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TO: Mayor Ted Wheeler
Commissioner Chloe Eudaly
Commissioner Nick Fish
Commissioner Amanda Fritz
Commissioner Dan Saltzman

SUBJECT: Audit Report: Translated Community Survey: Half report City is doing
a good job (Report #496)

As promised in our 26th annual Community Survey report, we conducted the annual
Community Survey in Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese and Russian. The results showed that
respondents to both English and translated surveys share similar rankings of City services.

We appreciate the work of the four individual Community Engagement Liaisons who
administered the translated surveys in their respective language communities.
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TRANSLATED COMMUNITY SURVEY:
Half report City is doing a good job

For the past 26 years, the Portland City Auditor’s Office has conducted
a Community Survey to see how Portlanders view the quality of City
services. In 2016, the Community Survey was translated into Spanish,
Vietnamese, Chinese (Mandarin), and Russian. This report presents a
snapshot of those survey responses.

Respondents’ rankings of City service quality and livability
show similarities (percent very good or good)

Translated English

Fire & Emergency Services 1st 1st
Neighborhood livability 2nd 2nd
Water 3rd 7th
9-1-1 4th 5th
Parks 5th 3rd
City livability 6th 8th
Police 7th 9th
Rec Centers and activities 8th 6th
Garbage/recycling/compost 9th 4th
Sewers 10th 11th
City’s overall delivery of services 11th 13th
Storm drainage 12th 12th
Street lighting 13th 10th
Street maintenance 14th 16th
Housing inspections 15th 14th
Planning for future land use 16th 15th
Opportunities to influence government 17th 17th
Nuisance inspections 18th 18th

Survey data indicate that all respondents — whether completing the
survey in English or another language - share similar perceptions of
the overall quality of City services. The table above shows the rank-
ings of the overall City service areas, plus questions about city and
neighborhood livability. These are rank ordered by positive responses
(percent very good or good) from all 2016 survey respondents, both
translated and English. Of note, both of the two highest and lowest-


https://www.portlandoregon.gov/auditservices/article/619224

Translated Community Survey

ranked services were identical in order and topic for both the English
and translated surveys. Translated and English survey respondents
also ranked the same five City services the lowest.

The total number of returned translated surveys was small (171), and
became even smaller once responses were broken down by satisfac-
tion ratings. Eleven individual questions had response levels large
enough to perform meaningful statistical tests between the translated
and English surveys. Of those questions, the following three respons-
es were significantly different from English language responses:

Significant response differences between translated and
English Community Surveys

Fewer felt safe walking alone in
neighborhood during day

English 90%

Translated 71%

More drove alone to work

Translated 77%

English 62%

Fewer felt positive about neighborhood livability

English 85%

Translated 67%



Results from translated Community Surveys

Fifty percent of respondents rated the overall provision of City services
favorably, and 28 percent felt they had opportunities to influence gov-
ernment decisions.

Neighborhood livability was rated higher than city livability (67 percent
compared to 60 percent), which is consistent with response trends seen
in the English version of the survey.

Respondents were very community oriented, with nearly two-thirds (65
percent) having attended a public meeting or involved in a community
project in the past year.

Positive and negative responses for translated survey participants
were about equal on housing affordability (28 percent and 26 percent
respectively).

Respondents were positive about public safety services across
the board

The majority of respondents felt positive about City public safety ser-
vices and reported feeling safe walking alone in their neighborhood,
downtown or in a park in the daytime.

Most respondents felt positive about
public safety services

75%

65%
59%

Fire and Rescue 9-1-1 Police

Other public safety responses
Positive Question
91% Home break-ins reported to police
76% Have at least three days supplies in case of emergency
64% Support police efforts to regulate officer conduct
61% Quality of 9-1-1 calltaker
58% Vehicle break-ins reported to police
22% Know where to get assistance to start/join neighborhood anti-crime activities
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Positive
71%
55%
53%
45%

Respondents gave generally positive ratings to public utilities
Of all City public utility services, only the cost of garbage/recycling/
composting and overall quality of storm drains were below 50 percent
positive (45 percent and 47 percent respectively).

Respondents were mainly positive toward
overall quality of City utility services

66%

0,
>2% 47%

Water Sewers Storm drainage

Other public utility responses

Question

Quality of tap water

Sewer and storm drainage systems protect water quality in local streams and rivers
Quality of garbage/recycling/compost services

Cost of garbage/recycling/compost services

Streets and City transportation services received lower
ratings than other City services

While both street smoothness and street cleanliness were given posi-
tive ratings by respondents, overall street maintenance stood at 40
percent.

Ratings of City streets
53% 51%

47%
40%

Smoothness Cleanliness  Lighting Overall
Maintenance



Drive alone

Carpool

Public transit

Walk

Other

Bike

Positive
52%
43%

Negative
50%
19%

Large majorities of respondents reported driving alone for both com-
muting to work and for all trips.

Large majority drive alone, none by bike

IR 77%

74%

B 1%

15%

B 8%
7%

| 2%
3%

| 2%
1%
® Commute
0% All trips
0%

Other transportation responses
Question

Safety of pedestrians

Safety of cyclists

Question
Rush hour congestion
Off-peak traffic congestion

The majority of respondents had positive opinions of Parks
and Recreation

A larger percentage of respondents rated parks favorably (63 percent)
than rated recreation centers/activities favorably (56 percent). Just
28 percent of respondents reported that someone in their household
had participated in a Parks & Recreation activity in the past year.
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Close to 90 percent of respondents reported visiting a park. The fre-
quency of visits, however was low. This may be due in part to a lower
percentage of respondents reporting that their neighborhood is close
to parks and open spaces (46 percent).

Most visited parks, but not often

mDaily mWeekly ®Monthly mAfewtimes  Never

44%
38%

1% 12%

Any park Park nearhome

Respondents reported less than 50 percent satisfaction with City
recreation programs’ affordability, the variety of recreation programs,
and the quality of instruction in recreation programs. ‘Neutral’ was the
largest response category for all three questions.

‘Neutral’ was largest response for recreation programs
in all categories

m Satisfied m Neutral m Dissatisfied

51% 0 0
48%48% 440, 9%

6% 7%

4%

Affordable Variety Instruction

Other parks and recreation responses
Positive Question
55% Well-maintained park grounds, near home
50% Well-maintained park facilities, near home



Respondents had mixed opinions of City community devel-
opment efforts

Nearly one third of respondents rated the City’s ability to plan for
future land use as positive (32 percent). While 61 percent of respon-
dents reported seeing both commercial and residential development
in their neighborhoods, they were not generally favorable of the at-
tractiveness of the new development or how the development would
improve their neighborhood.

Opinions were mixed on City’s community
development efforts

Make downtown a good place

to live, work, play and shop 54%

Neighborhood access to

public transportation 53%

Neighborhood access to

usiness

improves neighborhood

Residential development
improves neighborhood

35%

Other community development responses
Positive Question
47% Attractiveness of new commercial development in neighborhood
40% On-street parking in neighborhood
38% Attractiveness of new residential development in neighborhood
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10

0 of translated survey respondents
o live East of the Willamette River

By language, survey respondents were not representative
of the proportions of language speakers in the City

B Respondents ® Population

38%
32%
18%
12%
7%
[ || —
Spanish Vietnamese Chinese Russian



Slightly more females completed the translated
survey

Female Male

Over 60 percent were between age 30 and 60
30-59 61%

60 and over

Under 30

Eighty-four percent make under $75,000 a year

Under $75K 84%

$75K and over

1
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Asian

White

Hispanic

Other/Multi

Homeowner
Renter

Other

10 or more years
5-9 years
1-4 years

Less than a year

Positive
29%
3%
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Asians made up a majority of respondents

61%

5%

Nearly two-thirds owned their homes

65%

Almost half reported living in the same
residence for 10 years or more

49%

12%

Other demographic responses
Question

Hold a bachelors degree or higher
Identify as having a disability



Objective, Scope and
Methodology

This project grew out of the Auditor’s Annual Community Survey. In
June 2016, the survey was translated into the next four most-spoken
languages in Portland - Spanish, Chinese (Mandarin), Russian, and
Vietnamese. These languages were identified by data collected from
the 2014 American Community Survey, conducted by the U.S. Census
Bureau. Notice of the translated surveys was included in multiple
mailings sent to all households in the citywide random sample.

In October 2016, we contracted with Community Engagement Liaison
Services to offer the survey to residents in each of the four trans-
lated languages. Even though the translated survey and the English
version contained the same questions and response choices, the
translated surveys were administered under very different circum-
stances. While the English version was mailed to an equal number

of randomly-selected households within each of the City’s seven
neighborhood coalition areas, the translated surveys were distrib-
uted in person by the liaisons. This effort was not a random sample,
but was intended to take a snapshot of resident perceptions. We
obtained 171 usable translated surveys after removing those that
were blank, or were completed by respondents who lived outside of
Portland. For the graphs showing differences between the English
and translated survey responses, we calculated statistical significance
based on a 95 percent confidence level to determine if there was a
true difference between the surveys. When there were fewer than 100
respondents answering a specific question, we did not run statistical
tests. Differing methodologies make in-depth comparisons between
the translated and English surveys problematic.

To help City bureaus more equitably serve all Portlanders, more rigor-
ous, scientific study would be needed. Future research could better
determine resident views of City service areas and the differences

in satisfaction ratings by other language speakers in Portland. More
research could also study why a number of variables had very high
‘neutral’ responses, including some where neutral responses were
higher than both positive and negative responses.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards. These standards require
that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
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evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclu-
sions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objectives.
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This report is intended to promote the best possible management of public resources.
This and other audit reports produced by the Audit Services Division are available for view-
ing on the web at: www.portlandoregon.gov/auditservices. Printed copies can be obtained

by contacting the Audit Services Division.

Mary Hull Caballero, City Auditor
Drummond Kahn, Director of Audit Services

Other recent audit reports:

Portland’s Financial Condition: Funding infrastructure
should be high priority (#490, April 2017)

Portland Building Reconstruction: City faced with
important post-planning decisions to ensure project
success (#482, December 2016)

Americans with Disabilities Act: Coordination gaps
complicate City response (#476, December 2016)




