Progress Board Assessment Committee 
Phone Conference, July 10, 2006, 10:00 am

Members present: Pat Ackley, Ken Smith, Senator Schrader
Staff Present: Rita Conrad and Whitney Temple; Interns Natasha MacDonald and Laura Rose Misaras
1. Introduce Laura Misaras, e-Gov intern starting today (July 10) 
Laura will help us streamline the Progress Board’s data update system.  

2. Are there any requested changes in notes from June 1 meeting? http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/docs/Committees/Assessment_Notes_01Jun06.doc 

Please let staff know of any corrections you think are necessary. 
3. Revised Benchmark Criteria – request that committee recommend approval to Board 

We have launched the required biennial update of the Benchmarks. This is a low-key update process, because the update that occurs with Oregon Shines III will be more extensive.  The benchmark criteria were updated during the revision of benchmark 75, Air Quality.  The committee’s suggestions from its last meeting are shown in the new draft.  Staff would like the committee to recommend changes, if any, and then recommend the updated version to the full board for approval.  The committee agreed this is version a great improvement and will recommend it for approval at the meeting. 
4. Air Quality Benchmark – request that committee recommend approval to Board 

The committee has given feedback on this benchmark a few times. The attachment (link) shows the revised endnotes based on committee discussions and working with Gregg Lande from the Department of Environmental Quality.  It shows how the benchmark fits the criteria and the new sample data charts.  Pat said she couldn’t view the updated sample data charts, but liked how the new endnote wording matched up against the criteria.  
Ken mentioned concern about how the target would be set.  Rita agreed and explained that since the wording of the measure is cleared up, she can ask Gregg to revisit the committee to discuss setting the target. The committee asked if there is a set of criteria for setting targets, as there is for creating the benchmarks.  Rita said the mantra used in this process has been “ambitious but realistic.”  The committee asked if Rita could write out something describing this process and send it to the group.  Ken thought it would be useful to ask experts to come up with a maintenance target, a moderately aggressive target, and an aggressive target – levels at which something has to be done, showing the range of what could happen (floors, ceilings, and ranges).  Rita said she will include that concept in the one-pager on target setting. 
Currently, endnotes are structured: explanation, target, and data source.  Rita would like to see a technical explanation and have experts propose three target possibilities with a recommendation.  Pat suggested that this process be put in writing for the board to approve so that people who don’t know anything about this can understand that targets are not arbitrarily set.    
The committee asked Rita to ask Gregg Lande about his suggested 75% target (part b) –what does this mean --75% are not at risk? For part a: is zero days realistic?  The committee recommended that the board approve the benchmark and then it can have a discussion about targets. 
5. Benchmark Update Survey: see http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/obm.shtml#2006_Benchmark_Update_Process 

As in last biennium, staff sent out a survey to people on the Board’s email list.  People had the option of answering questions on only the benchmarks in which they had a particular interest.  The survey had 253 respondents, including 48 respondents from the general public.  Some of them found it through the media.  Staff is not yet ready to ask for committee recommendations.  Staff sorted through the analysis documents (the seven Word documents in the Survey Analysis section) and highlighted salient issues in the comments.  These will be sent to the benchmark contacts and then staff will respond to their recommendations and make a recommendation to the committee. 

Rita said that in the committee meetings coming up, staff will make recommendations to the committee, which can process and then make a batch recommendation to the board.  The committee liked the way the analysis has been set up.  Pat asked to get this out to the committee in advance (at least a week before the committee meeting).  Sen. Schrader wants staff to point to which ones are controversial, which ones are minor edits, etc.   Pat would like the Outreach Committee to see the results also, because the results can give ideas about how the board is communicating.  Ken recommended that perhaps members could help with 2-3 areas so they don’t have to do them all.   
Rita let the committee know that their August and September meetings will be focused on recommending benchmark updates based on the survey analysis. Board action will be needed in October to stay on schedule for the 2007 Benchmark Performance Report.  
6. Update on performance measure work – 

Rita has been working with Legislative Fiscal Office (LFO) and DAS’ Budget and Management Division (the legislative and executive sides of the budget process) to determine how to review the agencies’ performance measure budget forms that are coming in.  Right now, the 2007-09 proposed key performance measures are coming in.  Whitney is tracking their forms for completeness and that they are correctly filled out.  Any changes that are requested from their 2005-07 measures will be reviewed by the Legislative Fiscal Office analysts instead of the Core Team, using this form, prepared by Progress Board staff.  Rita thinks this will help the LFO analysts understand the criteria.  
Ken says that academically, performance measurement systems are found to be dynamic….there is concern about the ability to have ongoing measures so we can determine a trend.  Senator Schrader pointed out that often legislators cause these changes.  Others pointed out that many agencies are getting better at measuring what’s important to them, so they change their measures to do so.  Ken thinks that the weakest part of Oregon’s performance measurement system doesn’t drill down to further levels of detail.    
The committee discussed that Oregon Benchmarks are not performance measures. They are societal-level indicators, whereas performance measures are agency-level indicators.  The Progress Board is involved to help agencies link up to the Benchmarks.  Senator Schrader would like Program Option Packages to be linked to performance measures (outcomes). 

7. Legislator Training – will propose “Altitude and Alignment” as themes, with a focus on the criteria in the guidelines 
Rita will be working with Paul Siebert and Ken Rocco (Legislative Fiscal Office) about legislator training.  She would like feedback on these concepts to be shared with legislators:

· Altitude – 1) high level altitude (society-level) benchmarks; 2) medium level (agency) externally reported KPMs; 3) lower level (within agency) internal measures
Senator Schrader would like the trainings to emphasize outcomes vs. outputs and to touch only lightly on the benchmarks (link the agency’s KPMs to them).  The KPMs are what budgeting dollars will be linked to.   He noted that legislators struggle with this concept.  Rita will review the content of the training with Senator Schrader to get his input.  Pat reminded to keep it real-world (think about: so what, who cares?) – explain how it applies to their work and what they will do. Ken recommended showing a 30,000 ft measure (benchmark), a key performance measure (outcome), and an internal agency measure (output).  He suggested using pictures or visuals concepts that people understand – examples using education, social support, and transportation issues, for example.  In addition to Ways& Means subcommittees, Representative Butler previously suggested to Rita that she contact the clerks to train new members.  
Meeting adjourned at 11:05 a.m. 
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