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March 2001

Dear Legidator:

We are pleased to present the Oregon Progress Board's report to the 2001 Legidative As-
sembly - Achieving the Oregon Shines Vision: The 2001 Benchmark Performance Report.

The Progress Board, which was created by the legislature in 1989, is charged with keeping
Oregonians focused on the future by devel oping and implementing a state strategic plan.
Called Oregon Shines, the plan has three major goals: 1) quality jobs for all Oregonians; 2)
safe, caring and engaged communities; and 3) healthy, sustainable surroundings.

Many states have strategic plans. What makes Oregon unique is our benchmarks. By track-
ing and reporting on a set of measurable indicators of economic, social and environmental
health, the legidature and citizens of Oregon see just how Oregon is doing in achieving the
goals set out in the plan.

This report does more than simply provide a desirable vision for Oregon. It analyzes the
trends and provides other valuable information on how to achieve the goals we've set for
ourselves. Achieving the Oregon Shines Vision is loaded with facts and figures that will in-
crease your understanding of the issues facing Oregon today.

Not al of the newsisgood. Oregon has set its sights high by establishing goals that require
concerted action on the part of al citizens, not just state government. |f we are to be pre-
pared for the changes that lie ahead, we must continue to challenge ourselves to do better.

We hope that you'll enjoy reading this report and will use it in your deliberations as you
chart Oregon's course into the future.

Sincerely,
John A. Kitzhaber, M .D. Gene Derfler Mark Simmons

Governor President of the Senate Speaker of the House
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INTRODUCTION

his sixth biennial report to the
Oregon legislature details the pro-
gress Oregonians have made in
achieving their year 2000 targets
for 90 benchmarks. These benchmark meas-
ures are an integral part of Oregon’slong
term strategic plan called Oregon Shines.

Coming out of a deep recession in the late
1980s, Oregon was not content to passively
allow external forces to continue shaping its
economic and social future. Oregon leaders
and citizens developed avision. It

was and continues to be: “A pros-

ronment, and caring communities. This
“Circle of Prosperity” isillustrated in Fig-
ure 2, page 5 and states the following be-
liefs.

1. A clean, appealing environment, atal-
ented workforce and responsive public
services will attract and find a base for
diverse, value-adding industries that
provide well-paying jobs.

2. Diverse, value-adding industries that
provide well-paying jobs will:

create opportunities for

perous Oregon that excelsin all ead Oregonians, reducing pov-

walks of life” To make this vi- Oregoq l_ &S ety and crime, and

ﬁolgl arealityBI_Oregon’s stal;eu _ and citizens generate revenue for ex-
olders—public servants and pri- cellent schools, quality pub-

vate citizens—workeq together to devel Op@d a lic service and public facili-

create a set of strategic goals and |aSt|ng VISIOn. ties.

objectives. They then created “ .

benchmarks with targets so they A Prosperous ﬁlangpf e%ragg';\gty ;i%o'

could measure their progress to- Oregon that crime, and revenues for ex-

wards these goals and objectives excelsin all cellent public schools, ser-

(see Figure 1, page 4).

The Oregon legislature a so cre-
ated the Oregon Progress Board,
chaired by the Governor. Its pur-
pose isto remind us of our shared vision,
monitor our progress in achieving Oregon’s
goals, and bring choices to our attention.
This report to the legidature is partial ful-
fillment of the Oregon Progress Board' s on-
going responsibilities.

Philosophical Underpinnings

Oregon’ s strategic plan is detailed in a se-
ries of periodically updated publications
called Oregon Shines (1992, 1997, and up-
coming in 2003). It is based on the assump-
tion that the social and economic well being
of Oregonians depends on the interconnect-
edness of quality jobs, a sustainable envi-

Oregon ProgressBoard

spheres of life.”

vices and facilities will result
in aclean, appealing environ-
ment, a talented workforce
and responsive government.

New 2001 Benchmarks

Based on expert feedback, the Oregon Pro-
gress Board has modified 32 benchmarks
since 1999. In addition, it dropped four
benchmarks and added six new ones: #16
exports, #57 hunger, #65 juvenile recidi-
vism, #82 timber harvests, #86 at risk ma-
rine species, and #89 nuisance species. Us-
ing new benchmark numbers, this report in-
tegrates the new 2001 benchmarks (raw
data and targets in Appendix A) with analy-
sis of the old benchmarks against their year
2000 targets (raw data and grades in Appen-
dix D).



Figure 1. Relationship of Oregon’s Strategic Vision
to Goals, Objectives and Benchmarks

OREGON'SSTRATEGIC VISION
“ A prosperous Oregon that excelsin all spheresof life.”

GOAL 1 GOAL 2
Quality jobsfor all Safe, caring and engaged
Oregonians. communities.

GOAL 3
Healthy sustainable
surroundings.

OBJECTIVES

- Oregon will have aworld-class
workforce -- well-educated,
skilled and working -- to keep
Oregon's economy competitivein
the global marketplace.

- Oregon will be one of the top 10
statesin Americato start and
grow atechnology generating
company.

- State agencies should coordinate
their efforts with local communi-
tiesto diversity and strengthen the
economies of rural Oregon.

- More Oregon companieswill ex-
port higher-valued products.

- Oregon will be anet exporter of
high-end professional services by
2010.

- Oregon'’spolicieswill support
small business by providing ade-
quate infrastructure while holding
down the costs of doing business.

- Oregon’s per capitaincome will
reach the national average by
2010.

OBJECTIVES

- All aspects of society will en-
courage responsible parenting
and adult mentoring of children.

- Oregonwill betheleader in de-
veloping state and local partner-
ships that address the root causes
of social problems.

- Oregon will prevent crime by
emphasizing cost-effective pre-
vention programs that avoid fu-
tureincarceration costs.

- Oregon will be aleader in reduc-
ing personal abuse and protect-
ing vulnerable individuals.

- More Oregonians will be healthy
and self-sufficient.

- More Oregonianswill actively
participate in strengthening their
communities.

OBJECTIVES

- Oregon will support thoughtful

growth management strategies.

- Oregon will have aprogressive

system for resolving natural re-
source management i ssues.

- Oregon state government will
support rural communitiesin
solving natural resource dilem-
mas at the local level.

. Civic Social Public Community .
Economy Education Engagement Support Safety Development Environment
Benchmarks | Benchmarks Benchmarks | Benchmarks | Benchmarks Benchmarks | Benchmarks
1-17 18-29 30-38 39-60 61-67 68-74 75-90
Key Key Key Key Key Key Key
Benchmarks | Benchmarks Benchmark | Benchmarks | Benchmarks Benchmarks | Benchmarks
1,35 11 18, 20, 22, 30 39, 49, 50, 61, 62 68, 74 75, 77, 80,
26, 27 53, 54 81, 85
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Figure 2. Circle of Prosperity

A clean, appealing
environment,

a talented workforce, and

responsive public services

L will
attract
and find
a base
for...

...create job and business
opportunities for Oregonians,
reducing poverty and crime.

...diverse, value-adding
industries that provide
well-paying jobs.

...generate revenues for
excellent schools, and quality
public services and facilities.

Continued from page 3

Although not perfect, this new set of bench-
marks more accurately reflects the issues in-
volved and makes use of better, more avail-
able and/or more comparable data. Where
applicable, benchmark modifications are
noted in italics in each write-up.

“Key” Benchmarks

The Oregon Progress Board selected 25
benchmarks (out of 90) as “key”. This report
spotlights key benchmarks with full page
write-ups in each chapter. Key benchmarks
contribute considerably more weight to each
category’ s overall grade average.

ThisHighlightsReport Provides an
Overview of Each Benchmark Category

Chapters 2-8 of the main report analyze Ore-
gon’s progress for each of the seven bench-
mark categories: Economy, Education, Civic
Engagement, Social Support, Public Safety,
Community Development and Environment.
(See bottom of Figure 1, opposite page.)

Oregon ProgressBoard

Each of the benchmark chapters begins with
an Overview page, which summarizes pro-
gress for that category. Those Overview
pages are reproduced in this Highlights re-
port, along with the Executive Summary.

To locate a specific benchmark, the table of
2001-2003 Benchmarks at the end of thisre-
port provides a cross-walk between old and
new benchmarks, including up-to-date data
and new targets for the years 2005 and 2010.

P ease note that the benchmark numbering
system is for identification purposes only
and does not imply order of priority.

About the Grades

This report grades Oregon’ s progress to-
wards its year 2000 targets.* The grading
formula calculates a grade (A-F) for all
benchmarks that have a year 2000 target and
adequate trend data. Unlike in previous
nears, the grading formula now gives equal
weight to 1) progress made since the base
year and 2) progress made in recent years.



1998 and 2000 grades remain generally com-
parable, however, and can provide a good
picture of how Oregon has progressed in the
last two years.

The Push for Sustainability

In an Executive Order dated May 17, 2000,
Governor Kitzhaber asked the Oregon Pro-
gress Board to assess whether Oregon’s
benchmarks could measure sustainability.
The Governor defined sustainability as
“using, developing, and protecting resources
at arate and in a manner that enables people
to meet their current needs and also provides
that future generations can meet their own
needs.”

Sustainability is atechnical term describing
the ability to achieve goals
well into the future without

those yet to come—depend to a large extent
on the choices we make now.

In response to the Governor’s request, the
Oregon Progress Board found that many of
the elements outlined in widely accepted sus-
tainability guidelines (see Appendix E) are
contained in Oregon Shines I1, the bench-
marks and the State of the Environment Re-
port (SOER) 2000.** However, severd is-
sues remain, including the need for: 1) the in-
volvement of a broad cross-section of resi-
dents in developing Oregon’ s sustainability
vision; 2) measures of inter-generational eg-
uity; 3) an accounting system that includes
socia and environmental costs/benefits; and
4) measures that demonstrate the inter-
relationships between the
three spheres of economic
performance, community and

sacrificing the ability to suc-
ceed in other goal areas. An
example is the trade-off be-
tween air quality and eco-
nomic expansion. Both are
valued aspectsin Oregon’s
strategic plan. Y et economic
expansion is often accompa-

By focusing on the impor-
tance of sustainability in
Oregon’ s strategic plan,
stakeholders will address
the needs of future genera-
tions. The quality of life of
young Oregonians—and

those yet to come—depend
to alarge extent on the
choices we make now.

nied by increased population,
more cars, and more pollu-
tion—all of which deplete air
quality. Another example is
the tradeoff between maintaining a y
environment, sought after by many workers
in the growing technology work force, and
Oregon’ straditional timber-based economy.

By asking, “How can we sustain the best pos-
sible situation in all these goal areas?’ we are
forcing ourselves to cross-evaluate the impact
of one goal or objective on another, and on
future generations as well as our own. Also,
by focusing on the importance of sustainabil-
ity in Oregon'’s strategic plan, stakeholders
will address the needs of future generations.
The quality of life of young Oregonians—and

environment.

The Progress Board
welcomes citizen input on
the best ways to create a
measurement system for
determining Oregon’s level
of sustainability. Please con-
tact Jeffrey Tryens, Progress
Board executive director,
with any ideas or suggestions
you might have.

*  Next biennium’ sreport will grade against new benchmark targets for the years 2005 and 2010 as shown in

Appendix A.

** QOregon Shines |1 and The State of the Environment Report (SOER) 2000 can be downloaded from the Oregon

Progress Board web site at www.econ.state.or.us/opb.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The 2001 Benchmark Performance Report

Benchmark Category 1998 2000

Economy

Education C C+

Civic Engagement D D

Social Support C B-
Public Safety D+ B+
Community Development | C- C-

Environment

OVERALL C

very two years, the Oregon Pro-

gress Board issues a report card

on how well Oregon is achieving

its preferred future. Progress to-
ward that future, described in aplan called
Oregon Shines*, is measured by the Oregon
Benchmarks. These 90 quality of life indi-
cators are organized into seven areas. econ-
omy, education, civic engagement, social
support, public safety, community devel op-
ment and environment.

L etter grades are assigned based on how
close the benchmark comes to achieving
targets set by the Progress Board. This year
the grading formula was changed to give
equal weight to 1) progress made since the
base year and 2) progress made since the
last Progress Board report. In the past, only
the long term trend was counted.

The Board aso changed the report format,
providing abrief analysis on every bench-
mark. Previously, analysis was restricted to
the Board' s 25 key benchmarks.

Oregon Shinesis organized in three goals

areas: 1) quality jobs for al Oregonians;
2) safe, caring and engaged communities,

and 3) a healthy, sustainable environment.

Overall, Oregon’s grade improved fromaC
to a C+, primarily due to #3, the “ safe, car-
ing and engaged communities’ area. Public
safety benchmarks improved dramatically
from aD+ in 1998 to a B+ in 2000. Social
support benchmarks also improved from an
overal grade of C to aB-.

Goal 1. Quality jobsfor all Oregonians.
Economy (17 benchmarks)

Oregon’'srelatively low grade of C, down
from a C+ in 1998, is the result of falling
short of high targets set when the economy
was its most robust. Per capitaincome, per-
haps the state’ s most important economic
indicator, hit the doldrumsin 1998. New
companies and expansion of the profes-
sional services sector, both key benchmarks,
lagged behind earlier performance. And net
job growth plummeted.

On the bright side, rural economies gained a
bit of ground lost in the early 90s and the
unemployment rate reached its lowest point
in a decade. Oregon also received good
grades for venture capital investments,
workers' compensation, annual payroll,
workers at 150% of poverty.

Education (12 benchmarks)

Oregon’s overal grade in education im-
proved since 1998 from C to C+. Improve-
ments in K-12 scores are the reason. Eighth
grade skill level attainment went from a B—
toaB+. Similarly third graders garnered a
solid A, as did children coming to school
“ready to learn.” Even Oregon’s previous F
in high school dropout went up to aD.
Educational attainment by adults were the
measures that kept the overall grade from
improving even more. The influx of highly
educated in-migrants slowed in recent

* Oregon Shines can be downloaded from the Oregon Progress Board web site at www.econ.state.or.us/opb.

Oregon ProgressBoard



years, halting a steady increase in education
levels that spanned the early to mid-1990s.

Not surprisingly, internet usage far out-
stripped the Board' s expectations.

Goal 2. Safe, caring, and engaged com-
munities.
Civic Engagement (9 benchmarks)

Scoring another D, Oregon remains weak in
civic engagement. Its key benchmark
(consistent volunteering) has fallen steeply
since 1996 and its grade bottomed out to F.

Other benchmarks in this category show
mixed performance since the last biennium.
Voter turnout and state arts funding got bet-
ter. However the degree to which Orego-
nians are served by adequate libraries and
understand the tax system got worse. Néd-
ther Oregonians' sense of community nor
the state’'s S& P bond rating improved sig-
nificantly in the last two years.

Social Support (22 benchmarks)

Fewer teen pregnancies, fewer kids abusing
drugs, and improved poverty numbers all
contribute heavily to Oregon’s improved
social support grade, up since 1998 from C
to B-. Oregon also continues to progress
well in benchmarks for health insurance,
premature mortality, availability and af-
fordability of child care, substance abuse by
teen mothers, and seniors who are living in-
dependently.

However, Oregon continues to struggle with
numerous social support challenges. Oregon
ranks 49th in the nationfor i mmunization of
two year olds. Both child and elder abuse
numbers continue to climb. (This may be
due to Oregon’ s efforts to increase aware-
ness and reporting.)

Oregon’ s performance also weakened for
prenatal care, infant mortality, HIV cases
with early diagnosis, and homelessness (up
more than 50% between 1993 and 2000).
The state’ s aging population likely contrib-
utes to alower percentage of Oregonians
who feel they are in good health.

Public safety (7 benchmarks)

Public safety represents Oregon’ s biggest
improvement since the last report (D to B+),
mainly due to steeply declining overall
crime and juvenile arrest rates. In addition,
fewer students are carrying weapons and
thereis less recidivism among paroled of-
fenders. AlImost all counties have signed on
to cooperative policing arrangements. All
counties but one comply with emergency
preparedness standards.
Goal 3. Health, sustainable surroundings.
Community Devel opment (7 benchmarks)
Oregon’ s progress in community develop-
ment benchmarks varies widely, but its
overall grade (C-) averages out to be the
same as the last report. Due to the effects of
bottlenecks in Portland that divert traffic to
surface roads, freeway traffic congestion
improved. But the percentage of Oregonians
who commute has gone down and the num-
ber of urban miles they drive has gone up.

More Oregonians are able to own their
homes than in 1990, but affordable housing
remains a problem for lower income Orego-
nians. Oregon continues to do well in pro-
viding safe drinking water and keeping
roads in good repair.

Environment (16 benchmarks)

Oregon’ s average grade in environment
(C+) reflects both strong and weak perform-
ances for afew key benchmarks. Air quality
earned another A. Salmon and steelhead
preservation earned another F. Land preser-
vation (wetlands, agricultural and forest)
dropped from A to B-.

Other benchmark performances for Ore-
gon’'s environment also varied widely. Haz-
ardous waste site clean-up, and both stream
water quality and quantity are good. Y et
Oregonians continue to generate higher than
acceptable municipa waste levels and car-
bon dioxide emissions. Fewer plant and
wildlife species are healthy. And the num-
ber of acres of state park land has not kept
up with Oregon’ s growing population.

10 The 2001 Benchmark Performance Report: HIGHLIGHTS



Economy benchmarks track pro-
gress toward achieving Oregon’ s firdt
goal: “quality jobsfor all Orego-
nians’ (see Figure 1, page 4). While
the economy seems to be doing well,
Oregon’s overall economic perform-
ance over the past biennium weak-
ened fromaC+toacC.

ECONOMY

1998 2000 Page
KEY ECONOMY BENCHMARKS

Per for mance wor sened for:

New Companies (Ato B+). In
1999, Oregon’s ranking in new
companies was 11™, after ranking 7"
or 8" for several years mid-decade.

Professional Services (B+ to D).
Oregon's employment concentration
in professional services (finance,
insurance, business, engineering,
management and legal professions)
declined relative to the U.S. concen-
tration in professional services.

Per Capita Income (C+ to D).
During the 1990s, Oregon’s per
capita income fluctuated between
93% and 96% of the national
average. It peaked in the mid-1990s

and then fell off dlightly.
Net Job Growth. In Oregon, job

Employment Dispersion F D 9
New Companies A B+ 10
Professional Services B+ D 11
Research & Development C- C 12
Per Capita Income C+ D 13
OTHER ECONOMY BENCHMARKS
Traded Sector Strength D B- 14
Net Job Growth A F 14
Economic Diversification N/A N/A 14
Venture Capital Investments F B 15
Workers’ Compensation Costs A A 15
On-Time Permits C C 15
Income per Worker A A 16
Workers @ 150% Poverty B A 16
Unemployment Rate F A 17
Exports new 17
Foreign Language Skills F D 17
AVERAGE OTHER GRADE C
OVERALL ECONOMY GRADE* C+ C

growth peaked in the mid 90s, then dropped 1n 1998.
Oregon has also enjoyed some economic SUCCESSES.

Employment Dispersion. The percentage of Oregonians employed in rural areas improved .

Traded Sector. Industries that compete in multi-state, national and international marketsin-
creased steadily from 1993 to 1997.

Venture Capital Investments. Oregon’s rank rose to 10th in the nation in 1999.

Workers Compensation Costs. Oregon’s national rank improved significantly over the
decade.

Income per Worker. Oregon has experienced a dramatic rise in annual payroll per covered
worker.

Workers at 150% of Poverty. In 1990, 30% of working Oregonians earned wages that could
support afamily of four at or above 150% of poverty. By 1999, that increased to 35%.

Unemployment Rate. Estimates for 2000 show a drop to the decade low of 4.8% (in 1995).

* Theoverall gradeis aweighted average. Each key benchmark is given aweight of one. All other benchmarks are
averaged, and that averageis also given aweight of one.
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EDUCATION

E ducation benchmarks target Ore-
gon’s first strategic goal: “quality jobs for
al Oregonians’ (see Figure 1, page 4).
Oregon’'s overall grade in Education has
improved from C in 1998 to C+ in 2000.

Improvements occurred in these
benchmarks:

Ready-to-Learn (A). Oregon
kindergarten teachers indicated
improvement for new studentsin all areas
but motor devel opment.

Eighth Grade Skill Level (B- to B+).
Math skills have improved from 40%
achieving the standards in 1991 to about
56% in 2000. Reading skills have simi-
larly improved from 40% meeting the
standard in 1991 to about 64% in 2000.

High School Dropout Rate (F to D-).
Oregon has improved, but about 10,000
students are still dropping out annually.

Third Grade <kill Levels (A- to A).
Between 1991 and 2000, the percentage
of students meeting reading standards in-
creased from 52% to 82% (target 82%);

1998 2000

KEY EDUCATION BENCHMARKS

AVERAGE OTHER GRADE
OVERALL GRADE*

those meeting math standards increased from 35% to 75% (target 73%).

High School Work Experience (D to B). Oregon has made significant progress, although it is

Ready To Learn N/A A 21
Eighth Grade Skill Levels B- B+ 22
H.S. Dropout Rate F D- 23
College Completion B- C- 24
Adult Literacy N/A N/A 25
OTHER EDUCATION BENCHMARKS
Third Grade Skill Levels A- A 26
H.S. Work Experience D B 26
High School Completion B C+ 26
Some College Completion B- D 27
Associates Degree F D 27
Computer Usage A B 27
Internet Usage A- 27
Labor Force Skill Training N/A N/A 28

still below target. Between 1993 and 1999, the percentage of 11th and 12th graders completing
a structured work experience increased from 9% to 42%. The target for 2000 was 65%.

Associate Degree (F to D). In 1998, three percent of adult Oregonians had an occupation-
specific degree. That improved to 3.6% in 2000. Oregon remains well below target, however.

Internet Usage (A- to A). In 1992 only 10% of households were online. By 2000 that per-

centage catapulted to 63%.
Oregon has dipped in these areas:
College Completion, from B- to C-.

High School Completion, from B to C+.
Percentage of Oregonians with Some College, from B- to D.
Computer Usage, from A to B (although the number of computers has increased).

The adult literacy benchmark has no grade because data are inadequate to show atrend. Never-
theless, experts estimate that over 480,000 Oregonians are at the lowest illiteracy level.

* Theoverall gradeis aweighted average. Each key benchmark is given aweight of one. All other benchmarks are

averaged, and that average is also given aweight

12

of one.
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CIVIC ENGAGEMENT

- 1998 2000 Page
C ivic engagement bench- J

marks—along with those in social KEY CIVIC ENGAGEMENT BENCHMARKS
Support a.nd puk_)lic_ saf ety—track Volunteerism D- F 31
progress in achieving Oregon’'s sec-
ond strategic goal: “safe, caring and OTHER CIVIC ENGAGEMENT BENCHMARKS
engaged communities’ (see Figure |voting F C 32
.1’ p_ag_e 4). Oregon’s overfi” grade Feeling of Community D D 32
In civic engagement remains a D.

L Understanding Tax System B- D+ 32
Civic engagement benchmarks
performed as fol lows: Taxes per $1000 Income N/A N/A 33

Volunteerism (D- to F). Oregon Public Management Quality N/A N/A 33

ranked nationally in the top ten for |S&P Bond Rating N/A C 33
voter turnout (1992 and 1996). State Arts Funding = c 34
However, the percentage of Orego- Bublic Library Servi A c "
nians who regularly volunteer (not |~ UP"¢ Hbrary Service -
including episodic volunteers) AVERAGE OTHER GRADE

peaked in 1996 and has since fallen
to adecade low of 23%.

Voting (F to C). In 1992 and 1996, Oregon ranked nationally in the top ten for voter turnout.
However in the 2000 presidential election, Oregon’ svoter turnout was below the 1992 |evel and
the 2000 target

Feeling of Community (D). The percentage of Oregonians who feel connected to their com-
munities has remained relatively steady at or just under 40% since the Oregon Population Sur-
vey began collecting data on this issue in 1994.

Under standing the Tax System (B—to D+). Only about 18% of Oregonians understand the
tax system well enough to know the largest source of state revenues and the largest category of
state expenditures.

OVERALL GRADE*

Taxes per $1000 Income. In 1990 Oregonians paid, on average, $120 per $1000 of personal
income. For 2000, that figure is estimated to be $106.

Public Management Quality. Oregon’s 2000 performance was assessed lower than in 1998.

S& P Bond Rating (C). Oregon'’ s rating has not improved since 1996, despite a strong econ-
omy.

Sate Funding for the Arts (F to C). Although Oregon is ranked last in the nation for this
measure between 1995 and 1999, it’ s ranking improved in 2000 to 46th .

Public Library Service (A—to F). In 1997, 89% of Oregon’s population was served by li-
braries that met minimum standards. In 1999, that number was 84%.

*Theoverall gradeis aweighted average. Each key benchmark is given aweight of one. All other benchmarks are
averaged, and that averageis also given aweight of one.
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SOCIAL SUPPORT

Social support benchmarks contribute
to Oregon’ s second strategic goal, “safe,
caring and engaged communities’ (see
Figure 1, page 4). Oregon’s overall per-
formance in the socia support bench-
marks has improved a half grade from a
Cin 1998 to aB- in this report.

Improvementsinclude:

Teen Pregnancies (C to A-). The
decade low occurred in 1999 at 15.9 per
1,000 - down from 19.7 in 1990.

Teen Substance Abuse (D+ to A).
About 14% reported use for drugs and
the same percentage for cigarettes, both
down from 22% in 1996. Alcohol use, at
26%, is a'so down from 30% in 1996.

Poverty (C to B). The percentage of
Oregoniansin poverty appears to have
decreased somewhat since 1994.

Oregon also earned good or excellent
grades for health insurance, premature
mortality, available child care, alcohol/
tobacco use by mothers, and seniors liv-
ing independently.

Two benchmarkswor sened by more
than a half grade:

HIV Caseswith Early Diagnosis (C
to D-). In 1990, this was 72%; in 1999 it
was 73%. Since the jump in 1993 to
80%, Oregon’s progress has stalled.

Homelessness (D+ to F). Fluctuating
in the 1990s, the number of homeless on
any given night in Oregon worsened from
the decade low of 5,196 in 1993 to 8,027
in 2000—a 55% increase.

1998
KEY SOCIAL SUPPORT BENCHMARKS

2000

Page

Teen Pregnancy C A- 37
Teen Substance Abuse D+ A 38
Child Abuse or Neglect F 39
Poverty C B 40
Health Insurance B+ B- 41
OTHER SOCIAL SUPPORT BENCHMARKS

Prenatal Care C D+ 42
Infant Mortality A B+ 42
Immunizations C- D 42
HIV Early Diagnosis C D- 43
Adult Non-Smokers C D 43
Premature Mortality A A 43
Perceived Health Status F F 44
Affordable Child Care F C 44
Available Child Care A A 44
Elder Abuse F F 45
Alcohl andior Tobaceo A A%
Homeless Oregonians D+ F 45
Child Support Payments A B- 46
Hunger new 46
Independent Seniors A A 46
Independent Disabled N/A N/A 47
Disabled Living in Poverty N/A N/A 47
AVERAGE OTHER GRADE C+ C

Overall Grade for Social C B-

Support *

Oregon’s social support challenges remain in the areas of child abuse (F), prenatal care (D+),
immunizations (D), perceived health status (F), and elder abuse (F).

*  Theoverall gradeisaweighted average. Each key benchmark is given aweight of one. All other benchmarks are

averaged, and that averageis also given aweight of one.
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PUBLIC SAFETY

Public safety supports Oregon’s
strategic goal #2, “safe, caring and
engaged communities’ (see Figure
1, page 4). Oregon’ s public safety
performance improved dramatically
from D+ in the 1997-99 biennium,
to B+ for thisreporting period.

Oregon’s improvements were
concentrated in two benchmarks:

Overall Crimes (F to A). This
represents the biggest improvement
in public safety . Reported crime
overal in Oregon held steady at
about 140 per 1,000 until the mid-
90s, peaking at about 150 and then
decreasing since 1997 to alow of
131.7 in 1999. This exceeds the
target for 2000 and earnsan “A” for
this benchmark.

1998 2000 Page

KEY PUBLIC SAFETY BENCHMARKS
Overall Crimes F A 51

Juvenile Arrests F C 52

OTHER PUBLIC SAFETY BENCHMARKS

Students Carrying Weapons B A 53
Recidivism A B- 53
Juvenile Recidivism new 53
Cooperative Policing N/A A 54
Emergency Preparedness A A 54

AVERAGE OTHER GRADE

OVERALL
PUBLIC SAFETY GRADE*

Juvenile Arrests (F to C). This benchmark experienced a similar pattern, decreasing since
its peak in 1996 of 62 per 1,000 juveniles to a 1999 rate of 48.3, just higher than the base year.
However, the target rate of 46.5 per 1,000 has not yet been met.

Both overall and juvenile crime have been decreasing nationwide for about eight years, a
decline which started several years earlier than in Oregon.

These public safety benchmarks earned good grades this biennium. This means:

Fewer students are carrying weapons (improved from aB to an A).

L ess recidivism among paroled offenders.

Almost all counties have signed cooperative policing agreements.

All but one county meets emergency preparedness standards.

*Theoverall gradeis aweighted average. Each key benchmark is given aweight of one. All other benchmarks are
averaged, and that average is also given aweight of one.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Community development benchmarks 1998 2000 Page

measure progress towards Oregon’sthird | KEY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BENCHMARKS
strategic goal: “healthy, sustainable sur- T " - c -
roundings’ (see Figure 1, page 4). Ore- raftic -ongestion ”
gon’s grade in community development is |Affordable Housing D D 58
the same as last biennium, C-. OTHER COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Oregon’s performance improved for: BENCHMARKS
. . Drinking Water A A 59
Traffic Congestion (F to C-). In 1995, e g_
48% of Oregon highways were Commuting D D 9
congested. In 1999, that increased to | Vehicle Miles Traveled F F 59
51%. The grade improvement reflects a | 5.4 condition A A 60
decrease from 1998. Oregon is till _
below target. Owner Occupied Households C A 60
AVERAGE OTHER GRADE  C+

Owner Occupied Households (C to A).
The percentage of households that are NS SOOLIE\ IR
owner-occupied increased from 67% in [Riaiaakibdhiiaia
1990 to 68% in 1998, meeting the 2000

target.

Oregon continuesto do well in:
Safe Drinking Water (A). In 1994, less than half of Oregonians were served by water sys-
tems meeting health standards. In 1997, the percentage leaped to 88% due to a major urban

water system coming into compliance. The percentage held steady at 90% for both 1998 and
1999, exceeding the 2000 target of 75%.

Roads that are in Good Condition (A). About 78% of state roads and 75% of county roads
are in good condition.

Oregon remains challenged for these benchmarks:

Affordable Housing (D). Compared to 70% in 1990, 76% of lower income households in
2000 spent more than 30% of their income on rent.

Commuting (D-). In 1990, 29% of Oregonians reported commuting to work using some-
thing other a single occupancy vehicle. This dropped to 27% in 2000, indicating a trend
away from the 2000 target.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (F). This chart shows that in 1990, urban Oregonians traveled an av-
erage of 7,733 urban miles; in 1999 that figure was 8,247.

*Theoverall gradeis aweighted average. Each key benchmark is given aweight of one. All other benchmarks are
averaged, and that average is also given aweight of one.
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ENVIRONMENT

1998 2000

E nvironment benchmarks track
progress towards Oregon’s third
srategic goal, “healthy, sustainable
surroundings’ (see Figure 1, page
4)' Oregon’soverall grade’ C+’ has \%vaeggncl?geAsg;erEXLﬁ:L?; and Forest Lands A & o4
remained the same since 1998. Indi- '

KEY ENVIRONMENT BENCHMARKS
Air Quality A A 63

vidual benchmarks for environment |Salmon & Steelhead F F 67
received both very high and very OTHER ENVIRONMENT BENCHMARKS

low grades. Carbon Dioxide Emissions F F 68
Oregon earned good grades for: Stream Water Quality A B+ 68

Air Quality (A). Oregon met its

. Instream Water Rights A A 68
2000 target for this key benchmark. 9
. Timber Harvest new 69
Land Preservation (average
grade of B-). Forest and wetlands Municipal Waste Disposal per Capita F F 69
preservation both received an A, but | Hazardous Waste Site Clean-up A A 69
agricultural land preservation re- |0 aithy wildlife Species F D- 70
ceived aF. e N .
. Marine Species at Ris new 7
Sream Water Quality (B+) . _ _
Instr Water Rights (A). More He.althy Native .Plant Species C- D- 70
streams had water flows adequate Nuisance Species new 71
for wildlife in the last half of the State Park Acreage F F 71

decade. (This benchmark is highly
dependent on rainfall.)

Hazardous Waste Site Clean-Up [SUEAASSNVINeINI=N Neliv sl
(A). Both tanks and other sites.
Oregon received poor or failing gradesfor:

Agricultural Land Preservation (F). Oregon’s agricultural land is shifting to other uses.

Salmon and Steelhead Preservation (F). Only two percent of these populations are at target
levels for this key benchmark.

CO, Emissions (F). In 1997, co, emissions were 15% higher than in 1990.

Municipal Waste (F). Pounds of municipal waste landfilled or incinerated grew from 1,519
pounds per capitain 1992 to 1,690 pounds in 1999.

Native Plant Species that are Healthy (D-). This worsened half a grade from the last report.
The percentage of native plant species that were healthy decreased from the decade high of 88%
in 1994 to only 80% in 1999.

Acres of Sate-Owned Parks per 1,000 Oregonians (F). This decreased from 31 acres per
1,000 in 1990 to 28 in 2000. The 2000 target was 35.

AVERAGE OTHER GRADE

*Theoverall gradeis aweighted average. Each key benchmark is given aweight of one. All other benchmarks are
averaged, and that average is also given aweight of one.
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