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July 8, 2004

TO:

Progress Board Members

FROM:
Jeffrey Tryens



Executive Director



Rita Conrad



Senior Policy Analyst

SUBJECT:
Oregon Progress Board May 18, 2004 Meeting Minutes

Member present:  Annabelle Jaramello, Michael Jordan, Duke Shepard, Ed Whitelaw, Brett Wilcox, Diane Snyder (phone), Theresa McHugh, Heather Kaplinger, Jim Sager.  Staff: Jeff Tryens, Rita Conrad and Jake Holcombe.

Brett opened the meeting at 12:35 p.m. and welcomed Annabelle Jaramillo to the Board.  Minutes from the March meeting were approved.

Vision Subcommittee
President Sue Hildrick of the Chalkboard Project shared a slide show overview of the project and welcomed a dialogue on how the Chalkboard Project could intersect with the planned Oregon Shines update.  The project’s goal is to facilitate a long-term solution for Oregon’s educational challenges by engaging in an iterative process of research and dialogue designed to engage Oregonians in a meaningful dialogue about the future of K-12 education in Oregon.

Jeff explained that, assuming Oregon Shines III happens, this project will provide useful information for the Board.  With other statewide planning processes, the Progress Board could collaborate to produce major components of Oregon Shines III – e.g., Oregon Business Plan could become the economy sphere, Oregon State of the Environment Report 2000 (SOER) the environment sphere.  The Chalkboard Project could possibly fit into the educational component of the economy sphere. 

Brett raised the issue of how the benchmarks could be used to reflect progress in the Chalkboard Project.  Jeff mentioned the need to clarify the Department of Education’s role versus that of the community

Benchmark Update Subcommittee
Ready to Learn - Benchmark #18

E.J. Ayers from the Department of Education reported that the kindergarten survey will be conducted in November and will attempt to coordinate with other reports due in from the districts. This year the department has made the survey web-based and will attempt to do the same with the results.  A feedback process is being created to learn how schools are using the data.  Throughout the year, a work group will be aligning the survey with curriculum for young children.  Jeff stressed the importance of the survey and said it was great that the department is carrying on with the work.  He suggested that before fielding the survey, the department meet with users around the state to get feedback.

Adult Literacy – Benchmark #27 

New data point - 

Kristen Kulongoski from Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development said that an interagency group has been working for a year and a half on how to measure literacy skills to replace the state’s single dated (1991) data point.  The national survey just completed was too costly for the small Oregon sample it offered ($800K).  Portland State University Professor Stephen Reder helped evaluate the options for measuring literacy cost-effectively.  Developing a phone survey using Oregon Population Survey (OPS) respondents is probably the only practical solution.  This involves validating then fielding a phone survey and paper/pencil test of OPS respondents, costing about $100K.  The literacy survey is actually a separate project, but they hope to make it seamless with OPS in the future.

Board members raised methodology questions relating to validation, surveying for literacy by phone, and the likelihood of missing a significant portion of the population who don’t have phones. 

Jeff explained that the Board lacks the resources to contact non-phone households by other means.  Instead the population survey identifies respondents with sporadic phone service and assumes that those respondents are an adequate surrogate for non-phone households.  It will be a challenge to get this right; this is part of the job of the contractor.  The OPS does over-sample for race and ethnicity.  Steve noted that the upcoming national survey will have a Spanish component for the first time.  It won’t help in Oregon but it will provide important context.

Steve noted that if this approach is successful, he may be able to develop congressional district-specific estimates.

Progress Board’s interpretation of the 1991 data -
Steve said the Board had incorrectly calculated Oregon’s literacy rate relative to other states (in 1993).  Steve explained that the standard for the literacy benchmark was set at a score of 325 by the Progress Board based on a 1991 survey it conducted.  A subsequent national survey set the standard at a score of 275 and established the pattern for most other states.  Steve also said that the Board had incorrectly compared its sample of 16 to 65-year olds to the national sample of 16 and older.  This is important because older population tends to be less educated and less literate.  Steve recommended that whatever is used for the benchmark, it should be contextualized with national data. 

Regarding whether to use one of the standards or both, Steve noted that national comparability argues for 275, but strategic workforce development may make the 325 standard more relevant. Jim Sager suggested keeping both.

Jeff questioned the dramatically higher Oregon scores compared to Washington and the U.S.  Both Jim and Steve said that based on their evaluations (Steve’s included rigorous evaluation of underlying socio-demographics) the high ratings were real.  Jeff stressed the importance of getting another data point.

Brett moved and Ed seconded that the Board correct the calibration of the data as suggested by Steve, as follows: 

Use comparable base populations to compare Oregon's adult literacy benchmark with that of other states and the nation. (Oregon's 1990 data exclude those who didn't speak English well and those over 65, while the other states' and national data include both of those groups; so benchmarks for the other states' need to be disaggregated for a subpopulation that matches Oregon's). 

Use comparable benchmark levels to compare Oregon with other states' or the nation (Oregon's benchmark currently is 325 while others' is 275). 

The agencies involved with adult literacy should determine the appropriate benchmark level for Oregon for consideration by the Progress Board.

Benchmark Update Survey Results

Ed, as chair of the Benchmark Update Committee, introduced the web-based benchmark update survey.  Rita explained that invitations were sent to about 1,200 people on the Progress Board e-mail list.  There were 120 respondents, mostly from state and local governments.  Rita provided a sampling of charts and analyses that could be produced to help the Board decide which benchmarks to leave alone and which to consider updating.  She suggested announcing an improved version of the survey (with multiple choice questions and more navigational options) in the press to encourage responses from the general public.  Jeff and Brett agreed this could be a good outreach tool.  Diane suggested a few in-depth interviews with people, as well.

Sustainability Synchronicity

Jeff updated the Board on a request from the Oregon Sustainability Board to synchronize benchmark measurements with Oregon Sustainability Board measurements relating to the sustainability vision for Oregon.  A subcommittee of the Oregon Sustainability Board will work with Progress Board’s Benchmark Update Committee.  One of the key questions the group needs to answer is “Is sustainability a specific end point or an ongoing process?”  Jeff said he distributed a memo to the committee members laying out a proposal on how to do this, with a series of meetings that would result in a plan, which would be ready to adopt to late in the summer.

Members asked for clarification on the relationship between the two executive orders (from Governors Kitzhaber and Kulongoski).  Jeff explained that the latter is an extension of the former.

Brett express concern that the Board should be aware that political concerns about the Oregon Sustainability Board could adversely affect the Progress Board if the two are seen as too closely aligned.  Theresa said that she does not believe the two Boards are seen as synonymous and that state dollars spent on planning will always be scrutinized by the legislature.

Performance Management Subcommittee
Theresa presented an early draft of a new “Smart Budgeting” framework in which agencies are asked to align their programs and performance measures to a set of Governor’s Principles and indicate program status based on several criteria, including:

· evidence of return/outcomes

· whether it is mandate

· whether it is a direct or indirect service

· number of citizens impacted

· whether the service can be provided outside of state government

Theresa noted that there is potential for some agencies to get to micro-detail, others tendency to put things in huge blocks.  They will watch for that and try to get some consistency in detail.

Brett expressed enthusiasm and said the single most important thing was to force agencies to state what their single most important goal/outcome for each program. 

Theresa noted that the real focus for the governor is citizen-centric.  Can we demonstrate highest value to the citizens?  Intuitively most agencies do this.  The issue is matching it up to something demonstrable.  Agencies are generally supportive.  Toughest area is K-12.  This will all be done in parallel to the traditional technical budget.

Jeff said that one of the Advisory Committee on Government Performance and Accountability (ACGPA) recommendations was interagency work. This new process is all about interagency work. Brett said that sorting by the Governor’s principles will group agencies and provide the jumping off point for this work.  The Board was enthusiastic about assisting the process wherever possible.

Annabelle raised a concern that some may see this exercise as just another layer of planning in lieu of action.  Theresa responded by saying that we will always need to answer the question “Why is this important to citizens?”  This is hopefully a better way to do that. 
Executive Director’s Report

Advisory Committee on Government Performance and Accountability: 

Jeff explained that the new budget framework presented by Theresa was partially stimulated by the ACGPA work.  The budget instructions gave agencies an opportunity to link each performance measure to percent of budget.  The Board is preparing additional guidance for agencies.  Very few states are able to do this in a meaningful way.  For this reason, the exercise is voluntary at this time.

ACGPA’s recommendation on regulatory streamlining was folded in with the administrative measures work group, which the Board is helping to staff.  Jeff will supervise an intern over summer to start developing measures themselves, continuing to work with the four work groups that were created earlier in the year. 

There will also be a set of measures on customer service and satisfaction.  Jeff said he would suggest that sometime in the future that state pool all agency customer satisfaction funds to do a standard approach government-wide.  As of now, agencies will get guidelines and a couple of questions and proceed individually.

Public access to state performance measure data:
Jeff will go with Brett and Theresa to editorial boards of major newspapers to make a pitch the Board’s web page showcasing measures and annual reports from all state agencies (http://egov.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/apr_Jan04.shtml).

2004 Oregon Population Survey:
Jeff reported the money is in hand, the federal match is nailed down, the RFP is out, and the state is in the process of choosing a contractor ASAP.  Fielding is targeted for June 1 – July 30. This biennium, it is a longer and better survey.  Jeff gave the Board a “heads-up” that the questions that have normally been part of the supplemental survey, asked to those respondents who agreed to be called back, will from now on be asked  as part of the base survey.  He believes, based on a comparison he did with the recent Oregon Values and Beliefs Survey, that respondents who agreed to answer additional questions were not entirely representative of the general population, skewing the results toward a more positive view of things like public sector performance.
Customer Satisfaction with the Progress Board:

As requested by the Board, staff fielded a follow-up customer satisfaction survey with just performance measure customers to validate the findings of the broader survey done of Department of Administrative customers.  Although not strictly comparable, the findings were generally consistent.  Staff needs to focus on better listening, improving consistency of communication and simplifying the performance measurement system for state agencies.

Association of Governmental Accountants (AGA) review of two Oregon performance reports:

Jeff reviewed the AGA comments on annual performance measure reports from the Department of Human Services and the Oregon University System.  This was part of a pilot program to develop a national certificate of excellence in performance reporting.  Both reviews were generally positive, but reviewers were critical of: 1) using old data, 2) not summarizing well, 3) not enough comparisons, and 4) unclear about budget amounts.  Oregon was the only jurisdiction which had two separate reports accepted for review.  Comments for the two agencies were similar.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:07 p.m.
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