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

	Survey Results
	55 Respondents Total

	Important
	45

	Not Important
	2

	Modify
	8

	Don’t Understand
	0


75. AIR QUALITY (DRAFT) a. Number of days when air is unhealthy in Oregon cities (NEW) 

b. (some measure of toxic air pollutants -- currently being developed)

Source: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level or regional level measurement.

	Negative
	2. This doesn't represent the State.

	Suggestions
	3. Instead of 'unhealthy' how about 'when air fails EPA standards' or otherwise show the criteria?

4. Be specific for locations.
5. Please state it more positively, like:  'Percent of days when air is HEALTHY in Oregon cities.'
6. Air pollution affects more than just cities. If the air is polluted, it can diminish the views in the Cascades. Don't have this benchmark be too narrow.

7. Why not include unhealthy area in major rural areas as well as the cities?  Such as Columbia Gorge area, Bend, Pendleton, etc.

	Comments/?’s
	8. What about where the carbon based thermo power plants are located?  Or are those of us near those facilities expendable?

9. I believe EVERYONE in Oregon should go through DEQ testing...not just certain areas.

10. The reduction of field burning is a great help.

11. How many people live in the areas with the most air pollution?


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Gregg Lande, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	59 Respondents Total

	Important
	49

	Not Important
	4

	Modify
	5

	Don’t Understand
	1


76. CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS Carbon dioxide emissions as a percentage of 1990 emissions Source: Oregon Office of Energy
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level and city level measurement.

	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	2. I'd like to know about all emissions, not just carbon dioxide.

3. And how about a national percentage comparison?

	Comments/?’s
	4. Why, when no agency will control the CO2 emissions from Title V facilities?

5. We must impose stronger standards to protect our citizens and the environment.

6. Trucks should be included in this as they emit a great deal of pollution.  Commercial trucks are what I am referring to.
7. But only if something is done about it.


Notable Comment:

· Anthropogenic causes of greenhouse gas are so small that they are insignificant. Water vapor is about 95 percent of all greenhouse gas. CO2 is less than five percent. Anthropogenic causes of CO2 is less than one percent of all CO2 in the atmosphere. So any state efforts to reduce or limit CO2 emissions is functionally irrelevant to overall greenhouse gas in the atmosphere. In other words, it's absolutely not worth the cost.
BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Sam Sadler, Oregon Office of Energy)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #3 - The national comparison is available both online and in the printed report, but perhaps needs to be more prominent.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	57 Respondents Total

	Important
	49

	Not Important
	4

	Modify
	3

	Don’t Understand
	1


77. WETLANDS Number of wetland acres gained or lost in any given year: a. freshwater, b. estuarine  
Source: Oregon Department of State Lands
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level measurement.

	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	2. I think that maintenance of existing wetlands should also be considered.

	Comments/?’s
	3. Too much government land, 51%, to make this important.
4. Mother Nature isn't going to take much more.  We must be more respectful of our earth.

5. Gained is good and lost is bad?


Notable Comment:

· We are in net gain of wetlands. Here on the coast, due to European beach grass' changing the shape of foredunes and deflation plains behind coastal foredunes, we gain over 150 acres of wetlands annually (US Forest Service).  That's just an example. On the other hand, wetland mitigation adds considerable cost to civic and private investment.
BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Janet Morlan, Oregon Department of State Lands)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #5 - We need to better explain the goal of this measure.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	57 Respondents Total

	Important
	49

	Not Important
	0

	Modify
	6

	Don’t Understand
	2


78. STREAM WATER QUALITY Percent of monitored stream sites with: a. significantly increasing trends in water quality  b. significantly decreasing trends in water quality  c. water quality good to excellent condition
Source: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good water basin measurement.

	Negative
	2. 'Significantly increasing' is too vague and subjective; does it mean 'significant' in the statistical/scientific sense?

	Suggestions
	3. I would place 'c' first and delete a and b  

	Comments/?’s
	4. When will Portland be required to stop dumping dirty water into the Willamette, but I have to have a crystal clear part of the year flow in the creek by our home?


Notable Comment:

· Oregon DEQ is using irrational data to say we need to do more to 'improve' freshwater streams. It uses thermal guidelines that are cooler than streams are at the point they flow from national forests, for example. It also uses irrelevant E coli standard. It also believes that agriculture is largely bad, when data show it's not domestic animals putting nutrient into the streams.
BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Steve Mrazik, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #2 - The online endnote explains that the Seasonal-Kendall test is used for trend analysis to ensure that the significant trends that exist are not due to normal meteorological conditions or drought cycles.  Significant trends are reported at the 80% or greater confidence level.  Of these significant trends, the percentages of increasing and decreasing trends are reported for the benchmark.  The percentage is calculated as the ratio of the number of stream monitoring sites with significantly increasing (or decreasing) trends to the total number of stream monitoring sites with sufficient data for trending.  We will include this information in the printed report going forward.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	55 Respondents Total

	Important
	40

	Not Important
	4

	Modify
	4

	Don’t Understand
	7


79. MINIMUM STREAM FLOW RIGHTS Percent of key streams meeting minimum flow rights: a. 9 or more months a year  b. 12 months a year  
Source: Oregon Water Resources Department
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good water basin measurement.

	Negative
	

	Comments/?’s
	

	Suggestions
	


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Gary Ball, Oregon Water Resources Department)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	58 Respondents Total

	Important
	46

	Not Important
	6

	Modify
	6

	Don’t Understand
	0


80.  AGRICULTURAL LANDS Percent of Oregon agricultural land in 1982 not converted to urban or rural development: a. cropland b. other agriculture land 
Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level measurement since they have direct impact on zoning of agricultural land.



	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	2. Maybe also some way to measure the amount of agricultural land that is actually producing crops that are sold locally or regionally, as opposed to providing something for a national market, such as peppermint oil. In other words, are we moving toward food self-sufficiency?
3. What about new dwellings on agricultural lands?  Is anyone counting those?
4. Amount of farm land in danger of being lost to development.

	Comments/?’s
	5. I understand why this benchmark exists, but not all development is bad. Alterations to benchmark may be able to address this.
6. We must protect our cropland and keep strong land use legislation.  We must prevail in this area.  

7. Oregon should adopt more realistic High/Marginal land standards. It over-protects marginal lands, costing us needed economic growth.

8. 'Farmland uber alles' as a policy has had major negative implications for quality of life in cities. It also results in taxpayer costs for everything from picking up slack caused by farm deferrals to having to cover the costs of their poorly paid employees. If farm land is converted for decent homes or family wage jobs, GOOD!

9. This could be critical to maintaining quality of life in the future.


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Ron Eber, Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	57 Respondents Total

	Important
	47

	Not Important
	3

	Modify
	7

	Don’t Understand
	0


81. FOREST LAND Percent of Oregon forest land in 1970 still preserved for forest use Source: Oregon Department of Forestry
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level measurement since they have direct impact on zoning of agricultural land.

	Negative
	2. 'Preserved for forest use' may be subject to varying interpretations.

	Suggestions
	

	Comments/?’s
	3. I understand why this benchmark exists, but not all development is bad. Alterations to benchmark may be able to address this.
4. We can't log everything!

5. It matters whether it is replanted for future commercial harvest or preserved for other uses, I would think.

6. This benchmark might discourage economic growth and progress.


Notable Comments:

· 1.  I estimate that we are 2-3 weeks from having 2005 timber harvest information for BMs 82.
2.  You may wish to look at the draft Board of Forestry's indicators of sustainable forest management project: http://egov.oregon.gov/ODF/RESOURCE_PLANNING/Sustainable_Forest_Indicators_Project.shtml. Specifically, the committee putting together these indicators (and me) chose to be consistent with BMs 81 and 82, but will display them a little differently.  Committee members worked to make the portrayal of trends clearer and more specific.  You can look them over and see if you think the portrayal of the BMs are worth changing.

Another indicator that may be of interest to you is b., forest-related employment and wages in rural areas.  This does not have to be limited to forest-related employment when we actually begin implementing the indicators.
Feel free to look over the other draft indicators to see if you find anything useful.
· The website he (referring to comment above)  references is a little bit out of date.  We have made some additional revisions to our draft indicators that are not reflected on the website yet.  We hope to correct that soon.  Specific to BM 82, we have found a lot of confusion is created when the word "sustainable" is used in this context because it now has different meanings to different people when talking about timber harvests.  One of our indicators will be the same as BM 82, but we are changing the title to:  "Timber harvest trends compared to planned and projected harvest levels and the potential to grow timber"  We encourage the Progress Board to make this same change. 
BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Gary Lettman, Oregon Department of Forestry)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #2 – The online endnote defines “Preserved for forest use” as forested land where the numbers of dwellings do not interfere with the production of timber, watershed, wildlife, recreation or other forest values. We will include this definition in the printed report going forward.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	56 Respondents Total

	Important
	42

	Not Important
	4

	Modify
	7

	Don’t Understand
	3


82. TIMBER HARVEST Actual timber harvest as a percent of potential harvest levels under current plans & policies Source: Oregon Department of Forestry
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	

	Negative
	1. Since the Bush administration is throwing out agreed-to policies, this benchmark is meaningless.
2. 'Current plans and policies' is not a solid benchmark; it could vary over time.
3. Not sure if this measures a 'good' or a 'negative' thing.  The harvest levels can change under different administrations -- so this benchmark may not be valid.
4. Whether timber harvest meets current plans is irrelevant unless there is great confidence in the plans. There is some notion that this is a measure of 'sustainability' and it isn't. 

	Suggestions
	

	Comments/?’s
	5. This benchmark is important because state and federal lands are under-managed. Oregon should be cutting more timber from state lands for economic stability of rural communities, payments to taxing districts and to the Common School Fund. The Oregon Constitution puts an affirmative obligation on the State Land Board to maximize revenue to the corpus of the Common School Fund. The Land Board has been violating this obligation for years.

6. So.... is this suggesting meeting harvest levels allowed under plans and policies is the goal?

7. There are a lot of industries in the state besides Big Lumber. Why pick this? Big Lumber interests already control ODF, their funding for fire protection, and what all individual taxpayers have to fork over to protect their poorly cared for lands from fire.

8. This benchmark might discourage economic growth and progress.  I'm not sure what the right balance would be.  Just a note of caution.  That's all.


Notable Comments:

· 1.  I estimate that we are 2-3 weeks from having 2005 timber harvest information for BMs 82.
2.  You may wish to look at the draft Board of Forestry's indicators of sustainable forest management project: http://egov.oregon.gov/ODF/RESOURCE_PLANNING/Sustainable_Forest_Indicators_Project.shtml. Specifically, the committee putting together these indicators (and me) chose to be consistent with BMs 81 and 82, but will display them a little differently.  Committee members worked to make the portrayal of trends clearer and more specific.  You can look them over and see if you think the portrayal of the BMs are worth changing.

Another indicator that may be of interest to you is b., forest-related employment and wages in rural areas.  This does not have to be limited to forest-related employment when we actually begin implementing the indicators.
Feel free to look over the other draft indicators to see if you find anything useful.
· The website he (referring to comment above) references is a little bit out of date.  We have made some additional revisions to our draft indicators that are not reflected on the website yet.  We hope to correct that soon.  Specific to BM 82, we have found a lot of confusion is created when the word "sustainable" is used in this context because it now has different meanings to different people when talking about timber harvests.  One of our indicators will be the same as BM 82, but we are changing the title to:  "Timber harvest trends compared to planned and projected harvest levels and the potential to grow timber"  We encourage the Progress Board to make this same change. 
BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Gary Lettman, Oregon Department of Forestry)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comments #2, #3, #4 - The new wording (explained in the second  “notable comment”) may address these concerns.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	58 Respondents Total

	Important
	47

	Not Important
	4

	Modify
	7

	Don’t Understand
	0


83. MUNICIPAL WASTE DISPOSAL Pounds of municipal solid waste land filled or incinerated per capita
Source: Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level and city level measurement.

	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	2. Include some rural areas also, Bend, etc.

3. What about tracking how much solid waste is recycled.

4. I'd also like to know percent of Oregon households that recycle.
5. There should be several measures for solid waste  -SW generated per capita  -SW land filled per capita  -SW recycled or composted per capita    Also as 75% of waste at least in the City of Portland, is generated by businesses--it seems like a reasonable measure would somehow have an economic or business tag (per capita implies individuals alone are responsible).
6. Why not pounds kept OUT of landfills or NOT incinerated, or percentages? 

7. Why not measure % recycled or reused?

8. Can you make it more positive?  You don't want to phrase this so that the increasing numbers are bad.  Something like:  'Pounds of recycled materials per capita.'

	Comments/?’s
	9. Need even more recycling!


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Peter Spendelow or Jeff Christensen, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #2 - This benchmark is a statewide measure.
· Comment #3, #7 - The online endnote explains that this benchmark includes recycling as a measure for reducing landfill. We will include this information in the printed report going forward.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	59 Respondents Total

	Important
	52

	Not Important
	1

	Modify
	5

	Don’t Understand
	1


84.  HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE CLEAN-UP Percent of identified Oregon hazardous substance sites cleaned up or being cleaned up: a. tank sites  b. other hazardous substances  Source: Oregon Department of Environmental
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level measurement.

	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	2. I would reword to 'percent of....sites that are being cleaned up or for which plans to clean up exist.'

3. Also a benchmark for use of hazardous substances in the home?

	Comments/?’s
	4. 'Being cleaned up' could mean just a minimal and insignificant level of action.
5. I think it's only meaningful relative to actual or estimated sites still to be remediated.

6. There are hardly any in OR. Concentrate on the significant issues.


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Gil Wistar or Jeff Christensen, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #4 - It might be useful to include the criteria for “being cleaned up” in the online and printed report.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	57 Respondents Total

	Important
	47

	Not Important
	3

	Modify
	6

	Don’t Understand
	1


85. FRESHWATER SPECIES Percent of monitored freshwater species not at risk: (state, fed listing): a. salmonids, b. other fish, c. other organisms (amphibs, molluscs) 
Source: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good water basin measurement.

	Negative
	2. I think percentage at risk is more meaningful.

3. It does not appear to me that 'monitored freshwater species' is a solid anchor.  I would rather see something that states: 'Percentage of native freshwater species not at risk'.

	Suggestions
	

	Comments/?’s
	4. Even though overall relative improvement occurs, the total number of species at risk will probably increase over time as we learn more; need to 'back correct' the benchmark level for this increase when assessing change over time.


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Cameron Smith, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, part a: Charlie Corrarino, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; part b: Kevin Goodson, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; part c: Peg Boulay, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	58 Respondents Total

	Important
	49

	Not Important
	2

	Modify
	6

	Don’t Understand
	1


86. MARINE SPECIES Percent of monitored marine species not at risk: (state, fed listing): a. fish, b. shellfish, c. other (mammals only - plant data N/A)  
Source: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	

	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	1. I think percentage at risk is more meaningful.
2. It does not appear to me that 'monitored marine species' is a solid anchor.  I would rather see something that states: 'Percentage of native marine species not at risk'.

3. Doesn't the term 'marine' refer to both freshwater and saltwater?  Should this wording be changed to 'saltwater'?

	Comments/?’s
	4. Even though overall relative improvement occurs, the total number of species at risk will probably increase over time as we learn more; need to 'back correct' the benchmark level for this increase when assessing change over time. 

5. Particularly in the ocean, we don't know a lot about many species, and they may in fact be at risk.  This may not be a strong indicator if we rely on 'listings.'

6. Oregon has slid too far to the side of conservation biology and political activism on marine management. It is trying to 'protect' marine habitat without the science to justify that posture, and put sport and commercial fishermen and the businesses and communities out of business without science or justification for it.


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Cameron Smith, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; part a: Peg Boulay, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife; part b: Dennis Albert, Oregon State University, Natural Heritage Program)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	58 Respondents Total

	Important
	47

	Not Important
	2

	Modify
	8

	Don’t Understand
	1


87. TERRESTRIAL SPECIES Percent of monitored terrestrial species not at risk: (state, fed listing): a. vertebrates, b. invertebrates, c. plants
Source: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level measurement.

	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	2. I think percentage at risk is more meaningful.
3. It does not appear to me that 'monitored terrestrial species' is a solid anchor.  I would rather see something that states: 'Percentage of native terrestrial species not at risk'.
4. The metric should use the Natural Heritage ranking, not state or federal listings, which tend to be political.

	Comments/?’s
	5. Even though overall relative improvement may occur, the total number of species at risk will probably increase over time as we learn more; need to 'back correct' the benchmark level for this increase when assessing change over time. 


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Sue Vrilakas, Institute for Natural Resources)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #4 - The online endnote sites the Oregon Natural Heritage Information Center as a data source. We will include this in the printed report going forward.
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	56 Respondents Total

	Important
	48

	Not Important
	3

	Modify
	3

	Don’t Understand
	2


88.  NATURAL HABITATS (NEW) Percent of land that is a natural habitat (statewide) 
a. Blue Mountains b. Coast Range c. Columbia Plateau d. East Cascades e. Klamath Mountains f. Northern Basin & Range g. West Cascades h. Willamette Valley 
Source: Oregon Natural Heritage Program


	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level measurement.

2. Excellent, thank you.

	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	

	Comments/?’s
	3. Natural Habitats are vital to the health of the earth and the inhabitants. 

4. Does this mean native vegetation?  How is 'natural' habitat defined?


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Jimmy Kagan, Institute for Natural Resources)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

· Comment #4 – "Natural habitats refers to those which are dominated primarily by native plant species and: 1) contain habitat types present at the beginning of European settlement circa 1850; or 2) have habitats created and/or maintained by natural factors; or 3) have natural disturbance events that proceed without major interference or are mimicked through management; or 4) are managed primarily for native ecosystems, plant communities and species.
· ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	56 Respondents Total

	Important
	45

	Not Important
	4

	Modify
	4

	Don’t Understand
	3


89. INVASIVE SPECIES Number of most threatening invasive species not successfully excluded or contained since 2000 

Source: Oregon Department of Agriculture
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	1. Good county level measurement.

	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	2. Phrase more positively, like 'Number of most threatening invasive species SUCCESSFULLY excluded or contained since 2000'

	Comments/?’s
	3. The return of Tansy Ragwort is an example of the importance of monitoring.
4. Is this by acre?  Or merely by species?

5. Ongoing public education is critical here. 

6. What's magical about 2000? Some of the worst invasive species came in to OR long before 2000.


Notable Comment:
· As someone with experience with the Oregon Invasive Species Council, this benchmark does not make sense.  The list of 100 Worst cannot possibly include all possible damaging invasive species.  A better benchmark would include things like: new invasive species discovered (the fewer the better); number of new invasive species established (if this number is less than the number discovered, then this would signal success); and acres of noxious weeds treated (an increasing number, followed by a gradual decrease could signal success).  The current benchmark could produce a positive performance measure outcome despite some very negative new invasive species introductions.
BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Cameron Smith, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife & Dennis Albert, Oregon State University, Natural Heritage Program)
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

	Survey Results
	57 Respondents Total

	Important
	45

	Not Important
	8

	Modify
	4

	Don’t Understand
	0


90. STATE PARK ACREAGE Acres of state-owned parks per 1000 Oregonians
Source: Oregon Parks and Recreation Department
	Comments
	Summary 

	Positive
	

	Negative
	

	Suggestions
	1. Should include county and city parks, if we are actually considering that we're all in this together.
2. I think publicly accessible space is a more accurate benchmark of what is being measured.

	Comments/?’s
	3. Oregon's tourism is based on Oregon's beauty.  This includes trees, mountains, wetlands, rivers, lakes, etc...NEVER GIVE THESE UP!!!

4. This benchmark would not seem to include non-State park acreage added.  There may not be a comparable national comparison measure for park acreage of all types, however.  Federal forest land is significant in Oregon so would mitigate lower State Park acreage in Oregon as compared with other states that do not have the presence of large amounts of federal lands available for recreation.


BENCHMARK CONTACT REPSPONSE (Frank Howard, Oregon Parks and Recreation Department) 
· Insert comment(s) here please.
STAFF RESPONSE

ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
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