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DRAFT MINUTES - PROGRESS BOARD MEETING
Conference Room A; Executive Building 2nd Floor
155 Cottage Street NE, Salem, OR 97301
October 25, 2007
Present:  Mike Jordon, Tom Potiowsky, Sue Densmore, Bob Landauer, Joe Johnson, Pat Ackley, Mike Olsen, Annabelle Jaramillo, and Representative Sara Gelser  
Staff: Rita Conrad and Jay Grussing
The meeting begins with introductions by Board members and guests.  July meeting minutes are approved with structural edits.

Executive Director’s Report 
A brief summation of the Executive Director’s Report is presented; discussing the products released, benchmark updates, and OSIII development. 
OSIII Open Discussion

Rita discusses the direction, scope, and fundraising of Oregon Shines III.  Since the last board meeting (Jul 25th) two primary hurdles have come forward:  

· the board needs get the Governor actively involved 
· the board needs to construct a detailed business plan, including the financial and outcome components for potential sponsors.
In the next few weeks staff will be conducting board member interviews regarding their vision for Oregon Shines III.
The Oregon Shines III concept paper and the one page case statement have inclined Rita to searching out local experts in system thinking (Tammy and Walt).  These experts have suggested expanding the inclusive approach of Oregon Shine III. 
Rita & Sue discuss the submitting of the case statement and the concept paper to the three major Oregon foundations: Oregon Community Foundation, Ford Family Foundation, and Meyer Memorial Trust.  The Ford Family and the Oregon Community Foundation have responded by asking for more detail.  These requests were the impetuous for creating the OSIII business plan.   The foundations also suggested a business plan unveiling event for potential sponsors with the governor in attendance.  Additionally, the business plan would be the foundation in developing the contracting process.  
Rita introduces the volunteers (Anne, Dennis, Walt) who assisted in developing the OSIII action plan.  State agencies/entities that follow a collaborative/cross-silo business approach were also contacted (Oregon Solutions, the Commission on Children and Families and the American Leadership Forum).  A conference call was held and all entities were interested in contributing to Oregon Shines III.  Additionally, the board attracted the interest and involvement of Signe Gro Jensen of the Kaos School in Denmark and Rosa Klein of the Kennedy School at Harvard.
Rita and the volunteer workgroup have developed four possible work streams for OSIII.
Mike asks if board members have any questions on this planning stage and the steps that have transpired since the last board meeting before Rita moves on with the proposals.  Pat asks what exactly the current funding realities are.  Sue comments this would be best addressed after Rita completes the planning discussion.
Rita describes the four work streams presented in the work stream matrix.  Sue reinforces that this is just a proposal and other options are available to the board.   Annabelle comments that other experts can be included in this process and that we are not limited to those that have volunteered and helped develop the process so far.

Work Stream possibilities detailed in the Work Stream Matrix
1. Systems dynamic modeling – a plain English translation is that this is an analytical approach used to understanding the interconnections between various stakeholders.  This tool can be used to target resources.
2. Web 2.0 is a user-friendly web interface used to facilitate increased interaction with the benchmark website.  This is a dynamic approach that should integrate everyday users, stakeholders, and experts.
3. Social action research – this qualitative approach is used to identify what is being done now.  This approach builds on and reinforces current successes.
4. Facilitated, supported statewide sessions – Rita sees these sessions starting with the statewide steering committees.  These will help individuals identify the macro trends impacting the state while also helping to build collaboration across stakeholders.  (Building toward/on coordinated action).
Mike believes that much of these four streams relate to the board’s approved OSIII concept paper.  We have discussed improving our web presence and web tools to engage stakeholders in a more thorough and elegant manner. Additionally, we knew the dialogue sections were going to be an important part at the statewide and local levels in generating involvement and excitement.  There are also new ideas in this four stream approach that we need to discuss and decided if we are comfortable with them before moving forward.  We have the folks at this meeting to help us understand the technical aspect of this proposal.
Sue states that the full board needs green light this approach and we need to revisit: who our stakeholders are, who is committed to the OSIII process, who we need to influence to make the project happen (and what their expectations are), how we are going to accomplish the project, and finally who can stop the process.  

Sue asks if the board is comfortable with the conceptual framework and the fundraising timing.  If so than the board (including the governor) needs to own the process and be out-front pushing it.  We also need to be careful in choosing the contractor for the project.  Everything needs to be transparent and open. This project needs a rigorous RFP stage.
Annabelle comments that the steering committee concept will undoubtedly get different recommendations and commentary from across the state and we have to be ready to facilitate these divergent opinions.  However, the Association of Oregon Counties (AOC) has been pushing counties toward a more systems and dynamic approach, so local government leaders should be familiar with some of our objectives.  AOC should to be a major stakeholder involved in the process.  One additional comment is that we need simplify the complexity in our visual displays (charts, graphics, feedback loops).  Keeping graphics short or using a narrative or other approach would be better.
Sara agrees that using a different visual method would be better than offering complex charts and graphs.  We also need to be cognizant of inclusiveness even at the counties (such as the rural/urban split); Benton is a good example with Corvallis being often mistaken as completely representative of the county.
Pat has a concern that the timelines were set to optimize previous events.  There seems to be a rush to get on with the process given the volunteer involvement.  Do we control this calendar, and how do we go about changing it?
Mike states that we have control of the schedule and can revise as we see fit.  The big driver is the statue and progress board mission stating an update to Oregon Shines should be done at periodic intervals.  The December 3rd opportunity is probably of unrealistic.  The funding since it is a new approach is slowing us down as expected.  We could if push comes to shove move the deadline back.
Pat comments that the timeline was constructed with us wanting to piggyback on Oregon 150.  Most Oregonians don’t know the difference between Oregon Shines and Oregon 150 and we need to try to mitigate any confusion regarding this.  Additionally, we have a lot of people already involved in the project and I’m concerned with any commitments that might have already been made.  I’m not comfortable with a non competitive bid approach on such a large project.  I don’t want any perception (real or otherwise) that the bidding wasn’t fully competitive.
Rita comments that no commitments have been made to any of the volunteers.  A sole source was discussed only as an option to expedite the process.  I’ve also been working with Laurie Leveaux (DAS contracts office) at every step and I can assure you that we’re making sure everything is above board.
Joe adds that we are developing materials that are too complicated and full of buzz words.  We need to distill it down to a press release that everyone (including the board members) can explain.
Mike adds that conversations with the public are never easy.  Just look at our interaction in the foundations – Its gone from too much information (concept paper) to too basic (case statement) now it’s back to needing more detail (business plan).  We need to figure out a way to inform Oregon in sound bite form, and we are not there yet.

Annabelle adds that this is a political reality where we always cycling from too much to not enough info.
Bob comments that ideas can be sold to a small portion of a community but in order to get a large portion involved we need to frame the plan in a local context.  We need to get away from the conceptual to the local.  We also need to be aware that there will be groups that have influence that choose to not get involved and wait until the last minute to voice their objections, claiming they have been excluded.  While we this probably can not be avoided we need to have a response planned.
Sue asks what concerns the board has regarding the documents so far given that funding is a separate issue.  Are we comfortable with our case statement outcomes, and with the process of doing this work?  Are we too far out front of our stakeholders with this process; governor included?  The systems dynamic model has been encouraged by the foundations, but we need to decide who speaks for and in essence owns the project.  We don’t want the process to be in the public realm before we formalize what we are actually doing.  The board needs to accept the approach that is now underway before it gets too far ahead of the formalized OSIII project.
Joe adds that we need to keep the stakeholders aware of the steps we are taking and not surprise them with something out of the blue.
Annabelle asks about the specifics of the strategy.  In my discussions with individuals I’ve been generally talking about where Oregon Shines III is going and how people may become involved but I’m vague about project specifics.  Are we currently formulating the specific approaches to be taken, the ABC’s of how the project will undergo?  Sue agrees that we need to formalize the approach.
Tom concludes that the work stream descriptions seem exciting and overcome some of the criticisms of OS, OSII.  However, we need a clearer role of how these approaches will work and how they will be understood by the public.  In the case statement we need to move away from the formality and jargon and talk via an engaging narrative, concreting on the real issues that have come out of the partner panels.  Use safe drinking water as an example, lay out the step by step issue that our systems approach can deliver; this can cause this, resulting in these issues.  We need something that the average person can follow.
Rita agrees that we need to make this project and its processes relevant to local communities through examples.  Social action research can put this together in a rigorous way.
Tom adds that the foundations will want to see the track record is on using these approaches before investing.
Mike O. asks how we get from a to b; we have our strategies constructed in the working documents but we need to get to where funding is in place.  Rita states this requires the aforementioned business plan and involving the governor.
Mike comments that we are not sure what the project will entirely look like, given we are still in the planning process.  But would like to remind everyone that the Governor will be the public face and construct the public message of the project.  Therefore at this stage we need to strike a balance, of not being too formal since we don’t really know what the project is going to look like.  At a managerial level we are overwhelmed and don’t have enough staff, luckily we have some volunteers helping.  But the Board needs to lead this, therefore is the board comfortable with the four work streams once we develop a plain talk/language to talk about the project?   

Bob states that the language/document of OSIII should not be driven by fear.  We need to use the benchmarks and evidence-based practices to highlight success stories while informing about challenges.  We want to develop a picture of hope and progress for the future instead of an overwhelming challenge.  Mike replies that we heard this from Duncan.  We have made progress in Oregon and we should highlight it.  We need to frame the project as an opportunity for Oregon to excel and not get caught up in the negatives.

Annabelle adds that the land use debate of the last few years is a primary example of language dominated by fear and fear-mongering.   Instead of the positives the language and framing was dominated by the negatives within the system (Measure 37, 49).
Mike states that over the next three months we need to hone these approaches.  The work-stream path reiterates the three phases we agree upon in the concept paper: Gathering the data, identifying the driving forces in Oregon, developing the strategies, and engaging Oregonians all-the-while receiving feedback and honing the strategies. 
Tom comments that a systems approach toward these phases fit our objectives, but we need to get the methodology into an understandable form.  We need someway of conveying this in a simple way that works for Oregonians.
Sue asks that the board address the government part of this project: how is the board going to conduct the procurement of services needed for the project?  Sara comments that it has to be transparent and competitive process.  We don’t what the perception real or otherwise that something wasn’t above board.  Everything needs to be visible and open.  Bob reiterates that any lack of transparency can kill even the best process.  Our goal throughout this project is to remain inclusive of all of Oregonians and an open competitive contracting approach is critical to this goal. 
Rita comments that the RFP process will take 4-6 months given the size of the project; this was why we were exploring alternative approaches. 

Bob adds that the Governor might be able to help quicken the pace.  Mike assures the Board that the process will be above board, fair, appropriate, and like all government contracts, take a long time to implement.
Joe asks that the board start discussing the fundamentals of the facilitated dialog sections.  The questions we have to consider include; when do we start these sessions, who and how are these sessions established as well as the governor’s involvement, and the timeline for moving through the sessions.  Concrete answers are not needed at this time but we need to start thinking about these issues or this stream will undoubtedly lag behind the other research endeavors. Tom agrees that we need to start setting the foundations.  An approach might be to gather some of these details from those involved, similar to an RFP, in essence asking as we go.  The consultants will have to be asked about this as they present to the Board.
Rita comments that the board is in a unique place with no funding secured.  Do we have everything ready for the project and present it to the foundations for funding, or is the approach in a state of flux until after we have funding?
Pat reiterates that the governor is in charge here and we need to keep this in mind.  He will drive the public face of this project.  I’m not comfortable with a video presentation of the project at the Pegasus conference.
Sue clarifies that the Pegasus conference is a listening event not someplace where we would be presenting at.  The video presentation that was being discussed was a different event that is no longer on the table.
Mike asks that the board focus on the wagon wheel in the concept paper, page 6.  Clearly the Governor is on top, the board is responsible to the governor, and some degree statutorily to the legislature, and in his view the state steering committee will run this thing once we get it constructed.  Is everybody comfortable with this interpretation?  Once we design this and put it into motion, ownership transfers to the committee and it becomes an engagement piece where the Governor, the Legislature, and others engage Oregonians to own there states future.
Sara asks for clarification on the statutorily requirements.  Rita replies that Oregon Shines should happens every 8 years, it has yet to meet its timeframe. Releasing in 2009 was to have it ready for the legislative session.
Sara comments that for something to be useful for the legislature, a better target would be during supplemental session timeframe.  Mike responds that maybe we should shoot for the 2010 interim session.  Sara concludes that maybe a Jan/Feb intersession presentation, similar to the joint chair presentation, would be the best at capturing the largest legislative audience and have the greatest impact on policy.
Mike proposes that having a legislative and local elected government presence at each of the local steering committee would be helpful in developing engagement and ownership at the local level.  All agree.
Tom asks what the board needs to approve today.  Rita responds that we need to finalize a way forward on with the business plan.  If this includes working with the volunteers this needs to be approved as well.
Mike, Sue, Annabelle agree that Rita should involve whomever is needed to build the business plan that the foundations are asking for.  Parallel to this we need to develop the scope of work and RFP.  However we need to be certain that we don’t disqualify any potential volunteers from biddingon the contract, this would require that the business plan be released along with the RFP.  Mike, Pat, and Sue see this as the best approach.
Sue comments that the foundations have a moving target with their expectations.  We should construct a business plan that is simple and straight forward without all the details, let them ask for more details if needed.
Mike summarizes that the intent of the board is not to preclude anyone from bidding on the project down the road.  Secondly, we will do our best to react to the foundations requests for more information as they come in, to the best of our abilities.  Mike would like to talk with the Governor and James about the issuing of RFP without having the money completely nailed down.  We need to obtain some form of stability regarding this project funding and this might be viable approach.
Mike O asks if the Governor’s message on Dec 3rd was still on the table.  Mike replies that the roll out will not happen at that time, but the governor may mention the project in his presentation.
Sue comments that the board is currently waiting on the major foundations to commit to funding, she will continue to move forward on identifying other funding sources and opportunities. 

Rita states that the volunteer help and the business plan issue is still unresolved.  Mike responds that the board is behind involving volunteers as long as it doesn’t exclude the volunteers from bidding on the project if they desire.  Pat asks that Rita keep a board member included in any discussions with volunteers.  What would exclude volunteers would be if they had access to privileged information.  This could be avoided through making the business plan part of the RFP information.
Mike asks if the board is open to a special meeting within the next three to six months to focusing on the OS III process.  We need to have James involved in any special meeting.
Sue recommends that we have an additionally teleconference prior to the business summit if possible.
OREGON SHINES III COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT PANEL
Sue introduces the seventh and final partner panel.
Oregon Department of Forestry, Dave Morman 
Handouts: recommendations to the progress board, forestry program for Oregon, Oregon forests report
The Forest Program for Oregon is the state strategic plan for forestry; the document encapsulates both public and private forestry topics.  This 2003 plan is unique in that it follows the Montréal process for sustainability.  (The Montréal process is a suite of indicators measuring sustainable forestry at the international level.)  Oregon is the first state to bring this process to a state level and has articulated the process into seven strategies (listed in the recommendations paper).   All Oregon forest issues can be grouped into these strategies (or Goals).  Actions are outlined in the program for achieving these strategies.
The Oregon forests report picks up where the planning document left off by detailing the forestry indicators and measures (organized around the seven strategies).   The goal is to have a less polarized discussion about forests and forestry in Oregon.  The indicators outlined in the forests report are nested within the forestry benchmarks. 
The three goals of the report directly reflect sustainability.  This is revealed in the three major agency programs: protection from fires, state forest management, and the private forest program.

The major gap identified is the lack of public willingness to invest in forest land management.  This is seen as disinvestment in forest lands both privately and publicly held.  The rapid decrease in budgets for the US Forestry service has limited what is being done on many federal lands and the shrinking of the agencies workforce has lost much of its institutional memory.  On private lands taxation changes have dramatically affected the ownership of forests.  Traditional logging corporations have disinvested land holdings with real estate trusts and timber investment corporations becoming the major private landholders in Oregon.  This asks the question, are we encouraging investment by private land owners who foster healthy forests or are we moving towards lands seen strictly as a commodity with a single objective.  There is also a ripple affect in areas dominated by federal lands, where lack of investment by the feds fosters a similar approach by local land owners.
We’re working (under the governors direction) on shaping a unified forest vision, across jurisdiction for both social and economic benefit.  Moving forward on developing a forest sector economic development plan, realizing that forest products will always be a vital part of the Oregon economy.  Perhaps harvesting trees isn’t always a bad thing when it’s done consistent with the laws and the management objective for the lands.  

Oregon Department of Water Resources, Phil Ward, Director
We are the water quantity people, not the quality people.  Water is paramount to all three Oregon Shines goals.  High quality water is useful for all aspects – economic, environmental, and social.  By the way fish use and need this high quality water (jokingly). The agency is in charge of water rights adjudication, following the prior appropriations doctrine (first in time, first in right).  Water supply is the biggest issue moving into the next millennium.  In Oregon surface water has been fully allocated (few exceptions).  Ground water is moving towards fully allocated as well.  The oasis bill was a result of decreasing ground water.  The Hermiston area has seen a decrease of 500 feet in ground water levels.  With climate change, the Cascades will see decreasing retention.  This retention feeds much of Oregon’s populations’ centers with their summertime water. 
During the OS III process the water community should be consciously engaged.  This is a broad group, representing all areas and tribes throughout the state.  We have protected more water in stream due to our conservation community, than all our neighboring states.
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Steve Williams, Assistant Fish Division Chief
The Oregon Conservation Strategy
The department is seen primarily as responsible for fishing and hunting within the state, (half of the agencies budget comes from licenses), but the reality is the department does more than work with/for these objectives.  While monitoring and evaluation are a large piece of what the agency does, we also do restoration and partnerships with other agencies and private landholders towards improving conservation throughout the state.  Contextualizing this economically, in 2001, $2.1 billion was contributed through fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing to the Oregon economy.  Rural communities are the major beneficiaries this relationship.  These activities are economic multiplier in rural communities bringing dollars back to rural areas.
A major concern for the future is the water quality and quantity issues.  This is critical to the future success of various fish and wildlife species.  Research has linked ground water clearly with surface water, and this dynamic reality is something we will need to address.  Additionally, evasive species transporting into the state’s rivers are clearly an issue. 

The agency and other, some of which are here today, developed the Oregon conservation strategy and marine strategy to tackle the issue of maintaining Oregon’s wildlife for current and future Oregonians.  

Institute for Natural Resources, Gail Achterman, Director
The institute has two statutory responsibilities: first is to develop an integrated natural resource information system and second is to be available to policy makers, bringing the best science to policy issues.  Essentially, we are a research and information service for Oregonians and agencies working on natural resources in the state.
We haven’t really made progress on the natural resource items laid out in the previous Oregon Shines.  The report in 1989 was very silos specific; it looked at the world without interconnections.  No one has a fish or air problem only.  This linear approach (with benchmarks embodying silos) does not offer any comprehensive understanding.  Oregon Shines talked about collaborative approaches to govern and address these issues, but only moderately has this been done (Metro, as an example).  We need a comprehensive wetlands inventory. We need an inventory on critical infrastructures. (Multibillion dollar shortfall on all these structures: water, waste, roads, etc).  Society has been actively disinvesting in critical infrastructure.  Since 1998 we haven’t done much on permit streamlining.
There is a huge job to do regarding critical environmental issues that traditional silo approach can not answer.  We need an integrated sustainable approach to help people live in the natural world.  We are at a transformational point as significant as that of movement from coal to petroleum, or that of the post-WWII boom.  We have to radically change the way we live.  This new approach of integrated sustainable systems has been incorporated in the latest Oregon business plan.  OSIII has to build on this integrated sustainable approach through incorporating social equity, economic realities, and environment constraints.  

The state of the environment report (2000) is a critical piece that identifies challenges that OS III needs to address.  The 2009 legislature needs to come up with funding for a state of the environment update in 2010.  This update along with extending the baseline of knowledge should include urban environments, which was not done in 2000.

Land use and water use planning needs to be integrated in Oregon. The western governors association has identified this as the critical issue facing the western states.  The radical change in forest land ownership, what is happening now is the largest change in land ownership since the 1890, will have to be addressed.  Identifying what this means for management will be critical to developing meaningful natural resources strategies.
Another concern is how do we nurture and foster collaborative governance models since it is unlikely that we will breakdown the silos in governing institutions (been trying for over 25 years.)   These local entities are where positive decisions are happening with no financial support.  Additionally Oregon should be a leader for developing markets for sustainable environmental services and stewardship.  Outcome based permit streamlining (bridge program) should be done across all entities in government.  We also need to invest in outcome based measurements for the environment.  Currently there are no tools for environmental evaluators.  The measurements have to be correct before you can build working tools.  Performance based governance is based on a strong foundation of well designed data collection, monitoring, and management.  Without this we end up with the situation we currently have where its impossible to put Phil’s data on stream flows together with Steve’s data on fish, with Dave’s data about forest vegetative cover.  This data is available but the pieces don’t fit.  If you wanted to look at it on a map and look at a particular situation about a stream it is not possible.  INR is working on this through the Oregon Explorer. 

Oregon Environmental Council, Andrea Durbin, Executive Director
Oregon Environmental Council promotes smart environmental policy and supplies tools for business and individuals to become more sustainable.  Our strategic plan focuses on five areas: global warming, reducing toxic pollution and its affects on children’s health, Willamette river cleanup and quality, promoting healthy food and farms within the state, and lastly developing a sustainable green economy for Oregon.  The council organizes events and workshops to foster a dialog and understanding across diverse groups.  One example is the workshop for farmers on the growing market demand for organic and sustainable food.  The council also works at the public policy level, through convening multiple stakeholder groups in order to find workable solutions to environmental problems.
Some critical issues for Oregon’s future that the progress board should explore: Global warming and climate change will clearly have major impacts on the state from land use to water issues.  Climate change will affect every aspect of Oregon; economically, social, and environmentally.  Oregon, while one of the leading states, will have to explore additional mitigation strategies in order to slow down climate change.  We need to apply a climate filter to more than just climate policy and take the necessary steps to slow its impacts.  Integration will have to be done at all levels and with both governmental and private entities.
Toxic pollutants and their impact on public health is another concern.  Oregon has the highest rates of some cancers and asthma in the nation.  We need to take a preventative approach and become a leader in green manufacturing (non-toxic based manufacturing sector).  A growing demand for Green based industries is taking root and Oregon should position itself to take advantage of this consumer change.   Additionally, Oregon needs to focus on cleaning up its contaminated areas Portland was recently ranked as the third most polluted city in the U.S.  
Sustainability is the emerging theme and Oregon has a comparative advantage.  Consumer demand is growing for products with small carbon footprints and products created in a sustainable manner.  Additionally, LEED building registration has increased 90% in 2006 and is forecast to triple by 2010.  Green building represents 15% of all new builds in Oregon while only 4% nationally.  Incorporating sustainable principles actually is beneficial for businesses and profitability.  Oregon should engrain sustainability in how it does business both a publicly and privately.
The Progress Board can create an integrated vision of Oregon by defining what it is we what to achieve and how do we get there.  The board can also help connect state goals and policy to the localities around the state.
Bonneville Environmental Foundation, Angus Duncan, Director
The foundation’s mission is two-fold.  First, to expand the role renewable energy in Oregon, in the 1970’s Oregon received more of its energy from renewable sources (Dams) than today. Secondly, to redesign the way we approach watershed restoration so that it works for both fish and people. We need to build resiliency back into watersheds.

The foundation is a non-profit business and was the first to put out a renewable energy certificate (green tag).  In 2000 we sold 600 tags; roughly 7,000 green tags were sold in 2007.  Oregon is a leader in sustainable enterprises and needs to continue this trend.  The foundation is also involved in renewable energy generation, with wind, solar, and biomass projects.   As a non-profit we intentionally do not trademark our creations, we encourage others to use/steal our idea which in turn forces us to remain innovative. 

Three issues should dominate Oregon’s priorities: carbon, carbon, and carbon.  We need to examine carbon as a way of organizing and disciplining energy choices through demand side, infrastructure, and supply side.  Additionally we need to account for how carbon influences and interacts with ecosystems in order to understand what pressures we have and are creating.  Carbon can be a mechanism to shift silo thinking, currently we use dollars which inherently are defined by the short-term choices disconnected from environmental & social long term consequences.  Shifting to a carbon centric view would allow for a more accurate long-term view to be constructed. 
Defenders of Wildlife – Oregon: Sara Vickerman, Director
The Biodiversity Project, Oregon Conservation Strategy
Our mission is to sustain fish, wildlife, and vital ecosystems.  The habitat benchmark is derived from the Oregon sustainability board’s recommendations and encompasses the idea of crossing silos with numerous organizations involved the measure (INR plays a key role).  This approach shows a way forward via bridging agencies.  Initially agencies were encouraged to adopt benchmarks, but this just included the benchmark within that agency silo.  More creative cross-cutting benchmarks are needed to create a viable systems centric approach.

The environmental benchmarks are inadequate and don’t work; they are hampered by missing data and no targets.  This gives us an inadequate baseline to determine the effects of climate change on ecosystems.  There is little focus in Oregon to develop cross-jurisdictional interagency measures to capture ecological systems information.  The Progress Board with help from experts and advocates could help to develop such measures that engage agencies and stakeholders around environmental health.  A starting point could be to derive targets from the current conservation strategy, while this wouldn’t be easy it could be done.  Additionally, the habitat benchmark could be adjusted to reflect conservation by eco-region.  This would look at conservation easements and other protective lands layers.   We are developing a conservation registry to collect this information.  This tool could help develop benchmark baselines.  Once again, we have to involve all stakeholders: field experts, land owners, federal/state agencies, conservation communities, and local governments, which have maybe not had that much of a voice in the past.
Q&A Discussion
Annabelle comments that it’s important to keep local government as a partner in this process.  Clearly counties and local jurisdictions have to take a primary role in any environmental measures.
Joe asks the panel what is the major concern with Oregon’s water.  Why is it such a critical issue in Oregon?
Phil replies that it’s mainly because state growth and that we’ve possibly over-allocated water rights in years past.  Additionally, we over used the groundwater in some locations in Oregon.  Pendleton is a success story, where the new water treatment plant was overbuilt to where it’s now taking abundant winter water, cleaning it and pumping it down the depleted municipal wells for later use.  60% of Pendleton’s municipal water is from the Umatilla River.
Gail adds Oregon issued more permits in the past on the assumption that water could be used multiple times, but efficiency and initial over-allocation have caught up with us.  Allocations for in stream flows may also be lower priority.  We got a huge issue where we need to reconnect rights in getting more water in steam at critical times.
Angus articulates that about 60-70% of Oregon’s water (and much of the West’s) comes from our snow pack and this is decreasing with climate change, this will cause less water to be available in late summer and fall. 

Sue asks what we can do.
Gail and Angus reply that we need to work on the demand side. Deschutes water banks is an example, more creative endeavors are needed.  Oregon is in better shape than its neighbors, which might drive Oregon’s population growth in the future with people moving to where the water is.
Phil comments that hydrology studies prove surface and ground water are closely connected.  With surface water fully adjudicated in the Deschutes basin increased water demand come from wells.  Because of this the Deschutes has created a mitigation bank where development can come in and buy water credits which in turn stores water.  The reason this works in Deschutes is that residential lands are increasing which uses less water than agricultural lands.  This will not be the case everywhere in Oregon; therefore water banks might not work throughout the state.
Bob asks how can the board create benchmarks that are integrated across systems that are useful in the decision-making process of local governments, businesses, and investors?
Gail responds that the Heinz Center for the Environment as well as local research has developed some robust environmental measures.  The best indicators tell you a lot about environmental health by measuring the key components; like a cannery in a coalmine.  For measuring watershed health using either a chemical indicator or a biotic indicator would tell you a lot about fish/wildlife and even drinking water of the area.   From a state level where you only want a few environmental indicators to steer the ship of state, a biotic water quality indicator might be exactly what you are looking for.  Than if that’s the high level indicator, agencies can reflect on what they do that affects that indicator, slicing up the benchmark to revel their mission and impact.   The ODOT performance measures are broken down this way, and can be viewed in a dashboard fashion.  ODOT might not be the best example given the field is data rich unlike the environment, its night and day compared to natural resource data.
The problem is we haven’t been willing to invest in gathering the correct type of data nor collecting it long-term for it to be useful.  The only way to sell this to the legislature is to have a clear expectation (strategic approach).  The problem historically has been science wants to measure everything and has a difficult time choosing, causing specific research to be funded at any give time, causing data to be fragmented with no consistency across time.  
ODFW has done something similar along Oregon’s eco-regions, where they have identified key (indicator) species across regions.  But they don’t have the wherewithal to gather this data.
Angus comments that they offer 10 year watershed contracts that are specifically for monitoring and data gathering (small grants sizes ~$10,000).  These contracts are based on a matrix of watershed health focusing on achieving desired conditions and measuring towards these conditions.  The watershed groups can adjust this approach every 3 years, in case we are measuring the wrong thing or the wrong way.  The project data is released and pear reviewed.  Initially the watershed groups were not receptive of this data rich approach.  However, this has changes given that groups get 10 years of funding certainty and data to take to other foundations for grants.
At the 30,000 ft level, Angus encourages the board to explore the least cost planning they (BEF) have done with their energy generation work.  Basically we ask what our objectives are and run numerous scenarios in order to find out what are the least costs involved in getting from point A to point B.  BEF constructs least costs (written into BEF statute) broadly with dollar costs, environmental costs that can be monetized, environmental costs that can quantified but not monetized, and environmental costs that can just be stated.  All of these costs are included in the cost effectiveness calculation.  The result of this is that over the last 20-30 years we have invested ~$2.5 million in our highest priority resource which was energy conservation; we realized 40-50%average annual returns on this investment.  This is a tool that could be applied in many circumstances (Gail adds possibly water)
Annabelle comments that taking a systems approach toward gathering information can be beneficial for local governments when decided land use and development issues.  The current approach where we only have fragments of information just feed fuel to the conflict, whereas if we have a more robust source of interconnected data we could develop clearer relationships between water use, development, transportation, etc.
Dave responds that we need to develop the strategic plan with input from the stakeholder prior to developing monitoring mechanisms.  What we measure has to be what the stakeholders want and need to understand the issue.   Otherwise we just have experts measuring without any connection to what is meaningful to the general public.   This is something that we stumbled upon with the forest plan.  We’re really looking for three outcomes: first is to provide a quantifiable feedback loop to the strategic plan, second is to boil down the forest information into something that the public can digest, and third is to prioritize all the monitoring and research that is already going on.  I’d argue that we are already spending millions on this kind of work in an uncoordinated way.  We could possibly spend less money in a coordinated way in gathering the information that is relevant for the public.  What we need to creating is a platform of common ground where collaboration can take place and the extremes get marginalized.  
Angus comments that common ground is frustrating if not based on a strong foundation of accurate information (data) and science.  But if common ground is developed on solid science/data people with divergent views can gather around it, sidestepping ideology.  Dave responds that values are not going to be changed by science.  Having this information out there in a neutral way builds a platform that can foster collaboration.

Mike states that the disintegrated fashion of the public sector and policy making structure make it difficult to come together in a systemic way.  Do you feel that we are making any progress on developing collaborative approaches?  Or do we need a substitute for government in generating this focus and direction.  Can you point us to where we are doing well and to a couple of models that have been successful.
Dave responds that the Oregon plan on Salmon and watersheds is one such approach that has worked.  Another example is Gail’s work with state government.  Leadership can pull agencies out of their silos and point them in a unified direction.  However, if leadership is lacking agencies will likely revert back to their silo thinking.  

Sara comments that the Oregon conservation strategy is more integrated than the Oregon Plan.  This really reflects contemporary approach about integration.  Once again these approaches are hard to do.

Steve reflects that it’s easy for agencies to fall back to silos, it’s easier to go back to statute and state this is my responsibility than to work collaboratively.  Agencies also feel that through this process they are giving up authority.  Sara adds that this silo thinking is engrained in the budgeting process, where a governor pits all the agencies against each other for limited financial resources.  This creates a wall between agencies.  Ward reflects that we can not forget to include the federal agencies.  We can do a great job of coordinating state agencies but if we forget to include the federal government it’s not going to work.  Recent years have seen an increased openness toward coordinating across these jurisdictions; we also have numerous models of how we can screw it up.

Gail comments that we need to think of government not in traditional federalist terms but more along the lines of matrix organizations, and we have to figure out what these matrices look like.  What we haven’t done well is to figure out what uniform information is needed.  Each agency is investing resources toward gathering ‘their’ information, but it has no purpose outside of their particular silo.  Finding shared data points that are universal for decision making and collaboration and supporting this information is the hard part.
Mike concludes one of the problems with thinking systemically is how do we get at problems without fencing off and isolating it to the point where the connections are no longer apparent (what we have been doing for the last 150 years).  We can do a great job with the economy, but the environment takes the hit.  How do we cluster measures to create a dashboard that offers enough information, without disconnecting it from the real world? 
Sara states that we need to identify what we’re really interested in and get an organization to take the collaborative lead in addressing the problem.  You start slicing the problem down to where partners have responsibilities to support and inform the group about their specific task/expertise.  You have to narrow it down to what you really need to make decisions, but not what everybody wants.  

Gail adds that the Board should invite Sara Severn (sustainability coordinator) from Nike to come and discuss how they created an award winning sustainable management system. She might have suggestions on others that could help us get our heads around the systems management of this project.
Angus comments that we can look to the energy distribution process as an example.  What you end up with is a form of game theory that optimizes output.  If you look at what the big to median sized energy companies have done over the last few decades is quite a success story.  Of course what this proves is that some form of central planning is required and it can be done right as long as it’s instructive and not prescriptive (leaving the execution to the lower levels since they know the best solution for their specific locality and reality).   Gail reiterates that what they did was deliver the tools and information to the local levels to implement.

Mike summarizes that the underlying theory is that once you identify the central pieces of information and their organization (minimizing risk, etc) make the information available and human beings will make the right decision.  
Angus qualifies this concept by stating it needs to take place in the context of the regulatory box (carrot/stick).  If action is not taken, a more costly response will happen that may be unpalatable.  This allows the flexibility of choices to be make by the stakeholder while have clarity of societal outcomes.
Meeting adjourned 4:30pm.
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