Assessment Committee Meeting Notes 10-7-2008
Attending: Ray Caballero, Tom Potiowsky, Senator Morse, Joe Johnson, Pat Ackley, Natasha Detweiler, Tom Cusack, and Jay Grussing

September Notes 
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Jay opens the meeting by introducing the new joint-chairs of the committee, Ray Caballero and Ken Smith. Committee welcomes our guests, who include: Natasha Detweiler, housing analyst from Oregon Housing and Community Services and Tom Cusack, retired HUD Portland regional field office director. 
Benchmark 74 (a&b) – Affordable Housing Revisions
OBM74a Affordable Housing (renters) Revision Worksheet (doc), OBM74b Affordable Housing (owners) Revision Worksheet (doc); 
A recommendation is needed from the committee in order for the proposal to be advanced to the full board.  Two alternatives are currently in front of the committee.  The initial proposal (proposal A) is to utilize a constructed indicator which will measure all renter and owner households below the statewide median income spending over 30 percent of their income on housing expenses (a. renters, b. owners).  The alternative (proposal B) is to utilize existing ACS data and tables to measure the overall rate of households spending over 30 percent on household expenses (a. renters, b. owners).  The key difference is whether or not to filter out those making over the statewide median income.
(Detailed comments are recorded for this discussion):

· Tom C. comments that the proposal A standard of using household median income is a change from the existing benchmark which currently uses renter or owner specific median income.
· Tom C. comments that proposal A would include a larger percentage of renters than owners in the measure, since more renters fall under overall median income than owners.  This would make comparability across the two groups (renters and owners) inconsistent.  

· Tom P. asks the question as to when does the 30 percent really matter, when does the 30 percent cut into other expenses and actually becomes a burden rather than a choice.  For instance if you make a million dollars and $300,000 go toward housing expenses are you really housing burdened.  While if you use proposal A, you are intentionally saying that housing burdened includes more renters than owners by using the median income cut off.  The existing measure of using separate renter and owner median seems more equitable as an arbitrary cut off.
· Tom C. replies that a major problem with defining median at these levels is that it makes comparisons across regions difficult and lacks transparency.  Ideally it would be great to use median for both renter and owner, but the ACS tables don’t offer this comparison.  You have to manually manipulate the data to get to this rate.  

· Jay adds that this is what the current benchmark does; we use a common statistical technique to determine the rates gathered from the OPS data.  The transparency issue is valid; using this technique doesn’t make the benchmark easily traced to the source.  However, this has never been a prerequisite for constructing benchmarks in the past.  This is a question for the committee; does this statistical method, which isn’t entirely transparent, matter?
· Ray asks what is the specific reason why we should adopt moving over to ACS tables, which would easily allow rankings, etc?
· Jay responds the primary reason is that the ACS tables we’re looking at includes all homeowners or all renters and does not filtering out those, as Tom P. mentioned, which may choose to spend more for housing.

· Tom C. replies that while this is true, the ACS does offer another measure which offers a worst case, which supplies data on those households, both renter and owner, who spend 50 percent or more on housing.  This measure, considering the income levels included within it, is exponentially higher for those at low income than those at higher incomes. This is an alternative way to get at those with severe housing burdens. These tables are readily available.
· Senator Morse asks if the data via proposal B can be broken down by region or county.
· Tom C. responds that yes it is.
· Jay adds that 16 counties are currently available and in December the three year averages will be available for all counties with populations over 20 thousand, bringing the total Oregon Counties with data to I think 28.
· Tom C. adds that the data shows that cost burdens for renters in Oregon is actually less than the national average while owners are actually more than the national average.

· Joe comments that we need to take into account our target audience and how they use the data.  Joe asks how complex is it to translate the measure over to the proposals that Tom C has made.
· Natasha agrees that the 50 percent measure does capture those with severe housing burdens; however, as this is the only benchmark on the societal health of Oregon’s affordable housing we’d be losing the vast majority of Oregonian homeowners.  Filtering by median state household income would capture the vast majority of Oregon’s who are deemed to be housing burdened. 

· Responding to Joe’s comment for those of us working in housing, the norm is to use median household income.  I haven’t seen it separated out as median renter/median owner in terms of housing analysis or housing affordability.  Analysis is done using overall median or a percentage of that in the housing analysis world.   The fact that owners and renters are two segment of the overall benchmark signifies that it would seem logical to use overall median income given the foundation of the measure is a societal measure of Oregonians (the unit of analysis is Oregonians – as opposed to renters and owners).  Using this logic it makes sense to using all Oregonians as the unit of analysis as well, however, you will see an impact of those that can afford to pay the proportional rate on the measure.
· When you’re discussing renters below $30,000 and owners below $60,000 these are two vastly different people.  While if you’re using the median state income of roughly $48,000, the baseline individuals are more alike.
· Tom C. mentions that using statewide median you capture 74 percent of the renters and 38 percent of the homeowners.  You wouldn’t be doing an apples to apples comparison.

· Natasha disagrees.  The unit of analysis is Oregonians and you’re capturing half of all Oregonians and roughly equal numbers of renter and owner households (387,000 and 366,000 respectively in 2007).

· Tom C. doesn’t agree.
· Jay reiterates that the reason the board selected below median (in the current measure - renter and owner, and proposal A - overall household median) is that we exclude those deemed being able to afford spending more on housing.  We don’t have a number of how many households fall into this category and are captured in the 30 percent metric.

· Jay asks the committee if they have a current recommendation or any thoughts on the measure.
· Natasha clarifies that since the ACS releases household income in categories, a common statistical method is used to estimates the rate above and below the median income within that income category.  This practice is called interpolation and it is not controversial.

· Joe reiterates that we need to think about who uses the data and for what purpose in order for us to construct a meaningful measure.  Secondly, we need to balance the burden on staff.
· Jay responds that the ACS tables are quite easy to pull down. Likewise Natasha and her agency are equally willing to supply the benchmark data.  So time is not an issue.

· The audience is generally all Oregonians, but specifically we want decision-makers to find our information valuable.

· Joe proposes asking those that use our data and letting the users decide.
· Tom C. mentions that the comparisons across geography are a big advantage of the ACS tables and if you chose to do the median it should be equally easy to construct regional estimates.

· Pat asks if users or the board should construct these more detailed tables.
· Tom C. responds that some users will what to get to that more granular level and either supplying that data or supplying how it was done at the state level so others could duplicate the process would be useful.  This is a current shortcoming of the benchmark, where there is no documentation on how it is constructed.

· Furthermore if you can construct households below overall median income you can use the same technique to construct this for renter and owner median.  

· Ray comments that unless there is a strong reason not to use the ACS tables we should move in that direction.

· Pat and Senator Morse concur.  Pat adds that the user community may come back with ways for us to improve the measure and we can do a bit of fine-tuning at that time.

· Ray asks if there is any other ACS data that the board uses that requires adjusting the data.
· Jay responds that this would be the only one.  However, it is common from many other sources and many other benchmarks.
· Jay responds to Joe’s earlier question on stakeholder involvement.  Given we’re needing to get this measure constructed before the next report there is not enough time to engage all the stakeholders in this process before than.
· Jay will construct a new measure of Oregonians under 50 percent rental/owner burden for the committee to evaluate.

· An FAQ will be constructed to head off any criticism of all households being included in the rate.  This FAQ will detail this is way we went with the 50 percent rate and we’ll look at pulling out the number of higher income households that fall into the over 50 percent category. 

Benchmark 53a – Alcohol Abstinence during Pregnancy 
OBM 53a, Alcohol Abstinence During Pregnancy (pdf)
Jay discusses with the committee that the measure is no longer being reported by DHS.  The reason is that the measure is not accurately capturing abstinence rates and only capturing severe abuse of alcohol during pregnancy.

· The committee recommends suspending the measure.  This includes eliminating the data and targets currently online and putting a placeholder up which states alternative data series and measures are being explored.
Benchmark 24 – Some College Completion
OBM 24, Some College Revision Worksheet (doc)
The benchmark is recommended to move to the ACS as the data source as the worksheet suggests.  This moves Some College completion in line with the other education completion benchmark of High School and College, which are sourced from the ACS.

· The committee recommends the change

College Completion Target Suggestions
The topic of setting benchmark targets to correspond to the Governor’s 40-40-20 initiative is proposed.  The 40-40-20 initiative states 40 percent of Oregonians will have a college degree, 40 percent will have post secondary training and the remaining 20 percent will have a high school diploma with no additional education. This topic will be further explored by Rita and James at the board meeting.  However, we wanted to introduce the committee to this topic at this time.  
· The committee has some reservation on setting education attainment targets to these fixed goals since there is little acknowledgement of the reality on the ground.

· Senator Morse comments that an alternative may be to use the national average or the rankings as a source for the targets.  This would be more accurate as benchmarking Oregon against other states.

· Jay comments we may as is the case with other measures explore multiple targeting of the benchmark.  

Benchmark 61 – Oregonians with a Disability Living in Poverty
OBM 61, Oregonians with a Disability Living in Poverty Revision Worksheet (doc)
The document describes the benchmark changes that were requested at last board meeting. No targets are recommended at this time.  
· Trish recommends grouping categorical age at 21 to 64 instead of 16 to 64.  this would be more representative of household characteristics and increase the sample size for the category of those 5 through 20.

· The committee agrees with the change and recommends the measure to the full board.

Other committee items:

The committee is briefed on the status of the Oregon Population Survey (OPS). 
Committee meeting adjourned.
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