April 3, 2007
Assessment Committee Conference Call

Pat Ackley, Ken Smith

Rita Conrad, Jay Grussing, Whitney Temple

Rita asked the committee to pay particular attention to the first paragraph of the Executive Summary.  


Staff is also working on finishing the online reporting system so that it can be released simultaneously with the Highlights report. 

We would appreciate any editing comments or suggestions that board members have.  Track changes in Word and then fax or bring a hard copy over.

Pat. Generally:

· *Needs consistent language – page 1 – keep same language of OS goals from page to page (carry over to page 2)
· Rita mentioned that we talk about benchmarks and parts – “parts” “benchmark indicators” “indicators” – we will make these consistent. Committee says don’t use “parts.”  Pat says go with “benchmark indicators.” 91 benchmarks, 75 graded benchmarks; 153 benchmark indicators; 103 graded benchmark indicators. 
*Take the 103 mention out of the Executive Summary.  

· Successes and concerns. Some of the “biggest successes” are not really successes, but they’re showing progress…Success implies control or influence over the results. 
*Change “success” to “improvements” 

· Ken asked for biggest points: 

· Oregon is not improving

· Four benchmark categories of particular concern

· More indicators are graded negatively in 2007 than in 2005

· None of the goals are making progress on balance (although some categories within them are)

· Same or worse than in previous reports – Ken says the first paragraph doesn’t bring out this message. Ken doesn’t like “Mixed and slipping” – this headline doesn’t resonate with people – it is open to all types of interpretations.  

· “slipping and not improving” or “same or worse” – needs to be high-level summary (goal level). 

· On the whole, two goals are not improving and one is slipping. 

· “Yes, but” and “No, but” are fine, but not visually representative – maybe try smile / frown faces. 

· *Change since 2003 is not intuitive – people expect it to be change since 2005 (closest column).  Maybe graph with x axis: 2003, 2005, 2007. Y-axis: No; No, but; Yes, but; Yes.  Will show the slope of the line on Education’s drop.  
· To have power, we need to be able to grab people’s attention

· *Table shows change since 2003, but text talks about changes since 2005.

· *Grading at the goal level doesn’t add anything – no need to do this. 
· At the indicator level, there is mixed progress, but overall, we are the same or worse, except in Goal 3, which is actually mixed (improved and worsened) – but Rita clarified that the “mixed” is based on grade, not change. 

· *Pat and Ken said to change the headers for each goal to be about the change: “same and worse” for first two goals; “mixed” for goal 3. 

· *“worrisome stagnation to definite slippage” – has the right point, but wrong words – very confusing. 
· **3 same, 3 worse, 1 improved. Some that have not changed are relatively good – Economy, Public Safety, and some are relatively bad – Civic Engagement.  

· Reporters will go to this page – they want simplicity – give them the good news and the bad news.  By giving them the graph, we can control the message we send them.  People will pay more attention to it.  

Other Issues:

· What You Can Do: 

· Economy doesn’t have comparable links like the other categories

·  Community Development: 

· Biggest concern is housing, but What You Can Do doesn’t have affordable housing links. Check with OHCS for a good link.  

· Public Safety: 

· Bullet points in How Oregon Compares – are misleading.  We say we’re better than Washington, but we are one of the worst in the nation.  But benchmark charts show great improvement.  Look esp. at property crimes.  We say “Yes, but” for Public Safety, but the How Oregon Compares shows we’re doing horribly on property and violent crimes. 
· *don’t include the most serious violent and property crimes – will be confused with P and V Crime Index. 

· *What stands out in HOC section is not that OR compares favorably to WA, it’s that (compared to the nation) we are ok in behavioral and violent crimes, but in bottom of the barrel for property crimes.   

· *Statement on comparing to WA for juvenile arrests paragraph should go. 

· Balance crimes listed in bullets with crime types shown in the box (same order -> behavioral, person, property, etc.)

· *Appendix 1: compared to WA and US.  Last word = “states”

· *Appendix 2: 3 easy steps can be confused with 3 modules.

· *Executive Summary: PS biggest concern: make the wording same as in PS Summary page. 

· *As individual or member of an organization, 

Ken will send his first draft of a graph.  
