Chapter 7. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
OVERVIEW

Community development benchmarks 1998 2000 Page
measure progress towards Oregon’ s third
strategic goal: “healthy, sustainable sur-

roundings’ (see Figure 1, page 4). Ore- Traffic Congestion F C- 57
gon’s grade in community development is | Affordable Housing D D 58
the same as last biennium, C-.

KEY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BENCHMARKS

OTHER COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Oregon’s performance improved for: BENCHMARKS
Traffic Congestion (F to C-). In 1995, |DPrinking Water A A 59
48% of Oregon highways were Commuting D D- 59
congested. In 1999, that increased to Vehicle Miles Traveled E E 59
51%. The grade improvement reflects a eniee M es ravere
decrease from 1998. Oregon is still Road Condition A A 60
below target. Owner Occupied Households C A 60

Owner Occupied Households (C to A). AVERAGE OTHER GRADE = C+ B-
The percentage of households that are OVERALL COMMUNITY
owner-occupied increased from 67% in JEsISYRel=YI=Nlel=YYs] =4
1990 to 68% in 1998, meeting the

2000 target.

Oregon continuesto do well in:

C- C-

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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NEW OR MODIFIED BENCHMARKS FOR
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

New or Modified Benchmarks

68. Hours of travel delay per driver

per year in urban areas. a. Port-
land metro, b. all other.

Rationale

Suggested by the Oregon Department of Transpor-
tation to replace the traffic congestion benchmark,
this modified measure of traffic congestion is a bet-
ter barometer of traffic problemsin Oregon.

The 2001 Benchmark Performance Report



Key Benchmark

TRAFFIC CONGESTION
6 8 Percentage of miles of limited-access highways in Oregon urban C -
areas that are congested.

Benchmark

Half of Urban Highways Congested During Rush Hour

Contributesto Goal 3: Healthy, Sustainable Surroundings

Urban highway congestion increases driver stress, lost work time, air pollution, fuel consumption and the cost of
goods and services. Reduced congestion contributes to improved quality of life, as well asthe health of urban
populations and communities. New, growing and high-tech businesses often find this as or more important in their
rel ocation decisions than the cost of doing business.

Target Aimsto Maintain 1995 L evels s ~
This benchmark measures the percentage of highway Percentage of Miles of Limited-Access

miles that are congested during rush hour traffic. The Highways in Oregon Urban Areas that are

2000 target strives to maintain 1995 congestion levels Congested

despite growth. To more directly address public con- 75%
cernssuch as, “ Can | plan my trip with reasonablere-

liability?” this benchmark will be modified to reflect 65%
“hours of travel delay” (see Appendix A).

55% — —
Congestion Still Exceeds Tar get
Sinceat least 1996, highway congestion has fluctuated  [49% i
within anarrow range of 51% to 54% (target is 49%). 35% 5
Peak hour congestion has not changed much because a e
number of traffic bottlenecksin the Portland area 25% T T T T T T . . . 1
reached saturation in 1995. These bottlengcks have |I m- K 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 00 j
ited the growth of peak hour congested mileage (which -
iswhat this benchmark measures). But, they have also i ncreased the Source: Oregon Department of Transportation

duration of congestion and spread it to roadways other than limited access highways.

How Oregon Compares
PERCENT OF URBAN MILES [ Thistable compares Federal Highway Administration estimates of the
THAT ARE CONGESTED average congestion rate in the U.S. to that of Oregon’s. Oregon’s average
1996 1997 1998 | highway congestion appears to be roughly equivalent to the U.S. average.

OR 54% 53% 54%

US  54% 553 5% What Needsto.be Done _ . .
Source: Federal Highway Administration || A number of traffic management improvements have been put into placein-
cluding a Traffic Management Operation Center (TMOC) in the Portland met-
ropolitan area, ramp metering, traveler information systems, and incident clearance programs. In addition, the De-
partment of Transportation has installed a high occupancy vehicle lane (HOV) on a congested freeway section in
Portland and has found that it has increased carpooling, decreased travel timesfor carpoolers, and increased the
number of passenger throughout the freeway section.

Although additional traffic management actions can help Oregon’ s urban areas cope with congestion, they will not
be capable of reversing the general congestion trend. Continued growth of Oregon’s population will increase
travel, and present levels of mobility cannot be maintained with the present transportation system. Most transporta-
tion experts recognize that a multifaceted approach to congestion is needed. This means: 1) adding new or widen-
ing existing roads; 2) lowering the number of vehicles through changed land use patterns and the increased use of
public transit, bicycles and walking; 3) changing the time that vehicles are on the road; and 4) making roadways
more efficient (e.g., getting more vehicles past a spot on the road), which has the effect of adding capacity.*

Relevant State Agencies. Department of Transportation, www.odot.state.or.us. (See the Oregon Progress
Board website for other key players and stakeholders.)

See Also: www.energy.state.or.us/tel ework/tel ehm.htm, www.odot.state.or.us/regionl/transport.htm,
www.tripnet.org/tool kitcontents-public.htm, www.transact.org

* 1999 Annual Mobility Report, Texas Transportation Institute, http://mobility.tamu.edu. (Sponsored in part by the Oregon Department of
Transportation).
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Key Benchmark Grade
AFFORDABLE HOUSING Percent of Oregon households below me- || Renters

Benchmark

7 4 dian income spending more than 30% of their income on housing (including util i F C
ties): a. homeowners, b. renters.

Most Lower |ncome Renters Pay Too Much

Relatesto Goal 3: Healthy, Sustainable Surroundings

Without affordable housing individuals and families suffer, and the society in which they live pays ahigh price.
Reduced productivity, homeless shelters, public assistance, critical health care, criminal behavior — all relate to
whether Oregonians, working or not, can find a safe, clean placeto live and still have money |eft over to sustain
their other basic needs.

Targets Aim to Reversethe Trend 4 )
Thirty percent of personal income is the accepted i n- Percentage of Lower Income Households

dustry standard for determining whether afamily is Spending More than 30% of their Income on
spending too much on housing. Above that amount, Housing

the family will probably have insufficient funds to O Renters

cover food, clothing, transportation, health and child g9, -4 @ Owners
care. The targets for this benchmark are set at 1990 —
levels and are broken out by renters (target 70%) and 70% T
those who own their homes (target 38%). 60% -

Affordable Housing isa Problemin Oregon |5, |
This chart shows that for lower income renters, the

housing problem has worsened. Compared to 70%in  |40% 1
1990, 76% of | ower income households in Oregon I

Targets

0%
now report paying more than 30% of their incomein 30%
rent. The percent of homeowners below the median 20% - T T T
income who spend more than 30% of their income for \_ 90 92 94 96 98 00 .
housing has hovered in the 40% range since 1990. Source: Oregon Population Survey

How Oregon Compares

URBAN HOUSING COSTS  1st=best Thistabl ee?eflects Orggon'sranking in terms of fair market rent values
1997 1998 1999 2000 | asapercentage of per capitaincome. CfED data show that Oregon’s

OR 38th 43rd  33rd  39th [ urban housing costs generally represent a higher percentage of per

WA 3%th  33rd 31t  8th capitaincome than Washington and most other states in the nation.

Source; CfED: The Development Report Card

What Needsto be Done

Although the percentage of Oregoniansin poverty has fallen since 1994 and despite the fact that Oregon’s mini-
mum wage of $6.50 is one of the highest in the country, many Oregonians remain in the working poor category.
Nowhere does this manifest itself more vividly than in housing. Oregon’ s housing costs rose faster than wagesin
the 1990s. State analysisrevealsthat just to stay even with Oregon’s estimated increase in the cost-burdened
population, more than 2,000 low income rental units are needed by 2001. In order to achieve thetarget for this
benchmark, 48,000 additional low income rental unitswould be required. Unfortunately, state production
(currently 1,500-1,600 units per year) is primarily funded by bond sales and tax credits, both of which are limited.
And, in order for its current projects to be financially feasible (for rents and subsidies to cover costs), the majority
of state production will need to serve those households that are not at the lowest income levels. Without a change
in the funding structure and significantly increased resources, the state is unable to serve those renter households at
the lowest income levels — those who are most cost burdened.

Federal funding for housing projects, which began increasing in the 1960s, started declining in the late 1970s,
dropped precipitously in the 1980s and has never fully recovered. Governor Kitzhaber's 2001-2003 budget pro-
poses an additional $9.7 million for housing affordability and community devel opment issues.

Relevant State Agency: Housing and Community Services Department, www.hcs.state.or.us (See the Oregon
Progress Board web site for other key players and stakeholders.)

See Also: www.nlihc.org/mahn, www.oraoha.org, www.huduser.org
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Drinking Water Grade

6 9 Percentage of Oregonians served by public drinking Fors'zzncg";ag;‘s& A
water systems that meet health-based standards. SR B
Drinking Water is Good for 90% of Oregonians 4 )

Percentage of Oregonians Served by

This benchmark measures only those populations served by T
Healthy Drinking Water Systems

water systems that meet heal th-based standards pertaining to
aset of substancesincluding: E. Coli, nitrate/nitrite, lead,
coliform bacteria, and copper. In 1994, less than half of Ore- [100%
gonians benefited from this. In 1997, the percentage | eaped
to 88% from 55% the year before due to a major urban water
system coming into compliance. The percentage held steady | 80% 0
at 90% for both 1998 and 1999. Thisfar exceeds the 2000 70%
target of 75% and closes the gap to future targets of 95%.
The 95% target level coincides with that set by the Environ- | 60% nn

mental Protection Agency. 50% _’; U
Oregon’s Health Division is adopting six new and very strin- | 440, |_|| | L
gent EPA standards which may, in future reports, be reflected 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 00

by adownward trend for this data. - J

90% —

ab.Ie

Source: Oregon Health Division
Commuting Grade
7 O Percentage of Oregonians who commute to and from D _
work by means other than a single occupancy vehicle.

AIt_ernativeMod% of Commuting on the De_cline _ 4 Percentage of Oregonians who )
.Thl.s penchmark addresses Oregon’ s progress in encouraging Commute by Means Other than a Single
individuals to commute to work by means other than asingle Occupancy Vehicle

occupancy vehicle (SOV). Alternatives include carpooling,

public transit, walking and bicycling. Alternative modes are
considered to be environmentally friendly and conduciveto | 40%
coping with traffic congestion and steady population growth. | 3504

In 1990, 29% of Oregonians reported commuting to work 30%
using something other an SOV. Thisincreased to 33% in 25% 4
1996, and has since dropped off to below the base year—
27% in 2000. Dataindicate atrend away from the 2000 target
of 36%. 15% 1
10% . . . —— . |
\_ 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 OO)

#GEJEL

20% 1

Source: Oregon Population Survey
VehicleMiles Traveled Grade
71 Vehicle milestraveled per capitain F
Oregon metropolitan areas (per year).

Oregonians Traveling More Urban Miles 4
Oregon’ s State Transportation Planning Rule requires Port-
land, Salem, Eugene, and Medford to adopt plans to reduce
vehicle milestraveled over the next thirty years. These tar-
gets were reset mid-decade, taking into consideration the

steep rise in urban miles traveled between 1992 and 1996. 8,300
During the 90s, Oregonians increased their urban milestrav- | 8,200
eled by over six percent. This chart showsthat in 1990, urban | 8,100
Oregonianstraveled an average of 7,733 urban miles; in 1999 | g 000
that figure was 8,247. 7,900

The 2000 target for reduction was 8,156. Unfortunately, the | 7,800 1 ‘
datatrend is up, moving away from the target. M ethods to 7,700 9 | ] ? ‘
reverse this trend include increased carpooling, use of mass | 7,600 L

transit and pedestrian-friendly urban design. Another solution \ 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 00 J
isworking at home.

Vehicle Miles Traveled in Oregon
Metropolitan Areas
(per capita)

abIe

Source: Oregon Department of Transportation
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Road Condition
7 2 Percentage of roadsin fair or better condition:
a. state, b. county.

78% of State Roadsin Fair or Better Condition—1999
This benchmark includes all state and county roads which do
not contain major structural deficiency or instability. Itisim-
portant for personal and business travel, assuring busnesses
access to markets within and beyond Oregon’s borders.

In 1990, 70% of Oregon’s state roads were judged to bein
fair or better condition. That roseto 78% in 1999. State offi-
cials caution, however, that given current levels of funding,
the condition of pavement is projected to decline two per-
centage points annually between 2003 and 2017. As a stop-
gap measure, the Department of Transportation is currently
diverting highway improvement funds into maintenance.

Only two data points for county roads exist, indicating that
about 3/4 of county roads arein fair or better condition.

Owner Occupied Households
Percentage of households that are owner
occupied.

/3

Over Two Thirds Own Their Own Homes

Since the home is often the largest single asset people will
acquire, this benchmark is a measure of the distribution of
wealth of Oregonians. It may also reflect whether home own-
ership is affordable to Oregonians.

The percentage of households that are owner-occupied i n-
creased from 67% in 1990 to 68% in 1998, meeting the 2000
target of 68%. The 2000 data point is currently being ana-
lyzed and will be released in the spring of 2001.

60

State

A

County

N/A

é Percentage of Roads in Fair or Better
Condition
O State
86% T
@ County
82%
78%
74% ml
e
70% —’— — H 5
66% T 1 1 T ]
90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 00
- J
Sources: Oregon Department of Transportation
Association of Oregon Counties
Grade
For Benchmark 74,
see page 58. A
4 P
ercentage of Households that are
Owner Occupied
72%
68%
on H
64% g
o
60% T i ﬂ 5
56% T T T T T T T 1
\_ 90 92 94 96 98 00 00 )

Source: Oregon Population Survey
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