Community Development Benchmarks              Highlighted comments are for follow-up.          
Benchmark Update Survey Analysis

	Survey Results
	57 Respondents Total

	Important
	41

	Not Important
	8

	Modify
	6

	Don’t Understand
	2


68. TRAFFIC CONGESTION Hours of travel delay per capita per year in urbanized areas: a. Portland metro b. Salem & Eugene 

Source: Oregon Department of Transportation
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level measurement, cities would like to have it as well.

	Negative
	2. The data are incredibly out of date on this one.

	Suggestions
	3. Need to add new urban areas: Medford & Bend.

4. Because of such rapid growth in areas such as Bend and Southern Oregon - may need to be expanded.
5. Include Bend area.

	Comments/?’s
	6. More efficient/economical mass transit. If a route averages 10- riders why have a 50 or 60 passenger bus? 

7. I'm curious how this is asked. Are people asked about delay time for the entire year, or is it some calculation?


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Scott Bassett, Oregon Department of Transportation)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comments #3, #4, #5 - The online endnote indicates that data are not available for Medford, Bend and Corvallis. We will include this endnote in the printed report going forward.
· Comment #7 - The online endnote explains travel delay as  the amount of additional time required to travel at slower congested speeds than would be necessary to travel at faster uncongested speeds.  We will include this explanation in the printed report going forward.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	56 Respondents Total

	Important
	51

	Not Important
	3

	Modify
	2

	Don’t Understand
	0


69. DRINKING WATER Percent of Oregonians served by public drinking water systems that meet health-based standards  
Source: Oregon Department of Human Services
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level measure, but better city level measure since most cities produce and deliver water to homes and businesses.

	Negative
	2. Not sure why this is limited to public drinking water systems.

	Suggestions
	

	Comments/?’s
	3. Is 95% good enough if we have already reached it?
4. There needs to be a way to identify need, priority and mans to fund healthy public drinking water systems.  How much and who pays?  Streamline professional and timely improvements.


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (David Leland, Oregon Department of Human Services, Health Services)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #2 - The online endnote defines the water systems as both community systems and non-transient non-community systems, as well as transient non-community systems serving over 500 people per day. We will include this information in the printed report going forward.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	57 Respondents Total

	Important
	50

	Not Important
	4

	Modify
	3

	Don’t Understand
	0


70.  COMMUTING Percent of Oregonians who commute during peak hours by means other than driving alone  
Source: Oregon Population Survey
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level and city level measurement.

	Negative
	2. The data for this benchmark comes from the Oregon Population Survey and I really have strong doubts about the validity of the data from that source. The Oregon Population Survey has always been too long of a survey for people to complete over the telephone.

	Suggestions
	3. This could be pushed to a greater extent. 
4. Statewide?  May be more appropriate in tri-county and Salem/Eugene/Bend areas.

5. I do not think the focus should be completely on peak hour driving. % using alternative transportation for 1 or more trips per week, 2 or more trips per week, etc.

	Comments/?’s
	6. More efficient/economical mass transit.  If a route averages 10- riders why have a 50 or 60 passenger bus?)

7. Again if we have already exceeded the target for 2010 - shouldn't we raise our expectations


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Scott Bassett, Oregon Department of Transportation)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #4 - This benchmark is measured on a statewide basis based on a random sample telephone survey. We do not have statistically significant data at the county level.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	57 Respondents Total

	Important
	33

	Not Important
	12

	Modify
	7

	Don’t Understand
	5


71. VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED Vehicle miles traveled per capita in Oregon metropolitan areas for local non-commercial trips 
Source: Oregon Department of Transportation
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level and city level measurement.

	Negative
	2. Seems like a fabricated benchmark and fairly old data being used.
3. Sorry - not clear what is desirable - to travel more, or less.

4. I am unsure about the measurement of this.

5. Why is this meaningful without factoring the negative impacts on rural Oregon that this benchmark has?

	Suggestions
	6. Why not include same for people in rural areas. We have to drive a long way to get basic services & to stores.

7. Consider analyzing on statewide basis, rural Oregon as well as metropolitan Oregon.
8. Add vehicle miles traveled in vast rural areas of the state.  The length of time it takes to get around plays a major role in rural citizens' lives.

	Comments/?’s
	9. If I go shopping, is that considered a non-commercial trip?  I'm not sure that this is a good benchmark.  Many kinds of 'personal' trips may have a positive impact on the economy.  Do we want to discourage this?


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Scott Bassett, Oregon Department of Transportation)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comments #3, #4, #5 - We need to better explain this measure in future reports.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	57 Respondents Total

	Important
	48

	Not Important
	4

	Modify
	4

	Don’t Understand
	1


72. ROAD CONDITION Percent of roads and bridges in fair or better condition: a. state roads, b. bridges: i. state, ii. county & city (local)  
Sources: Oregon Department of Transportation and the Association of Oregon Counties (AOC)
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level and city level measurement since both share this responsibility with the State.

	Negative
	2. Asking for the average condition rating for all counties fails to acknowledge the wide variance among counties.

	Suggestions
	

	Comments/?’s
	3. What is 'fair condition?' Able to survive an earthquake?

4. Fair' condition is a pretty low standard for public infrastructure.


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Scott Bassett, Oregon Department of Transportation)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #3 - Although the online endnote explains this measure as the percentage of pavement and bridges (20 feet or longer in length) that have not deteriorated to poor condition, it does not clearly define what is poor condition. We need to better explain how this is determined.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	56 Respondents Total

	Important
	50

	Not Important
	3

	Modify
	2

	Don’t Understand
	1


73.  HOME OWNERSHIP Percent of households that are owner occupied
Source: Oregon Population Survey


	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level and city level measurement.

	Negative
	2. I don't think the data source for this benchmark is very good.

	Suggestions
	

	Comments/?’s
	3. Ownership is not better for everyone - more to the point is affordability of housing that is satisfactory to the individual.


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Richard Bjelland, Oregon Department of Housing and Community Services)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #3 - Perhaps we should add a comment indicating “for housing affordability, see benchmark 74.”
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	55 Respondents Total

	Important
	50

	Not Important
	0

	Modify
	5

	Don’t Understand
	0


74. AFFORDABLE HOUSING Percent of Oregon households below median income spending more than 30% or more of their income on housing including utilities: a. renters b. owners Source: Oregon Population Survey
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level and city level measurement.

	Negative
	2. I don't have much confidence in the data source for this benchmark.

	Suggestions
	3. After looking at the housing situation in Hood River County, it might be interesting to measure the number of families that do not have income high enough to afford any local housing. (65% cannot afford median priced home and another 20% would need to spend 50% of their monthly income to qualify for a median priced home, leaving 15% of the population able to currently afford a home in Hood River.)
4. The census department uses all households regardless of income level to determine 'Housing cost burden'.  That seems more appropriate.

	Comments/?’s
	5. Better programs for EVERYONE to obtain their own home is important...not just people of 'minority' races.      I tried to purchase my own home with a good credit score and a decent income, and couldn't find financing for a house that needed some work, unless the work was done first.  People who had worse credit and less income than I quickly received financing for a house that needed an entire new roof and the entire front porch replaced; two years later, both have yet to be done.  Only thing I can think of, is because they were of a 'minority' race and I, being adopted and not knowing my racial history, was declared to be 'Caucasian.’
6. Isn't housing considered less than 'affordable' if a household is spending more than 30% on housing?  If so, it seems like progress would be found in the number of households spending 30% or less.

7. Is 30% or more still the correct factor?


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Richard Bjelland, Oregon Department of Housing and Community Services)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
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