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May 20, 2005
TO:
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FROM:
Rita Conrad



Senior Policy Analyst 

SUBJECT:
May 17 Board Meeting Minutes

Members Present:  Brett Wilcox, Duke Shepard, Annabelle Jaramillo, Kurt Schrader, Ed Whitelaw, Sue Densmore (phone), Diane Snyder (phone). Ex-Officio: Laurie Warner and Heather Kaplinger. Staff: Jeff Tryens and Rita Conrad.

Brett called the meeting to order at 12:35 p.m.  March minutes were approved.

Jeff recognized and thanked outgoing Board member Ed Whitelaw for his continuous service on the Board since it was first formed in 1990.
Customer Service Guidance
Jeff reviewed the draft of the guidance. He first reminded Board members how this project got started (with the Advisory Committee on Government Performance and Accountability (ACGPA), the subsequent interagency work group that the Board staffed, and the fact that this guidance focuses exclusively on the manner in which service is rendered, not on overall satisfaction. Despite the fact it has been well-vetted, few modest changes may still occur and he asked that the Board’s Performance Management Committee (Brett, Duke and Annabelle) be given authority to bless. 

Jeff discussed these issues: 1) DAS would coordinate single survey for agencies on request, agencies to contribute at cost and a person for the team; 2) at the request of the Legislative Fiscal Office, a sixth question on overall satisfaction has been added; 3) the statement format may be dropped; 4) agencies that coerce or incarcerate are encouraged to talk to DAS when developing their surveys; 5) reporting requirements will be pushed back until the joint strategic planning process for the performance measure system is complete.
Discussion:

Sue asked about disciplinary action (for agencies not meeting targets) and press coverage, Jeff clarified that performance data and guidance will be publicly available. No action (other than getting an agency’s budget approved) is planned at this point. Senator Schrader commented that the question format matches up with Ways and Means guidance. 

The Board approved the draft guidance unanimously. Jeff will let the Board’s Performance Management Committee know of any changes.

Work Force
Jeff presented a slide show (ppt) on workforce progress, concluding we have not met this marquee goal of Oregon Shines. He then introduced the workforce panel assembled for the day’s discussion.
Tom Potiowsky – State Economist
Broadly speaking, manufacturing is decreasing. Manufacturing of ideas is not. Key word: globalization. Products are becoming commodities with lower production costs. However, our standard of living has increased because we have moved away from manufacturing to service. We now manufacture service such as software development and design. The U.S. has a high per capita income because we have stayed at the top of the product cycle.
The new form of outsourcing increasingly embraces higher skilled jobs including physicians, attorneys, etc. because of the ability to move bulk information overseas. For example, bulk x-rays, tax forms, legal docs can be processed cheaply overseas and shipped back. 

India, China and Viet Nam have world-class work force in assembly. But Oregon Shines meaning of “world class” is being at the top of product cycle with workers who can discover and provide new technology. They have greater value added and start at higher salaries. In the service area, the capital equipment is the brain. What can Oregon do? Labor flows freely between states. We have benefited by importing our talent. We should be concerned about having high-quality teachers for the kids of people who come and a quality of life that will attract the kind of people we want.

Connie Green, Community Colleges & Workforce Development Department
We have not followed through with our investment. How do we get everyone educated? We have put $4 million into workforce training. How do we create a culture in the private sector for workforce training in Oregon?
How do we know if we are getting the right people trained? The Employment Department’s 2001 study (“Oregon’s Workforce Puzzle”) said there was a match between jobs and skills, but not necessarily exactly what employers wanted.
We knew we needed more people with problem solving, team, higher education skills to move our economy. We need to look at more than K-12. The more we work together, the more we can align and get people into needed skill levels - with dual credit and advanced placement programs. We are trying to accelerate learning when students are ready.

Vickie Fleming, Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction  
It is not readily apparent to teachers how critical and urgent the issue of globalization is. 
CIM and CAM have been controversial. We now need to bring the different camps back together and clarify the purpose of a high school diploma. What proficiency will allow students to progress to post secondary experience successfully? We want to maintain high standards and personalized education. If we have to forego a CIM, what can replace it? 
The investment in our educational reforms was not adequate. And we still cannot agree on whether we are educating kids for college or for work.

James Sager, Governor Kulongoski’s Education Advisor
The Governor has given the Joint Boards of Education specific directions on work to carry out in the next six months to put his vision into a package that makes sense for Oregon. 
It is ironic that workforce discussions quickly gravitate to the traditional four-year track for higher education. In fact, most mill workers are above 55 and we are not training highly skilled mill workers to take over. The message now is that you are only successful if you complete a college degree. The message needs to be that if you like using your hands, that is important. We always thought of vocational technical training as second tier. If you go to some of our high schools, you’ll see those kids are exemplary students. Coupled with Governor’s vision – opportunity grants – the path a person chooses should be based on what he or she wants. Education should be driven by the student’s ability and interest. How do we do this and fill those market niches? 

How do we train those students/workers to make sure their skill levels are world class? What do we mean by world class? The Joint Board has a series of work groups. About a year from now when the Governor is pulling together his next budget, policy decisions can be affected by this comprehensive package.
Jerry Gray, Professor, Willamette University 
Jerry agreed with Jeff’s slide show. We have not met our workforce goal. We didn’t make it and we never could have made it because the goals we set for ourselves are inconsistent with the primary mechanism with which we try to achieve those goals, which is P-16 education. It takes a long time to play those goals out.  Also, it is always a moving target. We can invest more, work harder and smarter – but other state and countries are trying to do the very same thing. 

Discussion
Jeff: despite the policy work, we still don’t have measures. Data do not show that it is working. James: the issue is moving targets - changing demographics. If over a 10-year period of time we have received more needy students, then in fact we have done a good job. What is the next set of reasonable targets? 
Jerry: when you look at our spending, it is falling compared to other states. Yet performance compared to others seems to be holding constant. In some ways, that is real progress. But the resources have not been there.

Ed: Can we test the bimodal distribution hypothesis - that today’s good students are brighter than before, and the lower mode students are worse off in skills of expression, analyses, fluency in numbers and words? Connie: we have more students coming in with higher skill levels and more coming in with higher needs. Vickie: resources are currently focused on closing the gap with the bottom cohort of students. 

Jeff: improved student achievement is supposed to ripple through the system starting with the youngest children. We have seen steady improvement in ready-to-learn. But if you look at third grade reading, we have been flat for the last four years. We are not seeing those expected gains. Ready-to-learn gains don’t seem to be affecting 3rd grade. James: we chose back in 1991 to invest in K-5. Then the rug was pulled out of the system. The fact that it flattened out and did not drop is great. We must balance goals and vision with investment.

Brett: are top students not able to achieve their potential? Vickie: international programs and online programs are broadening access. The federal No Child Left Behind has led to a fear of being labeled as a failing school; we are paying more attention to kids at lower to mid end of continuum. We assume others are going to be fine. I’m not sure that is correct.

What would the panel suggest that the Progress Board do?

1. Tom: Focus on affordability of and accessibility to higher education. We are a high-tuition, low-grant state. It is harder for lower income students to get higher education. Be advocates in those areas. Recognize other states have done better because they have invested more.

2. Jerry: I would hate to see us lower our goals, but maybe it’s time for Oregon to remain the most average state. It takes work to stay where we are. The converse hits hard. If we disinvest, we won’t see those harms for a long time. At least you are threatening. Transforming the workforce – through education spending or changing the health of the economy is so problematic. Good graduates from Willamette are finding a hard time landing a job. I worry that a college degree will be necessary for everybody. It’s a hunting license, which you need to succeed. Nathan – investments are not the only thing that matters. It’s the effort relative to other places.

3. Connie: It’s like growing a forest. I would encourage the Progress Board and the Joint Boards to work together. Being highly educated is important, but being able to use your skill is more important. Progress Board needs a longer view. Time frame was wrong. Message was not consistent.

4. Vickie: I want to be inspired again. Who are we as Oregonians? We need a vision to take us forward. The Quality Education Model (QEM) inspired us; now it is considered impossible, unrealistic. What is the investment? What are the results? Progress Board’s job is to inspire and set expectations.

5. James: It would be good to put down realistic timelines, goals, etc. The QEM is a shared responsibility model. This Board could help. Does the investment match the desired benchmark achievement? Do Oregonians see the vision and goals and are they willing to match the investment? If not, we’ll go another 10 years without meeting our target.

Brett: The big macro goal should be to help each child reach his or her own potential. What’s missing is data to track each student group. The Progress Board can push the system to track longitudinal data for students. Connie: We have a package in the legislature. Ed: how many other states have identical body of data that allows individualized as well as grouped analysis? Vickie: probably nine or 10 including Ohio and Texas. 

James: we can’t just compare states. What they are being tested on is different than in Oregon. States have different standards. We can look at the growth of students.

Ed: one of most frustrating parts of K-12 is we tend to suffer a lot of data: lots of deposits, few withdrawals. We don’t frame the questions we want answers to from data rigorously enough. It is unusual enough to attract some of the research efforts currently going on. I know some of them and they are desperately seeking this kind of data. At state policy level, we tend to big think, but this stumbles because we fail to ask the little questions. It might be worth investigating some of these research groups and seduce them with some of this data. Vickie: we have three years worth of individual student data, Jerry and Nathan’s data included. These guys could suggest how to tweak the data.
Neil: Does this mean we have to be more realistic in our goals? Jeff: recall in the early days, all goals were very inspirational. Most of the targets were changed, but the Board opted to keep the workforce. Neil: hopes we can be inspirational but with a realistic goal. Jeff: Ambitious but realistic is still the working model.

Discussion of Oregon Shines III (OSIII)
Jeff: If the $100,000 is approved, we can move forward. There are options related to timing and level of focus. The Board could go through the entire landscape again; focus on key strategic issues; and/or work on re-inspiring Oregonians who we are and where we want to go. Whatever you choose needs to be done in concert with leadership; this might be awkward with elections coming up. The topic for the next meeting could be “international frame of mind,” or you could do a whole meeting on OSIII. What do you think?

Discussion:

Neil: What do you think the best approach should be? What about update on Oregon values survey? (Addams, Tibbits) 
Jeff reminded the Board that they have a Vision Committee. Perhaps the Board would like them to do a little work and come to you with a set of scenarios. Sue: I am on the Vision Committee and would like to see it come together and have a discussion. A lot of things have changed. Focus where our benchmarks say we are and then look out to next 20 years. We are getting close to 2010, the end of our 20-year planning cycle. Is there a more energizing way of looking at this? Maybe we should bring in a group of 25-year olds. Quit working with the old folks. Bring others in to listen. 
(The Vision Committee is now composed of Diane (chair), John, Sue and Heather.)
Jeff: I don’t think we need to re-establish that global economy is the issue and education is important.  I think OPB needs to decide whether it can re-invigorate Oregon. If the Board wanted to take that challenge on, it would be worthwhile and important. Let’s make this main topic of next meeting. 

Executive Director’s Report

Jeff introduced an international visitor: Tanya Smith – from South Australia and reviewed his summary of how staff rated on customer service over the years and concluded we need to work on customer service. Rita demonstrated the online version of the 2005 Benchmark Performance Report and the SB 555 Evaluation Project, which the Board approved.
Ed thanked the Board for his experiences and vice versa. He will be missed!

Meeting adjourned at 3 p.m.
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