Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development
The agency links this performance measure to Oregon Benchmark(s):

#4, Net Job Growth; # 74, Affordable Housing

	KPM #3
	PUBLIC FACILITIES PLANS – 

Percent of cities that have updated the local plan to include reasonable cost estimates and funding plans for sewer and water systems.
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	Economic development: Promote economic development and quality communities.

	Oregon Context
	OBM: 4 Job Growth and OBM  74: Affordable Housing

	Data source
	DLCD tracking of periodic review approval orders.

	Owner
	Bob Rindy, 503-373-0050 ext 229
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1. OUR STRATEGY 
This measure tracks the percentage of cities over 2,500 in population that have completed an update of their local plans  for water and sewer system facilities needed to serve future land development within the urban growth boundary, including cost estimates and funding plans.  The timely provision of public facilities is a prerequisite for urban development, affordable housing, and market-ready industrial sites.  

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The higher the number for this measure, the better the department’s performance. In previous years, this measure considered only local plan updates that were completed through periodic review, which was mandatory for cities with over 2,500 in population.  Legislation in 2005 eliminated mandatory periodic review for cities with populations less than 10,000.  Because cities between 2,500 and 10,000 in population constitute approximately 23% of all Oregon cities, this legislation significantly reduced the data base for this performance measure.  Accordingly, the targets and methodology for this measure have been revised to approximate the previous data base by including data collected from plan amendments that occurred outside of periodic review for cities over 2,500 in population.  In addition, the target for each year after 2006 includes plan amendments outside of periodic review (as well as plan amendments that occur during periodic review).  2005 legislation put a moratorium on the initiation of “new” periodic reviews until July 1, 2007.  The 2006 and 2007 targets also presume the completion of overdue “pre-moratorium” periodic review work tasks.  The 2008 and 2009 targets include estimated work tasks expected to be completed as “post-moratorium” periodic reviews. Completions of periodic review work tasks that were begun before the moratorium are included in the targets for 2006 and 2007.  Completions of periodic review work tasks expected to start after July 1, 2007 are included in the targets for 2008 and 2009.  All future targets subtract an estimated number of outdated (i.e., over 10 years old) plans for cities between 2,500 and 10,000 in population.  Cities subject to periodic review (over 10,000 in population) are expected to update their plans through periodic review every 5 to 15 years. 
3. HOW WE ARE DOING
The target for 2006 was exceeded. The targets have been exceeded since 2003 in part because the department formed an interdivisional team to focus agency resources to assist local jurisdictions in finishing periodic review work tasks, including public facilities plans.  
4. HOW WE COMPARE
The department is aware of no other public or private industry standard that evaluates progress toward updating plans for urban sewer and water facilities. 
5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Results are affected by: (1) when a city subject to periodic review (over 10,000 in population) enters a new periodic review, (2) whether a city subject to periodic review completes its public facilities plan work task on time, and (3) whether a city not subject to periodic review (between 2,500 and 10,000 in population) updates its plan (and provides timely notice to the department) at least every 10 years.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Continue using the revised methodology in future years.  Pursue additional budgeted funds from the legislature for grants to local governments to encourage them to update their public facilities plans.
7. ABOUT THE DATA
The reporting cycle is Oregon’s fiscal year. See explanation above regarding revised data base in response to new methodology. 
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Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development
Excerpt from FY 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report found at http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OPB/APPR06.shtml
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