark Reports (1991-2007)

Through all the deserved fan fare that accompanies the Oregon Progress Board’s Benchmarks there is the fundament question of what constitutes success.  This document describes the inherent ambiguity of this question through examining the previous nine biennial reports.  This examination intends to point out the strengths and weaknesses of the Oregon Progress Boards measuring technique and how that technique has changed through time.
Grading Benchmark Success
Success in the Benchmark process is determined through progress toward established targets.  These targets are benchmark specific and currently set at five year increments.
  A biennial progress report evaluates whether benchmark data is moving toward established target and highlights benchmarks of interest (both positive and negative).  Beginning with the 1999 report a grading process was implemented; this process was revised in 2001 and continues to be tweaked in sequential reports.  Three distinct Progress Board biennial report structures have existed:
1. Years 1990-1997.  The initial four reports (including Oregon Shines II) focuses on benchmark data and summarizes the data through chapter narratives.  These narratives use the benchmark data to highlight the success and failures for a particular societal goal indentified in Oregon Shines.   In these reports critical benchmarks were examined and given principle attention.  This key benchmark process was created with the understanding that these key benchmarks were the most telling of overall condition within that particular societal sphere (people/quality of life/economy).  This pyramid approach is described in the figure 1.
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2. Years 1999-2001.  The two reports in this timeframe determined benchmark success through an academic grading scale of A through F.  Grades were determined using a formula that determined if the current trend were to continue would the benchmark meet the target. This technique was modified in the 2001 report to reflect both short-term and long-term trending.
 


Statistical significance was incorporated in the 1999 and 2001 grading by using upper and lower data bounds and calculating whether change is statistically significant.  This was rolled into the grading of the benchmark when applicable.

Multi-part benchmarks for 1999 and 2001 were graded separately and rolled up into a benchmark final grade.  This final grade was used in grading the categorical and overall Oregon grades.
The 2001 report was the first to compare the current category grading with the category grading in previous reports (1999).  This comparison is only done across years where grading techniques are relatively similar.
3. Years 2003 - 2007.  The grading changed to answer the question of “Is Oregon making progress?”  This was done through the scale of Yes, Yes but, No but, No, and some designation for unknown (which isn’t included in the overall state grading process).
  Grades are determined through interpreting long-term trend lines (in early reports generated via Microsoft Excel).  These trends tried to include at a minimum of ten years of data, no grades are given to benchmarks with three data points or less.


Stratified benchmarks (those with a,b,c) were evaluated independently when rolling up the measurements to the categorical level.  For example; this gave Teen Substance Abuse – Alcohol (Benchmark 49a) the same weight as child abuse (benchmark 50) when evaluating the protection subcategory of social support.  Whereas in previous reports all benchmark 49 sections were rolled up into a single benchmark 49 grade, where 49a equaled only 1/3 of the weight that benchmark 50 carried, since there is 3 parts to benchmark 49.
Between each of these three reports (2003, 2005, 2007) the assessment of progress changed slightly. In 2003, the criteria if the data trend was unambiguous it was graded as yes or no, while in the 2005 and 2007 reports the foci turned to whether the benchmark was achieving/or likely to achieve nearest target (2005). 

The 2005 report clarifies the roll of subjectivity in the reporting process by describing the role of expert and board member insight in defining the grade.  Other conditions, such as economic and social trends, are used by analysis staff to determine the benchmark grades.
Statistical significance in the 2003 through 2007 reports is no longer explicitly part of the benchmark grading criteria, but still included subjectively by analysis staff.
The tradition of comparing the section and overall state grade to previous reports continues with these three reports.  Albeit the reports from 1999-2001 are not compared to the reports from this time period (2003-2007).
These three general phases illustrate the evolving nature of the board’s mission, its institionalization in government, the priorities of board members and staff, and the improving nature of general measuring & data availability.  

A principle topic not address in this analysis but of equal importance is the determination of benchmark targets and their baseline values.  The targeting topic is addressed in target setting background paper.

Analysis notes: 
‘Forward-looking to Evaluating’
· The biennial reporting has changed to reflect board leadership and the maturation of the benchmark system.  Initially, the Progress Board reports focused on visioning and highlighting topics in need of Oregon’s attention (both via policy and individual effort).  As the board became formalized, it became increasingly focused on the evaluation of Oregon’s progress/success both individually, via benchmark data, and at the state level through rolling up the benchmarks into a tapestry of Oregon’s overall health.  This change is reflected in the revising of expectations (more realistic leaning) and the difficulty in grading and defining success (changes to the grading processes).
� Initially benchmark targets were set at 10 year increments (report years 1991-1999 had targets for 2000 and 2010), beginning with the 2001 report targets were established for 2005 and 2010.  For more on target setting view the target setting background papers.


� Source: Oregon Option Report by Christina H. Macy (~1995, Annie E. Casey Foundation) page 5.


� Appendix A details the grading process for the 1999 and 2001 reports.


� The 2003 report used qualified Yes and qualified No in rolling up the grades.


� The Target setting process background papers can be found at: URL…





PAGE  
1
Oregon Progress Board

2/15/2008


