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Assessment Committee Notes
June 5, 2007

Board members present: Joe Johnson
By phone: Pat Ackley, Ken Smith, Tom Potiowsky
Staff: Rita Conrad, Jay Grussing, Whitney Temple
*NOTE: The next Assessment Committee meeting has been changed from July 3 to July 10 at 11:00 am. The call-in number is the same.
1. 2007 Report Release – debrief, comments
Rita thought the report received excellent ongoing press coverage and noted her upcoming Jefferson Public Radio interview on June 19th.  Although she hasn’t heard any feedback from legislators or their staff, she was invited to present to House Committee on Education, so she assumed legislators are looking at it.  
Joe said the media views the benchmarks as a very neutral, objective set of statistics without an underlying political agenda.  Ken added that reporting both good and bad news added credibility to the report. 

2. Benchmark grading
At some point, staff would like to revisit the grading method and make sure that it reflects reality. For example, all benchmark indicators are given the same weight. Are all benchmarks created equal?

The benchmark grading system has been the same in last three reports.  The process is to roll up benchmark grades into the subcategory grades, and the subcategory grades into the category grades.  However, there is some question as to whether all benchmarks carry the same weight in the overall grade.    
Ken said that equal weighting is easier and 80% the same result as preferential weighting.  Research suggests using equal weighting for accuracy and simplicity.  Other committee members agreed; to remain impartial, the board should not choose which ones are more important.  

Grading conceptualization found here.

The committee agreed that a logic map might help show what areas are heavy in output measures vs. outcome measures and to find gaps and overlaps.  This can be completed by the Oregon Shines III strategy teams. 

3. Benchmark data availability schedule and how it will affect staff and committee work 
The schedule gives an approximate estimate of when new benchmark data become available.  If the analyses and grades don’t change, Rita plans to just post the new data.  Any major changes that result from the new data will be run by the Assessment Committee.  
4. New data for benchmark #12, wages 
We now have a new preliminary 2006 data point, and the data series has been updated into 2006, not 2005 dollars. Question: should we update the online report now with preliminary data or wait until fall when real numbers come in?
Tom noted that preliminary data could have slight changes as late as February 2008, but they are typically a good estimate of what final data will be.  Should we use the preliminary data or wait for the final data? Tom says yes; it’s the best number we have right now and frequently updated data is the advantage of the online reporting system.  The online report will show a last updated date of June.  The whole committee agreed to post new data as soon as possible, being sure to note the last updated date.  They also reminded staff to try to update comparator data (Washington and U.S.) at the same time.  Post-meeting note: updated comparator data are not available as of June 7, 2007.
Ken recommended having a mini press release every month or quarter to highlight the benchmarks that have been updated.  Rita noted the quarterly Executive Director’s report goes out to about 2000 people.  She will use that email to briefly note which benchmarks have been updated.  
5. Benchmark 64, Students carrying weapons 
Jay surfaced a possible issue that the weapons question on the Oregon Healthy Teens Survey may capture rural students who carry hunting rifles in their pickup trucks. Is this the intent and do we agree? He will research and report back.
This issue came about at the last board meeting, since this benchmark was listed as the biggest concern in Public Safety.   Jay talked to the benchmark expert and researched the survey.  He investigated whether or not the question is about kids carrying weapons at school or just anytime in last month (ex: when hunting).  The benchmark comes from two questions that ask about: 1) carry a gun; or 2) carry a weapon other than gun (club, knife, etc.).  Jay said the increasing trend has been driven largely by increases in carrying non-gun weapons, so over-reporting of gun carrying is probably not an issue.  When time permits, Jay will look at how the statistic compares in urban and rural areas.  Joe suggested it would be a great Master’s project.  Conclusion: The benchmark is appropriately highlighted in the 2007 Highlights report. 
6. County Data update 
· Data point and county slide show updates currently underway
· LRM - helping us automate online county data including comparison maps (http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/CountyData.shtml#Benchmarks_Mapped_by_County) by end of June
· We are adding four benchmarks to the county data book: immunizations, homelessness, air quality-national standards, juvenile recidivism. (Benchmarks for which we currently report county data are listed at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/CountyData.shtml#Benchmarks_Mapped_by_County)

Counties will appreciate the more frequent county data updates in the future.  Laura Rose is programming so that in Module 1, users can view county data in a table (all counties for a benchmark, over time) and in the county maps.  Both products will be updated automatically when new data are added to the database.  The county slide shows will be updated every six months and reposted on the website.  Pat said it will be a great service for users.  She reminded staff to note what benchmarks have been added to the county data book since last time. 

· Heads up on American Community Survey (ACS) data for county data book.
The county data book only shows decennial census data for educational attainment, home ownership, and affordable housing benchmarks.  Census data is used because the statewide data source, the Oregon Population Survey, only provides data broken down by nine regions. Staff would like to switch the data source to the American Community Survey, which will give county data by 2010.  By 2009, they will have data for all counties with population of 20,000 or more, which is approximately 80% of Oregon’s counties.  Right now, data are available for about 15 counties.  Rita would like to include the American Community Survey data in the upcoming report. Staff will present examples of what this data would look like at the next meeting.  

· County Map discussion
How do we choose the intervals for the maps? Should each interval represent one-fifth of the data range or one-fifth of counties?

Ken thought the middle category should be the target.  Laura Rose is exploring using more neutral colors that won’t have the red-yellow-green (bad – caution – good) association.  A more neutral color scheme may help show how a county fares compared to the other counties. 
Pat recommended including a short statement noting how the scales/categories were constructed.   Ken said he would be glad to talk with staff and Laura Rose.  He thinks the purpose or intuitive question for users is: how does my county compare to the others?

Decision:  Each interval should represent one-fifth of the number of counties rather than one-fifth of the data range.  The committee agreed that this be more understandable for users.  

Post-meeting follow-up: Staff worked with Laura Rose to come up with a suggestion to the committee (emailed to committee members on June 6, 2007).
7. Performance Measurement – transition to BAM update 
Budget and Management Division (BAM) hired a new performance management person, Rick Gardner.  Rita is optimistic about Rick’s commitment to performance measurement and management.  One of Rick’s goals is to help agencies use the performance data for management.  Rita’s only fear is that with the focus on management, the measurement system could weaken, although she doesn’t foresee that happening.  She is working with Dawn Farr (Legislative Fiscal Office - LFO) and Rick to transfer the roles smoothly.  Rita will continue to push for the maintenance of the system, links to Oregon Benchmarks, and maintain the transparency of the system.  Progress Board staff will work on training BAM and LFO to do this. 
Pat suggested inviting Rick to the next board meeting so the board can meet him.  Rita noted with the positions being filled, etc. the system is being institutionalized and will hopefully withstand any governor and legislative changes.   Ken thinks it will be good for the Progress Board to focus on the steering (high-level) approach for all partners, not just state government.  
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