Proposed Benchmark Changes 

January 25, 2007


Proposed Targets 
Benchmark 1. Employment in Rural Oregon: 
	1.  Percent of Oregon jobs outside the I-5 corridor and Deschutes County
	Proposed Targets

	94
	95
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	10
	15

	14.6%
	14.5%
	14.5%
	14.2%
	14.2%
	14.3%
	14.0%
	13.8%
	13.9%
	14.1%
	14.1%
	14.0%
	 
	13.5%
	13.3%


The board added increasingly urbanized areas in the I-5 corridor and Deschutes County to this benchmark at its October meeting.  New targets are needed for the new data series. The benchmark contact offers rationale that the proposed targets are a compromise between ambition and realism. Oregon’s share of employment outside the I-5 Corridor and Deschutes County has been declining. The targets realistically assume continued decline, but ambitiously show less decline than predicted by a continuation of recent trends.

Benchmark 15a. Unemployment

	15. Oregon unemployment: a. annual rate, b. as a percent of the US unemployment rate.
	Targets

	
	94
	95
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	05
	10
	15

	a
	5.5%
	4.9%
	5.6%
	5.6%
	5.7%
	5.5%
	5.1%
	6.4%
	7.6%
	8.1%
	7.3%
	6.1%
	
	
	4.7%
	5.0%

	b
	90%
	88%
	104%
	114%
	127%
	131%
	130%
	136%
	131%
	135%
	133%
	120%
	
	115%
	100%
	100%


The board approved the addition of part ‘a’ (annual unemployment rate) to the benchmark at its October meeting, so targets for part ‘a’ need to be adopted.  The rationale states that the targets are ambitious because Oregon has been at or below the national rate only 30% of the time in the last 20 years. Realistic because past swings have been rather rapid and given the longer timeframe to 2015 a swing to the positive may occur during that period.

Oregon’s rate has been above the national rate since 1996 and has been as high as 136 percent of the national rate. Achieving a reduction in Oregon’s rate to 100 percent of the national rate would be an ambitious goal. However, it is realistic in the sense that Oregon has done it before; Oregon’s rate equal to or less than U.S. from 1990 to 1995.

Benchmark 43. HIV Diagnosis (new part b, rate per 100,000);

	43. New HIV infections in Oregonians aged 13 and over by year of initial diagnosis: a. number, b. rate per 100,000
	Targets

	
	92
	93
	94
	95
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	10
	15

	a. number
	546
	489
	425
	420
	380
	296
	280
	270
	256
	278
	315
	300
	304
	284
	264
	264

	b. rate per 100,000
	19.4
	17.3
	15.1
	14.9
	13.5
	10.5
	9.9
	9.6
	9.1
	9.9
	11.2
	10.6
	10.8
	10.1
	9.4
	9.4


The board approved the addition of part ‘b’ to the benchmark at its October meeting, so targets for part ‘b’ need to be adopted.  NOTE: The Assessment Committee did not review the proposed targets for benchmark 43. Staff recommends approval based on the rationale offered by Dr. Sean Schafer (Department of Human Services).
Since 1997, Oregon has recorded a stable level of approximately 300 newly diagnosed HIV infections per year. Because survival is improving and a smaller number (approximately 100 per year) die with HIV infection, the pool of infected persons increases continuously.  Maintaining a steady count of 300 new cases per year means that the average number of new cases per person living with HIV (rate of transmission) is falling.

Proposed Benchmark Change with Targets:

85. Hazardous Waste Sites (change requested by Department of Environmental Quality)

	85. Percent of hazardous waste sites cleaned up, total, a. non-tank sites, b. regulated tanks, c. heating oil tanks
	Proposed Targets

	
	96
	97
	98
	99
	00
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	10
	15

	Total
	43.8%
	44.2%
	44.6%
	46.4%
	55.5%
	62.5%
	65.7%
	69.4%
	71.0%
	72.7%
	79.9%
	82.6%

	a. Non-tank sites
	43.8%
	44.2%
	44.6%
	46.4%
	55.5%
	62.5%
	65.7%
	69.4%
	71.0%
	72.7%
	79.9%
	82.6%

	b. Regulated tanks
	49.2%
	51.2%
	52.2%
	56.5%
	61.9%
	68.0%
	73.2%
	76.5%
	78.3%
	80.0%
	86.4%
	90.2%

	c. Heating Oil Tanks
	40.4%
	39.7%
	39.8%
	40.4%
	54.1%
	62.6%
	65.1%
	69.3%
	70.9%
	72.9%
	80.7%
	83.2%


The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) offers rationale for this change in wording and targets. DEQ believes these changes better fulfill Oregon Benchmark Criterion 4: Emphasize results, not efforts, since it includes only sites that are cleaned up.  Previous wording included tanks “being cleaned up.” Additionally, separating tank sites (existing part a) into regulated tank sites and Heating Oil Tanks or HOT (new parts b and c) provides more useful information since the two types of tank sites are regulated differently. The new targets represent Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) staff’s best professional judgment as well as historical data.  
Response from Tom Potiowsky:

From: crtp@pdx.edu [mailto:crtp@pdx.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2007 8:28 AM
To: CONRAD Rita R * DAS OPB
Subject: Proposed Targets
Hi Rita,

The proposed targets look fine.  I do have some reservation on Benchmarks 1 and 15a.

I believe that people should have job opportunities near where they live, either because they grew up there or have family responsibilities.  I'm less inclined to promote job opportunities simply because someone wants to live in a certain geographic place.  As stated, the benchmark is ambitious.  There are so many forces (national and international, technological, economic and political) that Oregon on its own may not be able to change.  There is also argument that market forces make an economy more efficient and promote overall growth and that may mean less employment in rural areas.  What if in the early 1800's we decided to preserve the rural employment percentage and only allow urban employment to grow at the rate of rural employment? Population growth alone will tend to push this percentage down.

Similar about the Oregon unemployment rate relative to the US.  The gap has narrowed in the last 3 years but the rate, as stated, has been persistently higher.  Not sure what Oregon can do other than that stated in the rationale. Something else is going on.  I have tentatively ask Art Ayre to work with me to find out why this relationship (higher OR unemployment rate)persists for long periods of time.  Oregon has had higher population growth than the US, but places like WA and ID have even higher population growth and lower unemployment rates.  A puzzle, with no real answer at the moment.

Tom. 
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