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 MINUTES – PROGRESS BOARD MEETING 
April 26, 2007

Members Present: Mike Jordan, Pat Ackley, Bob Landauer, Annabelle Jaramillo, Tom Potiowsky, Sue Densmore on speaker phone, and James Sager for the Governor.
Staff present: Rita Conrad, Whitney Temple, Jay Grussing
Mike Jordan calls the meeting to order while deferring the approval of the January meeting notes until a quorum is present.  Mike turns the floor over to Sue Densmore for the first meeting agenda.
1) Oregon Shines III – Civic Engagement
Sue introduces the listening session expert panel.  The panel includes a cross-section of organizations working towards Oregon’s long-term success.  In addressing the global and local realities interacting upon Oregon these organizations look to create strong civic communities and experienced leaders who can help guide Oregon into future.  Such expertise will help the Progress Board engage Oregonians as we move forward with Oregon Shines III and help develop an engagement strategy for the state.
American Leadership Forum: Kent Snyder, President, and Robin Teater, Executive Director 
The mission of the American Leadership Forum (ALF) is training Oregon’s leader in achieving the public good while allowing for a venue where civic & social networks are fostered.  ALF has been active in Oregon for 21 years and offers classes once a year (20-25 state leader) focusing on improving the collaboration of Oregon’s business, non-profits, and government agencies.
ALF focuses on building Oregon’s leaders and breaking down real and perceived barriers across geography and various other distinctions.  Recent work has focused connecting senior fellows (those with >25years experience) with smaller and diverse entities across the state.  ALF is currently focused on mobilizing leadership talent in helping Oregon engage in the civic process through facilitating constructive dialog.  ALF is not an advocacy group, nor is it political.  ALF focuses on creating the networks of discourse and connecting leaders engaged in solving civic problems. ALF’s members make up a large network of leaders across the state.  ALF is interested in involving itself with the Progress Board as the Board undertakes the next iteration of Oregon Shines.
Portland City Club: Wendy Radmacher-Willis, Executive Director
The Portland City Club is one of the oldest civic organizations in the state, having been founded in 1916.  It is one of few remaining civic organizations begun during the dramatic social changes accompanying Oregon’s industrial growth of the late 19th and early 20th century.  
Rita inquires why these civic organizations are disappearing. 

Wendy suggests much of this has to do with what Robert Putnam has described in his work on the changing cultural and societal identity of America (Bowling Alone).  With commuting, two worker households, and generational differences which constructs civic engagement in a less locally orientated way, all depressing civic organization participation rates.  
The Portland City Club’s mission is essentially to create informed community engagement.  The club asks the questions of how we as Oregonians are going to organize ourselves and our communities’ in the rapidly changing world.  Two club programs might intersect with the Oregon Shines III process.  
First, the Friday program attracts several hundred people to the lunchtime presentation, while broadcasting to thousands more on TV and the radio, is a forum for civic discourse and presenting new ideas to the state.  The Friday program is where former Governor Kitzhaber rolled out the Archimedes project.  Governor Kitzhaber commented that the forum was the only place where enough time was dedicated to the topic to fully articulate the Archimedes objectives; other methods would not have allowed for such a thorough and thoughtful presentation of the material (sound bite concern).  Furthermore, City Club members look to the Friday program to help sort out important information and ideas from the noise and barrage of the 24 hour news cycle.  Secondly, the Portland City Club is only national City Club that still undertakes research.  Volunteer members engage in collectively exploring important and timely issues of civic life.  Both of these possibilities could have bearing on the Oregon Shines III process.
Currently, the Portland City Club has undertaken an exploration to find out what current and future concerns are present throughout Oregon’s communities.  Through experimenting with various community dialog techniques throughout the state the club has been cultivating experience and expertise in statewide engagement and discussion techniques.
Bob asks which methods have not worked in stimulating dialog and outreach?

Wendy comments that they have found un-facilitated public discussions don’t work.  Divergent groups can’t seem to talk to each other without someone facilitating the discussion.  Without facilitation conversations break down and individuals disengage as their perceptions and animosity hardens, destroying any hope for constructive public discussions to endure.  Often these discussions are worse than not doing any outreach at all.  A facilitator is paramount in guiding the process and the discussion.  Defined and explicate rules need to be adhered to for the process to work.
Additionally City Club is battling the advocacy perception.  In today’s world there is a pressure not to reflect on current society.  Yet, reflection and working through issues builds community capacity.  The process is often as important as the outcome by increasing consensus and transparency.   We need to move beyond the ‘chattering class’ perception that implies talking doesn’t accomplish any goals, when in fact discussion is central to the civic health of communities and the state.  
Robin states that this is about building social capital.  While overlooked in many ways this is a self-reinforcing process which builds association and understanding as the process transpires.
Wendy quotes De Tocqueville on civic associations – ‘once you find each other you always can find your way back’.  This is the idea that facilitating civic discussion allows for understanding and hopefully builds communities and bridges some misconceptions.  This is evident in City Club’s recent move to reaching past the Portland metropolitan area and engaging communities throughout the state.  These discussions have been enormously successful in getting multiple viewpoints articulated and explored
Mike comments that the public sector spends a lot of time discussing public outreach.  But often public agencies ask the public inappropriate and clumsy questions.  Such as questions you’d have to be an expert to answer or questions are asked in a way that citizens could not hope to answer.  Is the City Club documenting your successes and failures at this outreach endeavor?
Wendy replies that they have found it very successful to sidle up to the issue.  Beginning the debate through a movie, book, or article that can move onto the topic has worked in spurring thoughtful conversation.
Kent comments that they have been documented successes where ALF Senior fellows have been convening Chalkboard project discussions across the state.  This facilitator roll helped the Chalkboard project get useful information beyond that of a focus group.  By bringing divergent views together in a mediated way creative solutions can be kindled.
Grantmakers of Oregon and SW Washington: Joyce White, Executive Director
Grantmakers is similar to a trade association for grant-making organizations regardless of their organization size.  A broad range of services are provided to Grantmaker member; such as: classes on granting, one-on-one services, small group discussions, and a physical and organizational forum for individuals to share best practices, learn from one another, and engage in networking.

Granting organizations have three avenues of influential outside of simply a funding source that can assist in generating change. (See handouts.)
1) Conveners – since granting organizations are seen as neutral bodies, they can bring an issue to fore through organizing stakeholders and brokering relationships.
2) Influential – the reputations of these funding organizations carry influence, and this can be used to disseminate information, advocate, and connect to additional national resources.

3)  Leverage – granting organizations can increase collaboration among funders, prime the pump for public investment, aggregate dollars and donors, and use resources in creative and innovative manners.
The Chalkboard Project is the best examples of these benefits applied to an issue.   The Foundations for a Better Oregon is a model that will likely be the norm for regional philanthropy in the future.
Sue concludes the partner panel stating that these comments are an excellent starting point for the discussion on how to move the Oregon Shines III process forward.  Furthermore, connecting Oregon Shines III with the ‘Oregon 150’ celebration given the overlapping timeframes is a possible and pragmatic approach.  Changing the name from Oregon Shines to something new has previously been discussed and could eliminate the historic references associated with the previous strategic plans this may re-invigorate Oregonians and state leaders to become more involved in the process.  The vision committee needs to clarify these suggestions and assess the viability of the name change.

Round table discussion:
Engagement of Community Members

Annabelle comments that in Corvallis there is not the problem of individuals not participating in service organizations.  There has been a proliferation of service organization and numerous meeting which consist of speaker presentations, but there is a lack of any discourse within and between these groups.  People seem to go from one organization and presentation to the next without any action beyond the presentations.  How do we spur on the discourse of these local organizations?

Wendy affirms this is a key concern since in many ways we’re simply giving the same people more to do.  The goal is to figure out how to engage those in the middle (the bottom third will never engage civically).
Pat comments that within central Oregon newcomers are joining civic organizations for a sense of affiliation but these individuals are apprehensive to engage in the dialog process.  They do not feel they know enough about the local communities and local characteristics to interject themselves and their ideas into the fray.  How we can tap these new arrivals and the numerous talents and skills that they bring to these communities?  These people are currently marginalized and don’t see any point in engagement, this reinforces the community domination by the old guard and shuts out new ideas.
Bob explanations that we need to ask individuals at a personal level to become engaged in their communities.  Asking individuals personally that we need their help will get people connected and spur involvement.  An additional question is how do philanthropy organizations coordinate distribution of resources along statewide goals?
Joyce states the Oregon Community Foundation is tackling such a coordination issue for their members.  Aligning Oregon Shines III with the Oregon Community Foundation’s overall focus and coordination capacity would be a definite advantage. (The Progress Board is working with the Oregon Community Foundation on the Oregon Shines III project).  However, there is no organized effort to align individual philanthropy toward overall Oregon goals
Future Role of the Progress Board
Mike notes that the Oregon Progress board is not only struggling with the engagement and focus of Oregon Shines III, but also with the identity of the Oregon Progress Board.  We’re struggling with where does the Board do its best work and what maximizes our value to the future of Oregon.  The Board has been know as a few things in its history; the keeper of data and the monitoring of the benchmarks, the key performance measures gurus in the bowels of state government, and from time to time the Board is known as going out and engaging with Oregonians on the future of the state (Oregon Shines).   My question to the panel is how do we position the Board in the doing of Oregon Shines III to add the greatest value to the Oregon’s future and what partnerships are key to that success?
Robin explains that when you’re trying to convene a long-term and complex process what is often lacking is an entity or body that can hold the environment together against the stresses that inevitably arise.  These entities are few and far between; they often end up on the receiving end of political potshots since their positions are not seen in politically favorably terms or beneficial in the short term.  Ron Heifetz in ‘Leadership without Easy Answers’ states these long-term adaptive problems are rooted in our values and beliefs.  As such these are difficult conversation to have, although they have real public policy consequences.  To have an entity to hold these processes together and manage the tensions is essential; this could be the primary roll of the Progress Board moving forward.
Wendy comments that through listening to the collective wisdom of Oregonians some valuable insight can be attained. (Refers to Surowiecki ‘The Wisdom of Crowds’)  What can Oregonians tell us that they’ve never been asked?  These questions could construct the goals of the state.  Also from her perspective the Progress Board convening role is incredibly important.  The Board is seen as a neutral body and has the authority to convene throughout the state to explore the place-specific issues that confound Oregon.  Through this convening role the Board can not only come up with results but affirm the importance of the process.
Joyce states once the Oregon Shines III process is done its important to find people and organizations that can help promote this information as broadly as possible.  There is the opportunity to stimulate debate around critical issues and focus on where we’re headed as a state.  The opportunity exists to focus state leadership on a few of these identified topics and really drive the agenda.
Bob asks would the Board by choosing to focus on a few priorities sacrifice its perceived neutrality?
Joyce comments that a similar question came up during the creation of the Chalkboard project; how can you have an opinion and still be seen as neutral.  They did a good job of balancing perceived neutrality and their objectives by being non-political and focusing on success (outcome driven).
Robin states this really revolves around how the priorities are selected and whose agenda is it.  If you’re seen as being inclusive, transparent, and carrying out with integrity the will of the people you have no problems with perceived bias.
Kent remarks that he’s seeing a major change in opinion and involvement in the last year or two.  There are some fundamental economic issues that people are just becoming aware of, although the young are better apt to pick up on these changes.  Climate change for instance, we had thought that this was something our grandchildren would be contending with; when in fact it is happening now.  Getting the pulse and articulating these changes and trends are vital moving forward.
Triple Bottom Line / Sustainability

Mike comments that the Progress Board has utilized the triple bottom line idea in structuring the benchmarks for years.  However, it has been a struggle to construct an identity and framework around this triple bottom line that connects with Oregonians. Does the framework of sustainability capture such an identity or is it too entwined with environmentalism to be of use?
Kent notes that sustainability is focused on healthy growth but identifying what is healthy growth, what it means in relationship to communities, and what action should be taken is extremely difficult.  While opportunities are seen in this new dialectic there is a lot of uncertainty as to what it will end up looking like.
Wendy states that sustainability in many circles has taken on the metaphorical meaning of pro-environmentalism or pro ‘1000 friends of Oregon’.  Additionally the language has some inherent flaws in the realty that some things are intrinsically not sustainable; depending on the definition of long-term.
Annabelle explains that this relates to a major concern within our planning system where we are currently reacting to problems and issues and not proactively addressing the underlying concerns.  Getting that conversation started may counteract the reactive nature of Oregon’s initiative process.
Robin comments that this is about framing the discussion around Oregon as a system, where correcting or disrupting one issue reverberates across the whole.  Initiatives are a prime example of where correcting one perceived injustice results in ripples effecting Oregon often in unplanned and further disruptive ways.  The Oregon Shines process participants, working on those issues that mean the most to them, will need to understand that they cannot dismiss other parts of the system but will need to take an inclusive look when coming up with recommendations.  This understanding of Oregon as a system of interconnected parts is a strength of the benchmark system, where benchmarks can be seen reacting and affecting one another. When you look at these benchmarks and how they relate to each other you start to see these relationships and Oregon’s larger picture comes into focus.
Civic Engagement
Bob asks the panel what demographic challenges should be taken into account in the planning for Oregon Shines III and how these demographic changes will affect our strategic goals.
Wendy suggests there are actually two parts to this issue; the first is the figuring out of these demographic challenges, while the second is how to entice the younger generation into the planning process.  The younger generation views civic engagement in different terms then how we currently see it.  Engagement for many younger individuals is driven by service and a tangible connection to those being served. This is seen in the high numbers of volunteer in service oriented fields and not in the civic organizations such as the Portland City Club.  Wendy references Adam Davis’ presentation on the engagement levels of those under 24 being driven by service but not necessarily by civics.  

Annabelle comments that this lack of civic participation can be connected with the cultural isolation seen by many minority groups and marginalized populations throughout the state.
Tom asks how does the Board go about connecting to this younger generation (23 and under) and encourage them to participate in the process.
Whitney comments that a lot of interaction and socialization happens through new media formats, such social networking sites (myspace).
Joyce argues that as civic education has decreased in the past decade, interest in participating has also decreased.  Many funders are looking into programs that spur civic interest, but often these programs are once again focused on service learning objectives and projects.  These projects don’t generally take the next step of forging a civically orientated mindset within its participants.
Kent disagrees that the level of civic engagement with the younger generation has changed substantially. Just the communication methods are different.  It’s up to us (civic orientated groups) to figure out how to engage and interact with this age group through their preferred method.  Once we get through this communication issue we’ll see increased civic involvement.
James suggests that we need to contextualize the lack of civic engagement with the experiences of the last few decades.  There has been an overall societal trend toward the adversarial winner-takes-all mindset.  Additionally, the younger generation has witnessed a lot of things done to them without having any avenues to express their discontent; such as the disinvestment in education they have experienced.  Furthermore, this age group has grown up in a society increasingly hostile to compromise or finding common ground.  There has been an entrenching into ideological driven beliefs, and an inability to be persuaded by on the ground facts.  This trend underlies the assumption that beliefs are indistinguishable from the truth.  We need to extend ourselves and reach out to students, through engagement and outreach we can foster this generation’s interaction with their communities and that we respect and value their input.  
Annabelle comments that there an absence of reflection and forethought across all rhelms of society.  
Tom comments that if the Progress Board is going to engage communities we have to decide what the Progress Board is selling or more accurately decide what key issues communities are interested in.
Robin reflects that a reframing of this question as to what the public can bring to the Progress Board in defining key concerns is more valuable then casting the Board as selling something to the Oregonians.  Also if an outcome of such a process is already predetermined don’t go through with the outreach.  Individuals can tell when the outcome is preordained and the outreach is strictly a legitimacy gathering technique.
Sue comments that new technology may foster this approach.  During the Oregon 150 exploratory phase an online survey allowed Oregonians to comment on what they felt was of greatest importance.  There is a possibility for extending this method into the Oregon Shines III process.
Bob comments that the Progress Board has always had an excellent service it provides.  This service is being the honest broker of information to Oregonians, regardless of the political realities of the day.  The Boards honesty is our greatest asset, we just need to reconnect this with the general public. 
Oregon Shines III Update
Rita presents the Oregon Shines retreat findings. (See slide show for details on presentation.)   
To generate support the board might need to interview some additional talent (maybe surveys, focus groups, etc), organize leadership support, and create a new name for the project (re-inventing the long-term goals under a new title allows for the leadership to be seen as forging new ground.)
Discussion
Mike asks if the Governor is on board and whether generating an Executive Order could be achieved?  Rita states that James is aware that this is the approach and suggests crafting a draft order for the Governor’s Office.  This draft should include a list of prominent Oregonians that may be asked to assist in the process.
Pat inquires what realistic expectations we should have regarding the Governor’s involvement.  Is his involvement seen as a champion of this iteration of Oregon Shines or is the expectation that he may step back from the issue.  We need to be clear regarding the Boards expectations of the Governor and if possible operationalize a specific role for him.  Is it possible that we can get someone in to see him, one on one, and ask this important question? 
Mike agrees that this is needed and states that he’ll take the lead in engaging the Governor.  Topics should include what role the Governor sees himself playing in the process and the level of commitment we can expect.
Mike comments that we can define the role for the governor.  This starts with something tangible that the governor can communicate broadly using his authority – it should lay out the expectation of the process and his vision for Oregon.  This requires taking stock in where Oregon is and envisioning how to get to these goals.  Additionally, we need to set the Governor’s involvement expectations.  We’ll need to have greater access to his calendar and expect his involvement in promoting the process throughout the state (requiring a commitment from him that he’ll be able to make appearance and promote the process).

Mike states that the clock is ticking and doesn’t think that we have the time to undertake another round of broad outreach in order to generate a set of key big ideas in which to build Oregon Shines III.  Between talking with the experts and distilling down their suggestions into a workable proposal would be too time consuming of a process for the roll out in 2009.  We have enough talent on the Board and can bring in those with past experience to build the groundwork of Oregon Shines III or whatever we end up calling it.  Its time to get down to brass tacks and describe those strategic partnerships necessary to execute the process, what the process entails, what are the expected process outcomes, and execute on these plans.

Bob suggests that given the unique position of the state with changes coming in economic, demographic, and environmental spheres all looming just over the horizon, the Governor has an opportunity to be the trumpeter leading Oregon toward facing these challenges.  (Challenges=opportunities).  He can announce to Oregon that change is coming, regardless of politics, and these changes will affect us all.  Thinking about and planning for these changes will require us all to evolve our thinking.  Through getting out-front the Governor can frame the debate along his key issues and initiatives and define certain roles instead of playing catch-up.  This could be a legacy generating issue for the Governor – bringing together a fragmented state to pragmatically address real concerns seen on the horizon. 
Mike reiterates that he and James will begin moving on bringing the Governor in and what role we can expect from him. 
Tom mentions that the downside could be that the Progress Board’s perception gets tarnished.  We may be seen as a social engineering group by pushing something that is too far out of line with the public.
Pat and Mike comment that if we line up Oregon Shines III with the other initiatives underway, such as the education consortium, we’ll have a better chance of keeping the leadership involved and actually advancing Oregon Shines III.
Annabelle articulates that this could turn out being a map for the next few legislatures.
Pat comments that the conversation with the Governor has to be on the broad avenues in which he can engage and steer the state in this process.  But the burden of constructing the fundamental ideas should stay with the Board.  The dialog and goals are greater then the Board and should be owned by the Governor, but the development of the goals and processes based on the evidence is owned by the Board.
2007 Benchmark Report 
Rita presents the 2007 Report slide show for review by the Board.  
Annabelle comments that when discussing the road condition (BM 72) clearly identify that the benefits are seen on the state roads and do not encompass county roads. 

A question arises whether BM72, road and bridge condition can be broken down to the county level, for inclusion in the county data book.  (Staff will look into this and if possible add to the county data book. Conclusion: DOT data does not seem to be discernable for county by county comparisons.)  Discussion encompasses what will change with the local roads with the elimination of the logging offset dollars.

Annabelle states that the environment conclusions of the report will be interesting to county and local governance given their local environmental concerns; such as: juniper of eastern Oregon, erosion of streams and rivers coastal area.
Pat inquires about how we decided which benchmarks were listed as the biggest improvements and biggest concerns.  Rita states that these were decided by the staff as representing the most dire or positive under equal benchmark conditions.  Pat comments that we should take care in presenting these as examples and that other benchmarks that could be defined under these two conditions, ‘improvement and concern’.  We should not necessarily put the emphasis on these greatest concerns and improvements during the narrative given that others may disagree given these judgments.  
Bob inquires whether we can track the number of unique hits to the benchmarks website; we can use this data for marketing and analyzing who is using the site.   Laura Rose comments that statistics are available and staff is monitoring these, however the degree of detail isn’t at the individual domain level but we can track general regional statistics for the website.
Rita discusses the cost matrix of the site and software that the Board has acquired, while commenting the greatest value was in getting Laura Rose, first as an egov intern, then as a consultant to lead this project.
Bob asks if we have any thoughts in getting people to use this information, and whether this would in turn become self-reinforcing with its use.  Tom comments that at the state government level we should have agencies involved in the benchmarks listed as further links throughout the website. (Staff working on this issue, to include links to the Bluebook, MAKE THIS MORE PROMINENT ON THE PORTAL PAGE.).   Annabelle sees the website as really useful in helping those that are involved in grant written gather pertinent information.
Laura Rose describes her vision that having some sort of a timeline interface that can describe historical events in the context of the benchmarks could be useful in connecting events to outcomes.   If this could be amended and updated by individuals this could really connect to the public.  Since public policy is affected by events and often our individual memories don’t retain these connections, this would allow for a longitudinal examination of benchmark success to be easily undertaken.  For example if a policy changed kindergarteners it could take 18 years or more to see what the effect would be, this would be tracked in the data timeline.  We could also use this as projective tool, to point out perceived outcomes.
Pat asks what would help with the outreach and engagement of these tools.  Laura Rose discusses promoting the usability of it, getting the word out, like had been mentioned in the grant application process.  Additionally, the more we can have foundations and funders speaking out on behalf of the benchmarks, along with connecting the benchmarks to the Ways and Means process the use we’ll see.
Bob comments that these tools level the playing field for citizens and many organizations that don’t have the resources to assemble this data. Adding to these comments Rita describes phase two of Laura Rose’s contract in moving the county data online and developing a form for updating the website pages.
Pat asks for Ken’s comments on the online report generator and the highlights document.  Overall, Ken feels that the online tool is robust in detail and expresses an optimism regarding people using it.  However, an important measurement of the website’s success is not just increased use of the website and unique hits, but in having the right people use the tool, with the right people being decision makers at various levels of government.  If it has the result of increasing evidence-based policies at the state or local levels and tying data and goals to the legislation process, the impact may be more important then having users who just use the data for grant writing.  This impact could be measured through a content analysis of legislative discussion or other ways of measuring how many times benchmarks were addressed in forming legislature.  
Rita mentions she has been thinking about such an approach in the form of a benchmark impact statement, which would be required of bills as they move through the legislature.  This might be an approach to take up with Senator Schrader.  This could be a voluntary attachment as well, if Senator Schrader started attaching such a document on his authored bills it could conceivably receive enough press to spur others to follow suit.  Ken comments that such an approach has conceivable benefits, although you could not force its implementation and would need to allow for no answers to given, since some not all impacts would be known.
General comments on the slide show

· Check data consistence, some slides have 0 enter as data points and others data points are blank.
· Beginning needs some work – dry delivery.  Need to grab people with hooks and the slideshow doesn’t accomplish this.
· If possible start with a locally relevant slide.
· Issue (ex. first slide is the history of benchmark reporting slide) such an approach doesn’t capture attention.

· Slides with the arrows and the sliding bars seen as good.
Ken comments that the overall message and its hook is that we’re not progressing as a state, with four categories the same and three worse from 2005.  
Ken states that the trend lines used in the highlights document are awkward and distract from the benchmark messages.  These ten-year trend lines do not represent the story, if it was at the five year it would be different.  Tom comments that we need to be wary of cherry picking or at least be perceived as cherry picking data with the choice of trend lines.  Rita comments this is one of the reasons we eliminated the trend lines from the online reports.

Another issue addressed is the lack of interest in the process from the general public.  Ken makes reference to the lack of people in the room.  (Zero participants, outside of Board members, staff, and Ken).  The Progress Board and performance management more generally is seen as cutting edge stuff with Oregon out in front of this wave, yet where is the interest within the state?  The Board needs to take stock in who actually is the audience of the Progress Board’s work and should gear towards these users.  The question is who should be talking about performance management?  How often is the legislature, or the Governor, Speaker, etc, reference data from the Board?  Or how often do the agencies heads talk about not just the benchmarks but about their own performance measures.  How often are the right people talking about Progress Board data?
Rita and other comment that while having leaders involved and using the benchmarks and performance measures, there should be an avenue of dialog with all Oregonians.  Many other resources also utilize benchmark data, counties and localities.  Having individuals starting to introduce the benchmarks in their discussion will stimulate others to cite this data.
Bob mentions that we might what to run our report and research through the public relations society. (PRSA).
Ken offers that we should submit the report to AGA for their award evaluations.
Discusses the roll out agenda.  Monday’s agenda.  Press release.
Rita discusses the governor’s press conference of the Highlights document scheduled for April 30.   The 9:30 event will release the report as well as the online report generator.  The Governor will give a little background on the Progress Board and focus on the education aspect of the report, while Speaker Merkley will focus on the health care issues mentioned in the report.  Camera’s will be at thee press conference should take only 15 to 20 minutes.

Bob asks how can we improve our outreach to universities and stimulate the use of the online tools in research and classroom activities.

Tom comments that the online tools are useful in programs such as urban studies.  Educators and researchers find the ability to get to the source data extremely useful. 
Executive Director’s Report 
Rita discusses Oregon’s AGA Report and inquires whether there is a board member willing to attend.  This report is strictly a good news piece and not a performance report.  
Mike comments that this is selective reporting that governments put out to pat themselves on the back.  If we’re going to be involved we need to have some mike time to discuss what is important to the board, a quid pro quo that if we as the Board puts our weight and reputation behind this we should have the ability to present some additional finding on how Oregon is doing.
Results from the DAS survey of agency contacts are presented. The results were a bit disappointing this year.  However, the survey was happen at the same time as the performance measures were moving over to LFO.  Additionally the legislature changed the reporting form therefore some may not have distinguished this transition of rules.
Bob presents his work on the letters to the editor campaign.  There are 175 newspapers to contact as well as other media outlets that we need to contact.  Board members should send their comments to Bob by May 10th.  The concept of the letters to the editor campaign is to create what is seen as a neighborhood discussion around the major issues identified in the report.  
Editors should be contacted by the Board members in each editor’s region or they can enlist help in accomplishing this outreach.  Concepts to keep in mind while creating the letters:
1) Oregon’s quality of life

2) Sense of community – if we can get people to connect to the benchmark we can get a way in to each community.
Meeting is adjourned.  
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