
KEIZER PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 
Wednesday, November 9, 2016 @ 6:00 p.m. 

Keizer Civic Center Council Chambers 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
2. SWEARING IN OF COMMISSIONER JURAN 
3. ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  

• September 14, 2016 
• October 12, 2016 

5. APPEARANCE OF INTERESTED CITIZENS 
 This time is made available for those who wish to speak about an issue that is not on the agenda.  
6. PUBLIC HEARING:  None 
7. NEW/OLD BUSINESS –  

• UGB Issue (Third Bridge) 
 

8. STAFF REPORT 
9. COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT   
10. COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVE:  Kyle Juran – November 21 

11. ADJOURN 
 

Next Meeting ~ December 14, 2016  
 

2016 Work Plan 
1. Sections 2.102.02.C and 2.102.04.D 

(RS); 2.103.02.E and 2.103.04.D (RL); 
2.104.02.E and 2.104.04.C (RM); and 
2.105.02.C (RH)  Child Care Standards 

2. Various Sections: Lot Line Adjustments 
and Pre-Application Conference 

3. Section 2.311 - Planned Unit 
Development Design Standards 

4. Future Planning – Growth Management 
a. Urban Transition (UT) Zone 
b. Downtown Plan 
c.  Section 2.102.06.J (RS) 

d. Section 2.118 (UT) 
e. Policy choices (UGB amendment) 

5. Food Cart Allowance 
6. Section 2.315 - Design Review 
7. Clarification regarding corporations 

being represented by attorneys  
8. Transportation Planning 
9. Section 2.306 – Storm Drainage 

10. Section 2.126 Resource Conservation 
Overlay Zone  

11. Section 2.110.05.C Overlay Zone 
12. Master Plan
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KEIZER PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday, September 14, 2016 @ 6:00 pm 
Keizer Civic Center 

 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Michael DeBlasi called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm. 
 
ROLL CALL: 
Present: 

Michael DeBlasi, Chair 
 Garry Whalen (left @ 8:46) 

Jim Jacks   
 Kyle Juran  
 Hersch Sangster 
 Josh Eggleston   

Absent: 
Chuck Fisher, Vice Chair 

Council Liaison:  
 Marlene Parsons  
Staff Present: 

Nate Brown, Community Development Director 
Shane Witham, Associate Planner 
Shannon Johnson, City Attorney 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  Commissioner Eggleston moved for approval of the July 
2016 Minutes. Commissioner Sangster seconded. Motion passed as follows: DeBlasi, 
Jacks, Juran, Eggleston and Sangster in favor with Whalen abstaining and Fisher 
absent. 
 
APPEARANCE OF INTERESTED CITIZENS: None 

PUBLIC HEARING:  None 
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS 
Section 2.311 – Planned Unit Development: Discussion/Policy Direction: 
Associate Planner Shane Witham explained that classic examples of PUDs are 
Inland Shores, McNary Estates, Terrace Green and Avalon Meadows. He directed 
attention to the staff report and pointed out the five items of which staff is 
requesting direction. Commission discussed larger parcels as master planned 
developments, dictating a mix of housing types and public land, incorporating 
requirements for commercial areas to serve the developed area, and creating 
flexibility to create different types of housing. 
1. Density: Commission suggested staff look at increasing density more than 1% 

but less than 50%. They voiced concern regarding adjacent neighborhoods, 
and suggested that buffering be required for adjacent neighborhoods, density 
be limited in specific portions of a PUD so it would blend with adjacent 
neighborhoods, and open space be accessible for use by all residents.  
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2. Housing Types Allowed: Following discussion regarding types of housing, 

attached single-family townhouses, row housing, incentives to utilize land, 
making it attractive to a developer, cost efficiency, market appeal, and limiting 
how many stories a structure is depending upon its location inside the 
development, Commissioners indicated that they were in favor of allowing 
some attached housing but not so much that the development would take away 
from the single family character. 

3. Clarification of Commercial Uses: Commission discussed parking and limiting 
the location of commercial establishments, and indicated that they were in favor 
of allowing commercial uses but not requiring them. They suggested that staff 
determine an appropriate percentage, that accessory commercial be prohibited 
in open space, that open space be redefined and high value landscaping 
included, but no so much that a developer cannot afford to build. 

4. Public vs. Private Streets: Following discussion regarding maintenance and 
construction standards and the right of people to have a gated community, the 
majority of the Commission indicated opposition to private streets. 

5. Master Plan Process: Discussion took place regarding the higher cost of a 
master plan as compared to a Planned Unit Development, and the community 
involvement possible with a master planned development vs. a PUD. 
Commission suggested a tiered plan for the master planning with smaller 
acreage having fewer criteria than a larger acreage development. 
Commissioner Jacks stated that he did not want to replace PUD with master 
plan. There was no other input from the remainder of the Commission. 
Mr. Brown proposed that Master Plan be put on the list of projects so that the 
Commission could consider other types of tools. Commissioners were in favor of this. 

Floodplain (NMFS Opinion) Update: Mr. Brown explained that a recent court 
decision has indicated that the Endangered Species Act has direct application to 
the Floodplain Management Program. Management is going to change and there 
will be certain things required of the City. Interim measures will be released next 
year in September; work groups around the state are developing plans geared 
toward small cities. Language which the City will be required to adopt is expected in 
2018. There may be issues prior to that time that the Planning Commission will 
need to review. It does not change floodplain boundaries, just what can be done in 
the floodplain and how it must be done. This has potentially far-reaching effects for 
how the floodplain is administered. 
Stormwater Update: Mr. Brown reported that the City’s Environmental section is 
working on compliance with the MS4 (Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System) 
permit; the Clean Water Permit is developing new standards as well. Council will 
have work sessions on the proposed rules. Environmental Program Director 
Elizabeth Sagmiller will inform the Commission of changes after the Council work 
session. Once this has been flushed out the Commission may need to revisit the 
landscaping code to include appropriate language and develop riparian corridor 
areas which may apply to commercial development. 
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Keizer Revitalization Are Plans (TGM Grant): Mr. Brown explained that this is an 
opportunity to look at overlays and revitalization to engender better economic 
development and increase land utilization where it is appropriate. The City has 
three distinct areas in the grant request: Chemawa/River, Cherry Avenue ‘south-
ish’, and the McNary Activity Zone. Initial discussions on developing the scope have 
taken place and staff will keep the Commission apprised as it is developed. 
October PC Meeting – Joint Meeting, UGB Issue (Third Bridge): Mr. Brown 
reported that this will take the place of the regular October Planning Commission 
meeting. It is a public hearing to discuss the urban growth boundary as it relates to 
the third bridge. The hearing is to approve the UGB process. Public testimony will 
be taken and the Keizer Planning Commission will have a seat at the table so that 
everyone hears the same testimony. He urged Commissioners to avoid espousing 
views prior to the hearing to avoid the perception of unfairness. Mr. Brown added 
that normally a new chair and vice chair would be elected at the October meeting 
but this will be postponed to November. He urged Commissioners to be prepared 
for that discussion. In addition, the Commission will discuss the UGB amendment 
process relating to the third bridge and Planned Unit Development amendments. 

THREE IDEAS FOR IMPROVING KEIZER: Hersch Sangster requested that a 
safety evaluation of River Road be included in the Transportation System Plan 
update. Mr. Brown explained that the TSP was adopted in 2008 through a TGM 
grant. To do it again the City would need additional resources from the state.  
 

Mike DeBlasi requested the following: 
1. Eliminate vehicle space between commercial buildings and sidewalks; locate 

buildings next to street with parking in back. 
2. Increase floor area ratio of commercial buildings for tax lot. Mr. Brown explained 

that there is no ratio requirement in the existing Code. 
3. Integrate mass of apartment buildings into community by adding grid streets 

within them. Orient buildings so that the face the street and the parking is within 
the complex. 

 

OTHER BUSINESS: Chair DeBlasi urged Commissioners to attend a ‘Strong Town’ 
presentation by Charles Marohn on October 5 which will focus on financially 
resilient cities and how to become one.  
 

STAFF REPORT: Mr. Brown reported that the City has received three certificates 
of occupancy for the apartments in Area C. They are working on corrections. 
 

COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT: Councilor Parsons had left by the time this agenda 
item was reached. 
 

COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVE: Commissioner Sangster confirmed that he could 
provide the report to Council. 
 

ADJOURN: The meeting adjourned at 8:53 pm. 
 

Next Meeting: October 12, 2016 
Minutes approved:        ________  



Wednesday, October 12, 2016

6:00 PM

555 Liberty St SE

Salem, OR 97301

City Council

      Final Action Agenda - Minutes

Joint Meeting of the Keizer City Council, Keizer Planning 

Commission, Marion County Board of Commissioners, Polk 

County Board of Commissioners and Polk County Planning 

Commission, and Salem City Council.

Location: Center 50+ 2615 Portland Road NE, Salem



October 12, 2016City Council Final Action Agenda  

Minutes

1. OPENING EXERCISES FOR EACH GOVERNING BODY:

(Includes call to order, roll call, pledge of allegiance, 

announcements, proclamations, ceremonial presentations, 

and Council comment)

Call to Order

6:06 p.m.

Welcome by: Mayor Peterson.

Roll Call

Keizer Planning Commission

  Present:

    Commissioner Jerry Crane

    Commissioner Michael DeBlasi

    Commissioner Kyle Juran  

    Commissioner Jim Jacks

    Commissioner Garry Whalen

    Commissioner Hersch Sangster

  Absent:

    Commissioner Josh Eggelston

Keizer City Council

  Present:

    Mayor Cathy Clark

    Councilor Mark Callier

    Councilor Kim Freeman

    Councilor Marlene Parsons

    Councilor Roland Herrera

    Councilor Amy Ryan

    Councilor Bruce Anderson

Marion County Board of Commissioners

  Present:

    Commissioner Kevin Cameron

    Commissioner Janet Carlson

    Commissioner Sam Bentano

Polk County Planning Commission

  Present:

    Commissioner Michael Schilling

    Commissioner Lee Herzberg

    Commissioner Bill Farmer 

    Commissioner Scott Olson

    Commissioner Shawn Hussey

  Absent:

    Commissioner Lynda Agen 

    Commissioner Paul Johnson 
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     Minutes

Polk County Board of Commissioners

  Present:

    Commissioner Mike Ainsworth 

    Commissioner Jennifer Wheeler 

    Commissioner Craig Pope

Salem City Council:

  Present:

    Mayor Anna Peterson

    Councilor Chuck Bennett

    Councilor Tom Andersen

    Councilor Brad Nanke

    Councilor Steve McCoid

    Councilor Daniel Benjamin

    Councilor Warren Bednarz

    Councilor Jim Lewis

  Absent:

    Councilor Diana Dickey - Absent

Pledge of Allegiance

Led by: Mayor Peterson.

Adopt Order and Procedures for Joint Meeting

1.a. Designation of Salem City Mayor as Presiding Officer and Adoption 

of Order and Procedures for Joint Meeting of the Salem City Council, 

Keizer Planning Commission, Keizer  City Council, Marion County 

Board of Commissioners, Polk County Board of Commissioners, and 

Polk County Planning Commission.

Procedures for Joint MeetingAttachments:

Councilor Bednarz declared a potential conflict of interest.

Commissioner Olson declared a potential conflict of interest.

A motion was made by Councilor McCoid, seconded by Councilor Bednarz 

that the governing bodies of the City of Salem, City of Keizer, Marion 

County, and Polk County designate the Salem City Mayor as Presiding 

Officer and adopt Order and Procedures for the Joint Meeting to consider 

the City of Salem's proposal to expand the Salem Keizer Urban Growth 

Boundary and associated land use actions.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye:         8 -  Bennett, Andersen, Nanke, McCoid, Benjamin, Bednarz, Lewis 

and Mayor Peterson

Nay:         0

Absent:   1 - Dickey 

Abstain:  0
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Minutes

The Keizer Planning Commission was called to order at 6:12 p.m.

A motion was made by Commissioner Jacks, seconded by Commissioner 

Whalen that the governing bodies of the City of Salem, City of Keizer, 

Marion County, and Polk County designate the Salem City Mayor as 

Presiding Officer and adopt Order and Procedures for the Joint Meeting to 

consider the City of Salem's proposal to expand the Salem Keizer Urban 

Growth Boundary and associated land use actions.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye:         7 - Commissioners Crane, DeBlazi, Juran, Jacks, Whalen, 

Eggelston,  and Sangster

Nay:         0

Absent    0 

Abstain:  0

Keizer City Council was called to order at 6:13 p.m.

A motion was made by Councilor Parsons, seconded by Councilor Freeman 

that the governing bodies of the City of Salem, City of Keizer, Marion 

County, and Polk County designate the Salem City Mayor as 

Presiding Officer and adopt Order and Procedures for the Joint Meeting to 

consider the City of Salem's proposal to expand the Salem Keizer Urban 

Growth Boundary and associated land use actions.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye:         7 -  Callier, Freeman, Parsons, Herrera, Ryan, Anderson, and 

Mayor Clark

Nay:         0

Absent:   0

Abstain:  0

Marion County Board of Commissioners was called to order at 6:14 p.m.

A motion was made by Commissioner Brentano, seconded by Commissioner 

Carlson that the governing bodies of the City of Salem, City of Keizer, 

Marion County, and Polk County designate the Salem City Mayor as 

Presiding Officer and adopt Order and Procedures for the Joint Meeting to 

consider the City of Salem's proposal to expand the Salem Keizer Urban 

Growth Boundary and associated land use actions.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye:         3 - Commissioners Brentano, Carlson, and Cameron.

Nay:         0

Absent    0 

Abstain:  0
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Minutes

Polk County Board of Commissioners was called to order at: 6:15 p.m.

A motion was made by Commissioner Pope, seconded by Commissioner 

Ainsworth that the governing bodies of the City of Salem, City of Keizer, 

Marion County, and Polk County designate the Salem City Mayor as 

Presiding Officer and adopt Order and Procedures for the Joint Meeting to 

consider the City of Salem's proposal to expand the Salem Keizer Urban 

Growth Boundary and associated land use actions.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye:         3 - Commissioners Pope, Ainsworth and Wheeler

Nay:         0

Absent    0

Abstain:  0

The Polk County Planning Commisson was called to order at 6:16 p.m.

A motion was made by Commissioner Olson, seconded by Commissioner 

Herzberg that the governing bodies of the City of Salem, City of Keizer, 

Marion County, and Polk County designate the Salem City Mayor as 

Presiding Officer and adopt Order and Procedures for the Joint Meeting to 

consider the City of Salem's proposal to expand the Salem Keizer Urban 

Growth Boundary and associated land use actions.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye:         5 - Commissioners Schilling, Herzberg, Farmer, Olson,  and Hussey

Nay:         0

Absent    2 - Agen, and Johnson 

Abstain:  0

1.1  APPROVAL OF ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS TO THE 

AGENDA

2. PUBLIC HEARINGS

2.a. Joint public hearing on Ordinance Bill No. 14-16, Making Major 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments Pertaining to the Salem River 

Crossing Preferred Alternative

Wards: 1, 5, and 8

Councilors: Bennett, Dickey, Lewis

Neighborhood(s):  Highland and West Salem
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October 12, 2016City Council Final Action Agenda 

Minutes

Procedure

Ordinance Bill No. 14-16 making major comprehensive plan 

amendments pertaining to the Salem River Crossing Preferred 

Alternative, Staff Report, October 10, 2016

Written Testimony 1-20

Written Testimony 21-30

10-12-16 Written Testimony received at meeting

Attachments:

Mayor Peterson opened the public hearing at 6:18 p.m.

Appearances by:

Evan White, 4553 Brock Loop S

Darrel Haugeberg, 1474 Ammon Street NW

Don Meyer, 2110 Mission Street NE

Joni McClintock, 2738 Vick Ave NW 

Dirk Moeller, 3415 Mock Orange Court S

Sarah Duemling, 4550 Oak Gove Road

Pat Wheeler, 1208 Rolling Hills Road

Tremaine Arkley, 9775 Hultman Road

Sharon Nicks, 3226 Caribon Court NW

Dan Clem, 1110 Commercial Street

Linda Walmark 4734 Bradford Loop SE

Recess 7:05 p.m. to 710 p.m.

Valerie Hendle, 1067 Ruge Street NW

Mike Erdmann, 375 Taylor Street NE

Maren Wryn, 820 Park Avenue

John Gerard, 1390 Valley View Drive NW

Ray Quisenberry, 920 5th Street NE

Kathy Lincoln,3291 Willamette Drive N

Kathleen Duanna, 1045 5th Street NE

Steve Anderson, no address given

Mark Coutis, 1824 Whitney Drive, 

Tyler Schockley, 214 Boone Road SE

Mike Reid, 4791 10th Place N

Meghan Casto, 1260 Rafael Street N

EM Easterly, 775 Fir Gardens Street NW

Amy McLeod, 315 Commercial Street S #410

Lyle Mordhurst, 530 Wallace Road NW

Greg Wasson, 777 Cottage Street unit K

Kasia Quillinan, 1145 14th Street NE

Dave Engen, 1145 14th Street NE

Gene Bensen, 2195 Commercvial Street N

Roberta Cade, 1539 Commercial Street SE

Nathan Wherett, 471 Cherry Blossom

Robert Cortright, 373 Summercrest Ave NW

Recess 8:15p.m. to 825 p.m.

John Miller, 451 Division Street N

Melvin Bitkoffer, 4747 Wallace Road NW

Evan Source 510 Alta Vista NW
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Kathrina Laws, 2247 Liberty Street NE

Linda Bierly 2308 Ptarmigan Street NW

Kirk Leonard, Ward 2

Maryann Bierne, 1911 Park Ave NE 

Leroy Hedberg, 1696 Porter Ave NW

John Gear, Ward 1

Matt Foley, 1152 Susan Court NE

Doug Parow, 6782 Amy Lane NE 

Jim Schepke, 1840 East Nob Hill 

Judy Mears, 1056 Twinwood Court

Craig Evans, 1345 37th Ave NW

Aimee Rounds 1460 Wallace Road NW

Doug Crook, 1698 Iler Street S

Chad Elliott, 2490Church Street SE 

Gary Obrey, 2045 Laurel Avenue NE

Ken Bierly 2308 Ptmarigan Street NW

Crystal Zuodsma, 2741 Brooks Ave NE #1

Laurie Dougherty 462 20th Street SE

Paul Justus, 1725 Grant Street 

Laurie Walker, 1840 Capitol Street SE

Paul McCabe 1925 Maple Ave

Recess 9:39 p.m. to 9:51 p.m.

Questions or Comments by: Councilors Andersen, and Lewis.

Mayor Peterson closed the hearing at 9:53 p.m.

Keizer Planning Commission

A motion was made by Commissioner Sangster, seconded by Commissioner 

Whalen to close the hearing and keep the record open until October 19th 

at 5:00 p.m.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye:        6 - Crane, Deblasi, Juran, Jacks, Whalen, Sangster

Nay:        0

Absent:  1 - Eggelston

Abstain: 0

Keizer City Council

A motion was made by Councilor Parsons, seconded by Councilor Ryan to 

close the hearing and keep the record open until October 19th at 5:00 p.m.

Questions or Commnents by: Councilor Herrerra, Councilor Ryan,  and 

Mayor Clark.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye:        7 - Callier, Freeman, Parsons, Herrerra, Ryan, Anderson, and 

Mayor Clark

Nay:        0

Absent:  0

Abstain: 0
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Marion County Board of Commissioners

A motion was made by  Commissioner Carlson, seconded by Commissioner 

Brentano to close the hearing and leave the record open until October 

19th at 5:00 p.m.

The motion carried by the following vote:

Aye:        3 - Carlson, Cameron, Bentano

Nay:        0

Absent:  0

Abstain: 0

Polk County Planning Commission

Commissioner Schilling announced the Polk County Planning Commission will 

leave the record open for evidence or written testimony until October 19th 

at 5:00 p.m.,  and leave the record to be open until October 26th at 5:00 

p.m. for rebuttal to new evidence and testimony submitted in the first 

open record period.

Polk County Board of Commissioners

Commissioner Wheeler announced the Polk County Board of Commissioners 

will leave the record open for evidence or written testimony until October 

19th at 5:00 p.m.,  and leave the record to be open until October 26th at 

5:00 p.m. for rebuttal to new evidence and testimony submitted in the first 

open record period.

Salem City Council

A motion was made by Councilor McCoid, seconded by Councilor Bednarz to 

close the hearing and leave the  the record open until October 19th at 5:00 

p.m. and leave the record to be open until October 26th at 5:00 p.m. for 

rebuttal to new evidence and testimony submitted in the first open record 

period.

3. ADJOURNMENT

9:59 p.m.
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Questions to consider in deliberations of the UGB expansion for the Third Bridge 

1.  How extensive have the alternatives to the proposed project been evaluated?  Testimony was 
given stating that there were other, less cost alternatives that were not explored. 

2. How do the coming changes to the Flood Plain Administration program affect the proposed 
project? 

3. Does the opposition by the Transit Board place “kiss of death” on the project? 
4. Should the Salem Parks and Recreation Board provide input to the process before we proceed? 
5. Does the “Bifurcation of Marine Drive from the rest of the project” make sense? 
6. Does the inclusion of the Marine Drive Issue make the project more complicated than 

necessary? 
7. Does the fact that funding sources are unknown make the UGB concurrence premature?  
8. Can concurrence contain “stipulations”?  
9. Do the claims that Goal 14 (urbanization issues) have not been met have validity? 
10. Is there validity to testimony raised by 1000 friends and others regarding inaccurate population 

forecast? 
11. Is there validity to the concerns raised regarding increased “greenhouse gas” emissions caused 

by this project?   
 



  
TO:  Planning Commission 
 
 
 
FROM: NATE BROWN 
  COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
 
 
SUBJECT: SALEM RIVER CROSSING Comprehensive Plan Urban Growth 
Boundary Change Criteria 
 
 

BACKGROUND:    
On October 12 a joint City Council/Planning Commission public hearing on the proposed 
Urban Growth Boundary expansion to accommodate Salem River Crossing project was 
held. The Planning Commission now has the responsibility to make a recommendation to 
City Council on formal Concurrence with that proposal, as governed by our Salem Keizer 
Area Planning Advisory Committee agreement. The Council has the responsibility to make 
this legislative decision based on the Criteria listed in the adopted Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 

The following (in Bold/Italic) are the criteria upon which our concurrence with the 
proposal by Salem to amend the Urban Growth Boundary must be judged by. Following 
each point is a brief discussion about the criteria: 
 

 

Chapter IV  

PROCEDURES FOR AMENDING THE KEIZER COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

G. URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 
 

1. The cities of Salem and Keizer and Counties of Marion and Polk have 
adopted by legal description the Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary for 
the Salem and Keizer urban areas and shall review the Salem/Keizer urban 
growth boundary on a periodic basis or upon the request of one of the 
jurisdictions to identify if changes are necessary.   

 
2. All parties shall work toward the development of the most efficient and 

economical method for providing specific urban services to the area within 
the Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary. 

 
3. Changes to the Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary must be adopted 

concurrently by all four affected jurisdictions and shall be based upon 
consideration of the following factors: 
 
a. Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population 

growth requirements consistent with LCDC goals; 

The City of Salem has demonstrated a need to provide additional transportation 
improvement to serve the developable land in West Salem.  Though the assertions and 



assumptions made have been questioned (such as a claim by 1000 Friends that the 
population forecast has been over-stated) the City of Salem has responded to those 
assertions and have included additional information stating how the discrepancy has no 
significant effect on the conclusions of a need for service.  The Planning Commission 
and City Council must weigh the adequacy of these conclusions.  Staff believes that 
though the new population numbers may be different, the overall effect is negligible with 
regard to the need for transportation improvements. 

 
b. Need for housing, employment opportunities and livability; 

The proposal does not include any land that would be used for housing.  Employment 
opportunities and livability would be, by the nature of the proposal, improved through 
more adequate transportation infrastructure.  The added transportation infrastructure is 
intended to support development of lands already included in the UGB.  Opponents of 
the proposal have made assertions that alternative solutions would also meet the 
transportation service needs, yet no specific relationship between alternative modes 
and alternatives have been demonstrated conclusively.  Staff believes the City of Salem 
has demonstrated a reasonable conclusion that the proposal would increase 
employment and livability in the areas served.   

 
 
c. Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services; 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services is already directly 
governed by the regulatory nature of a river crossing—including environmental, 
structural, and social requirements placed on such a crossing.  The City of Salem, 
through extensive process, which we have participated in, has evaluated various 
alternatives, provided documentation about why the project must comply with these 
extensive regulatory compliance measures (all of which impact the cost of the project 
and which are non-discretionary), and developed a proposal that addresses the huge 
complexity of such a project.  Opposition has been expressed about the costs of the 
proposal. The preferred alternative is neither the lowest nor highest cost alternative 
studied and it is significantly less costly than the originally proposed preferred 
alternative (Alternative 4D in the DEIS).  The project also does not propose additional 
costs for such things as a “signature bridge” or other non-transportation facilities.  
Secure funding is not a criterion, nor is choosing the lowest cost alternative, but rather 
providing for “orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services”.  This 
project is also intended to support development within a compact UGB by connecting 
two areas that are already within the UGB.  This supports orderly and economic 
provision for public facilities and services.   

 
 
d. Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the 

existing urban area; 

Maximum efficiency of land use would be achieved by provision of transportation 
infrastructure to more adequately serve the large area of developable land within the 
established Urban Growth Boundary—as well as the “fringe areas” of West Salem.  The 
UGB area and boundaries have been established through previous actions and are a 
fixed fact.  Again, this proposal does not increase the amount of land for any other 
purpose, only to provide transportation infrastructure to serve those areas.  As 
previously stated, the proposed facility would connect two areas that are already within 



the existing UGB and be used to serve trips being made from one portion of the urban 
area to another. 

 
 
e. Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) thoroughly addresses issues 
regarding environment, energy, economic and social consequences.  The DEIS process 
was extensive, time consuming, and resource intensive.  Input into the review of this 
document is not the subject of the UGB decision as this has been accomplished in other 
processes.  

 
 
f. Retention of agricultural land, as defined, with Class I being the 

highest priority for retention and Class VI the lowest priority; 

The preferred alternative does not displace existing active agricultural uses, and does 
not preclude the use of any agricultural activities.  Refer to Section 3.1.5.3 of the 
Findings Report for a discussion of this proposal as it relates to agricultural land and the 
criteria contained in OAR 660-024-0067.    

 
 
g. Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural 

activities; and  

Compatibility with surrounding areas is typically a subjective decision made by policy 
makers.  The third bridge is anticipated to be of typical construction, will reflect the 
general aesthetic and design of the existing improvements and will include mitigations 
such as sound attenuation and landscaping to ensure a level of compatibility to the best 
extent possible given the nature and size of the project.  In addition, access to 
surrounding farming operations will be maintained and will not be impacted by the 
proposal.  The proposed UGB expansion areas only impact one relatively small property 
(less than one acre) that is currently receiving farm deferral for agricultural operations.  
This parcel would be acquired for right-of-way to construct Marine Drive NW and the 
property owner would be offered compensation and relocation assistance.   

 
 
h. Projections of land needs and supply of buildable land within the 

entire Salem and Keizer urban areas. 
 

The proposal does not increase or decrease any buildable land area for non-
transportation purposes; it simply provides for more effective and efficient use of 
established developable areas.   

 

 
 

There are many as yet unanswered questions about how this proposal would be 
implemented.  Questions abound about such things as how the project would be 
funded, the impacts to the Salem Parks, the concerns about mobility standards, the 
impacts of changing national standards—including changes to flood plain management 
program, and others.  However, the charge to the Keizer City Council is to determine 
the satisfactory demonstration of positive findings regarding the specific criteria listed 
above.  This decision is not to determine if the design, or previous processes have been 
adequate in terms of process, but rather if Council can find compliance with these 



specific criteria to amend the Salem Keizer Urban Growth Boundary.  A brief discussion 
of the questions raised in the Public Hearing is provided as “Attachment 1” 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION. 
Staff recommends the Keizer Planning Commission recommend adoption of an 
ordinance indicating Concurrence with the Salem proposal to expand the UGB to allow 
for the project of the Salem River Crossing. 
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1. How extensive have the alternatives to the proposed project been evaluated?  Were 

other least cost alternatives explored? 

The DEIS process explored a wide range of alternatives.  The evaluation of alternatives was an 

iterative process.  First, a wide range of alternatives was identified.  A preliminary assessment of 

those was used to eliminate alternatives that were deemed to be either infeasible from a physical, 

environmental or financial basis or did not address the stated objectives of the project.  One of 

these alternatives was an alternative that focused exclusively on transportation demand and 

system management strategies within the existing corridor and associated facilities.  This 

alternative included a combination of new high capacity transit service; a lane of capacity across 

the river dedicated to transit, with supportive improvements to the roadway, pedestrian, and 

cycling system; a set of demand management policies; and a set of changes to comprehensive 

plan designations in west Salem.  This option was evaluated and found not to meet the mobility 

objectives of the project.  It also would not have addressed the redundancy and emergency 

operations goals of the project.  For more detail on the evaluation of alternatives, refer to the 

DEIS, Section 2.2, Overview of the Process Used to Identify and Narrow Alternatives; the Salem 

River Crossing Project Evaluation Framework Memo (Revised 4/16/2007); the Summary of 

Approach to Transit, TSM, and TDM in the Salem River Crossing DEIS Memo (07/23/2010), and 

the Salem River Crossing Alternatives Considered but Dismissed Memo (Revised 8/25/2010). 

 

2. How do the coming changes to the Flood Plain Administration program affect the 

proposed project? 

It is largely unknown as to how exactly the recent NMFS Biological Opinion (BiOp) concerning 

the Endangered Species Act (ESA) will impact this project.  Currently FEMA has established 

workgroups to develop policies and an implementation plan setting new minimum requirements 

for local floodplain ordinances.  Interim measures are expected to be adopted in 2018 with future 

amendments to mapping, mitigation requirements, etc.  What is known is that the project will be 

required to adhere to all adopted floodplain requirements either now or in the future and will 

obtain all required permits necessary to construct the project.  The new floodplain measures will 

likely require specific study, documentation, and design requirements, not outright prohibitions.  

In addition, due to the potential impacts of this project to aquatic species, continued coordination 

with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is required, a Biological Assessment (BA) is 

currently being drafted in coordination with NMFS and ODOT. The BA will make some 

conservative estimates about bridge design, including a work bridge, and will include potential 

mitigation measures that are agreed upon by NMFS to offset any impacts this project may incur 

including impacts to listed species and their habitat. Once the draft BA is complete the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA) will submit to NMFS officially and NMFS will issue a 

Biological Opinion (BiOP). This BiOP has to be issued by NMFS prior to FHWA approving the 

project by signing the Record of Decision (ROD).  
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These documents will require a variety of mitigation measures to be undertaken as part of any 

future bridge construction.  Those measures are generally described in technical reports prepared 

for the FEIS and will be described in more detail in the BiOP 

The City of Salem is requesting Keizer’s concurrence with the proposed UGB amendment and 

associated land use actions in order to move forward with the project.  A Final Environmental 

Impact Statement is due to be published in 2017.  Since this project is subject to a more stringent 

review process due to “in-water” work and floodway construction, staff does not feel the 

proposed changes to the floodplain management program will greatly affect this project since the 

environmental documentation will provide a full analysis of habitat disturbance, capacity, and 

flow. 

 

3. How does the opposition by the Transit Board affect the project? 

In short – it doesn’t.  The Transit District has no jurisdiction in the UGB process.  However, staff 

feels the testimony of the Transit Board highlights the fact this decision contains many 

“political” elements.  There is clearly a larger discussion to be had regarding transportation 

options and the efficiencies or lack thereof in the public transit system.  These discussions, 

however, are not directly related to the question at hand, which is one of “concurrence” on the 

proposed UGB amendment and associated land use actions.  It has been argued and pointed out 

in comments received from DLCD that findings are inadequate in relation to transportation.  

Specifically in relation to whether or not this project is consistent with the OAR requirement 

that, “local TSPs shall be designed to achieve adopted standards for increasing transportation 

choices and reduce reliance on the automobile”, but there is nothing specifically related to the 

need for direct support from the Transit Board.  Additionally, it should be noted the Transit 

District, along with Keizer, was a part of the Oversight Team for the NEPA process, providing a 

direct avenue for input from the Transit District.  Salem staff has indicated that they also 

attended and made presentations to the Transit Board at least five times between 2012 and 2014 

regarding the selection of the Preferred Alternative (see Transit Board Coordination email 

included in the record from 10/18/2016).  Many of the issues raised by the Transit District would 

be more appropriately addressed during project design.  Accommodations for transit operation 

also require greater clarity from the Transit District as to future operational needs.  Creating an 

alternate crossing of the Willamette River is intended to support all modes of transportation, 

including transit.    

4. Should the Salem Parks and Recreation Board provide input to the process before we 

proceed? 

City of Salem staff have met with the Parks and Recreation Board since the October 12 hearing 

to review the status of the project, discuss the concerns raised by the Board at the October 12 

hearing and review procedures for continued involvement of the board in the design of the 

project if it ultimately proceeds.  Based on that consultation, the Board passed a motion 
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regarding future participation in the bridge design process that reads: “The Salem Parks and 

Recreation Advisory Board (SPRAB), being concerned about the effects on Wallace Marine 

Park, supports the amendments to the Salem Transportation System Plan with the design 

mitigation provisions outlined in the draft ordinance text amendments to the Transportation 

System Plan, which includes having SPRAB weigh in on future design phases.”     

5. Does the bifurcation of Marine Drive from the rest of the project make sense? 

The new bridge and Marine Drive will work together to provide an overall transportation system 

that will function more efficiently and effectively as planned.  In addition, City of Salem staff 

have noted that without a UGB amendment or an exception to the statewide goals, urban 

improvements to Marine Drive to meet other local transportation needs could not be undertaken.  

While extending Marine Drive has been in the City’s plans for years and could potentially be 

separated in the future from the bridge crossing project if it does not proceed, that alone does not 

meet the identified transportation need to provide better multimodal connections across the 

Willamette River.   

6. Does the inclusion of the Marine Drive Issue make the project more complicated than 

necessary? 

As noted above, Salem has gone to extensive lengths in the findings package to demonstrate how 

the new bridge and Marine Drive will work together to provide an overall transportation system 

that will function efficiently and effectively as planned.  Essentially traffic will be “dispersed” 

between Marine Drive and Wallace Road, whereas if Marine Drive was not included in the 

project, all of the proposed traffic over the bridge would just end up on Wallace Rd, thereby 

exasperating the congestion and traffic issues.  Therefore, while the inclusion of Marine Drive 

clearly impacts the project and makes up over half of the acreage needed in the proposed UGB 

expansion (approx. 19 acres), it seems that without it the project would not make sense.  Staff 

feels it would be more concerning if Marine Drive were not included as a part of this specific 

project, or if it were to be bifurcated from the project (as was suggested at the hearing by some).   

Staff feels it is important that Keizer’s concurrence is based upon the regional importance of the 

overall project’s goal, which is providing a new bridge crossing to address transportation needs, 

not the expansion of a UGB for local transportation needs only (which is essentially what could 

happen if the Marine Drive segment was bifurcated from the project). 

There may be additional discussion outside of the UGB process about “fair share” allocation of 

costs in relationship to benefits received, but those issues seem more appropriate for the 

discussions regarding funding that will follow. 

 

7. Does the fact that funding sources are unknown make the UGB concurrence 

premature? 
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This is a policy question and a chicken and egg scenario.  It should be noted the Comprehensive 

Plan states that concurrence shall be based upon certain factors, one of which is: (c) Orderly and 

economic provision for public facilities and services. 

Salem has included in its findings the following language: Portions of the project will likely be 

under the jurisdiction of the State (ODOT), while other portions will be maintained and operated 

by the City. The overall project is a high priority for the City of Salem, but given the significant 

costs, it will likely be designed and constructed in phases. Costs associated with the Salem River 

Crossing Preferred Alternative ($425M) are noted in the High Priority Street Improvement 

Projects Table of the proposed Salem TSP amendments, with a footnote that costs will be shared 

by Local, State, and Regional partners 

Although it can be argued that the economic factor to be considered for concurrence is satisfied 

by this approach, the amount of the cost and certainty of funding it is not a criterion for this land 

use decision.  Salem’s findings clearly point out that the funding issue is a known issue that must 

be addressed through extensive process.  However, approval of funding is not feasible without 

completing the EIS process and the EIS process cannot be completed without approval of the 

UGB amendment process.   

Clearly, there is awareness that funding is a significant issue to be addressed as the project 

moves forward.  This will require significant partnerships and phasing in order to make the 

project a reality.  The project is consistent with the Regional Transportation System Plan.  

Interestingly, these partnerships and decisions cannot be made until the footprint and general 

design is established.  The design and footprint and design cannot be established until the UGB 

issue is decided. 

The City of Keizer may choose at this time to adopt a position on how this project should be 

funded in the future, however this would be a thorny and complex discussion on which staff is 

unprepared to make a recommendation.   

Concurrence on the UGB does not bind the City to a specific funding commitment.  

8. Can concurrence contain “stipulations”? 

The comp-plan indicates that our jurisdiction may either concur or  “Shall at least 15 days prior 

to the final hearing…indicate to the proposing jurisdiction their lack of concurrence, the 

conditions necessary for concurrence, or the need for a specific amount of additional time to 

consider the matter before responding.” It further directs that this latter category shall require our 

jurisdiction to “provide their reasons, findings, and conclusions in writing to the proposing 

jurisdictions.” The format of the comp-plan generally has two positions: Concurrence, and 

everything else.  In order to stipulate conditions the City would have to adopt specific findings 

relative to the UGB expansion why we would require conditions of approval.  Additionally, all 
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four jurisdictions would have to agree to these additional conditions—requiring a duplication of 

the process engaged in thus far. 

9. Do the claims that Goal 14 (urbanization issues) have not been met have validity? 

The intent of Goal 14 is to ensure the urban needs of cities such as “housing, employment 

opportunities, livability or uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or open 

space” are restricted to specific boundaries (UGB).   

The purpose statement of G14 states:  Urban growth boundaries shall be established and 

maintained by cities, counties and regional governments to provide land for urban 

development needs and to identify and separate urban and urbanizable land from rural 

land. Establishment and change of urban growth boundaries shall be a cooperative process 

among cities, counties and, where applicable, regional governments. (bold added) 

And further, the G14 states that “Establishment and change of urban growth boundaries shall be 

based on the following:  

2. The type, design, phasing and location of major public transportation facilities (i.e., all 

modes: air, marine, rail, mass transit, highways, bicycle and pedestrian) and improvements 

thereto are factors which should be utilized to support urban expansion into urbanizable areas 

and restrict it from rural areas. (Statewide Planning Goal #14) 

The entire project proposal is to provide transportation facilities for the established urbanizable 

area of West Salem—and includes no land for other purposes.   

The fact that the Salem Keizer UGB is divided by the area of the Willamette River, a decision (to 

not include the river area and floodplain) that was made in the past for the best reasons of that 

time/context and acknowledged by the state (a decision that is now pointless to question) should 

not now be construed to constitute a barrier to developing the urbanizable areas in West Salem.  

Those who oppose the provision of additional transportation facilities seem to do so on the 

grounds that the provision of additional capacity for cars will simply miss an opportunity to 

encourage people to take other forms of transportation.  Though positive social change is 

admirable and positive, using specific provisions of a statute governing one factor must be 

considered within the intent of that factor.  The State Land Use system, in the simplest of terms, 

draws a boundary around urbanizable areas and directs all jurisdictions to densify within it.  To 

now say that the State Goals compels jurisdictions on how to densify in regards to specific 

transportation facilities serving established boundaries are going beyond what the language of 

Goal 14 actually says. Though an argument could be made as to preserving the function and 

capacity of the Rural Land in the river/riparian area between the two halves of the UGB is 

included in the intent, the guarantee that the function (environmental, social, and economic) and 

capacity of this area will be preserved is provided in an extensive and well enforced regulatory 

process of environmental evaluation (including social equity) and floodplain management.   
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This facility is intended to provide service to the identified urbanizable areas within the 

established UGB.  The City of Salem has provided significant information and findings to 

document the established need and to address provisions of Goal 14 and associated revised 

statutes and administrative rules. 

10. Is there validity to testimony raised by 1000 friends and others regarding inaccurate 

population forecast? 

The issue of which population projections to use is very complicated.  Two different set of 

administrative rules (Division 32 and Division 24 of OAR 660) identify different effective dates 

for the use of official or “acknowledged” population projections in the case of evaluating UGB 

decisions and it is not completely clear as to which date applies.  In addition, multiple population 

forecasts have been prepared, adopted and acknowledged for the cities of Salem and Keizer and 

for the region through different planning and population forecasting processes. 

Nearly all technical analysis and traffic modeling was completed prior to the adoption of either 

Division 32 or the most recent update to Division 24.  The population projections used for the 

analysis were consistent with the rules in place at that time.  However, changes to the OARs 

guiding population projections which occurred after traffic analysis was completed result in 

different methodology for preparing projections (cited by 1,000 Friends).  The new methodology 

would result in a relatively modest (roughly 5%) difference in the projected population of the 

UGB in 2035.  The total population is the basis for the traffic analysis, rather than the increase in 

population, as cited in some commenters’ testimony.   

The project’s transportation planning consultants note that “a 5% difference in the population 

forecast will not have a substantive influence on the design of the transportation system, nor the 

resulting traffic performance” and further states that this change “would not have an appreciable 

influence on design of the street or highway to address the capacity needs and such a difference 

falls within the level of accuracy of travel forecasting models.”  In addition, Division 24 rules 

explicitly states that: “The 20-year need determinations are estimates which, although based on 

the best available information and methodologies, should not be held to an unreasonably high 

level of precision.” 

11. Is there validity to the concerns raised regarding increased “greenhouse gas” 

emissions caused by this project? 

Potential impacts of climate changes are addressed in the analysis of the preferred alternative in 

several ways: 

 Reduction in vehicle trips through transportation demand management.  Analysis of all 

“build” alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2A assume a set 

of transportation demand management and transportation system management (TDM and 

TSM) measures which were evaluated as part of the Alternative Modes Study prepared 

concurrently with the EIS process.  These strategies are consistent with climate change 
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strategies and are estimated to result in a further reduction in traffic of 8%, a significant 

reduction.  Refer to the following memorandum added to the record during the Open 

Record Period:  Salem River Crossing Demand Reduction Assumptions Used for Travel 

Demand Analysis of EIS Alternatives (Revised 2/6/2009).   

 Improved multi-modal facilities.  The conceptual design of the new bridge assumes 

development of significantly improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities in comparison to 

the no build alternative.  Providing these and other multi-modal improvements is 

consistent with strategies to address climate change. 

 Analysis of induced traffic.  There is projected to be increased traffic due to future 

increases in population no matter which improvement alternative is implemented, in 

comparison to the No-Build alternative.  The potential for induced traffic caused by 

construction of a new facility was addressed in the Land Use Technical Report for the 

DEIS.  That report indicates that a review of literature associated with the issue of 

induced traffic does not provide the basis for a measurable increase in traffic which 

would be induced by a new transportation facility.  Increases in traffic are much more 

likely to relate to population increases and other socio-economic factors than to 

construction of a new bridge or other transportation improvements. 

 Overall energy impacts.  There is expected to be an increase in energy usage associated 

with all of the build alternatives.  However, even with the increased energy usage, the 

regional emissions analysis findings show that vehicle operations of the preferred 

alternative would contribute fewer overall emissions to the project area than they would 

under the No Build Alternative (see Table 4.2-1 of the draft Air Quality Final Technical 

Report Addendum). The reason the No Build Alternative would result in higher criteria 

pollutant emissions in 2040 than the preferred alternative is because under the No Build 

there would be a greater amount of delay and a lower average speed compared to the 

preferred alternative.  In addition, current and future improvements in non-fossil fuel 

vehicle technologies as well as coordinated land use and transportation planning efforts 

may further substantially offset energy usage impacts.  Reduction of emissions is a key 

strategy in addressing climate change. 

 



Salem River Crossing Proposed Land Use Amendments 

Draft Summary of Responses to Public Testimony 

Prepared November 4, 2016 

by Angelo Planning Group 

 

This document briefly summarizes substantive issues raised during testimony submitted in 
relation to proposed amendments to the Salem Keizer Urban Growth Boundary, the Salem 
Transportation System Plan, the Polk County Transportation System Plan, and an exception to 
Statewide Planning Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway).  The responses here reflect the 
Findings prepared in support of the amendments as well as additional evidence added to the 
record during the Open Record Period associated with a multi-jurisdictional public hearing 
conducted on October 12, 2016. 

The document is organized by issue.  The issues are stated as paraphrased comments or 
statements provided in testimony.  Many of the issues were raised by multiple commenters and 
have been further paraphrased or combined.  Information in this document will be incorporated 
in a set of Supplemental Findings to be submitted in conjunction with ordinances proposed for 
adoption by the cities of Keizer and Salem and Marion and Polk Counties.  Additional 
information and citations to specific documents and evidence will be included in those 
supplemental findings. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #1. Alternative 2A can reasonably meet the project needs and is 
less impactful than the Preferred Alternative.  

While Alternative 2A would cost less to build and result in fewer dislocations than the Preferred 
Alternative, Alternative 2A would not address key aspects of the needs identified for this project 
and is inferior to the Preferred Alternative in a number of respects, including: 

• Would continue to funnel all traffic into and through downtown and contribute to related 
livability issues. 

• Would result in a bridge that is too large in the context of connecting infrastructure at either 
end of the bridge. 

• Has significant operational issues in relation to connections to facilities at either end of the 
bridge. 

• Would not be able to provide multi-modal (bicycle/pedestrian) facilities. 
• Does not provide redundancy which is important for emergency preparedness and resiliency. 
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Paraphrased Testimony Issue #2. Improvements to the existing bridges must be considered 
prior to consideration of a new river crossing.  

It is true that improvements to the existing bridge must be considered as part of this process.  
However, state and federal requirements do not preclude simultaneous consideration of a new 
facility along with improvements to the existing bridges.  Over the last several decades, a variety 
of improvements have been considered and made to the existing bridges.  Those improvements 
are described in the Land Use Findings and further detail will be provided in the Supplemental 
Findings.  In addition, the No Build alternative and all build alternatives included modifications 
to the existing bridgeheads that are already adopted in the Regional Transportation Systems Plan.  
Separately, Alternative 2A proposed adding lanes to the existing bridges.  However, as noted 
elsewhere in this document, that alternative fails to adequately address key elements of the 
project’s goals and objectives and was not chosen as the preferred alternative for that reason. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #3. Alternative 2A should have included additional components, 
including transportation demand management strategies and other physical improvements.  

One of the commenters enumerated additional potential elements that, in the commenter’s 
opinion, should have been included in Alternative 2A.  In fact, that alternative included a variety 
of physical improvements and strategies to reduce traffic congestion, including some of those 
noted by the commenter.  For example, all “build” alternatives (including the Preferred 
Alternative) assumed a set of transportation demand management and transportation system 
management (TDM and TSM) measures, such as ones which were evaluated as part of the 
Alternative Modes Study prepared concurrently with the EIS process.  While aggressive 
implementation of these strategies is estimated to result in a further reduction in traffic of eight 
percent, that is still not enough to solve the transportation issues identified in the project’s 
purpose and need statement. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #4. The thresholds analysis used in draft EIS documents is 
flawed in a variety of ways.  

One commenter described a number of issues associated with a “Thresholds Analysis” that was 
included in early draft of the FEIS Land Use Technical Report.  However, that analysis was not 
included in the Final Technical Report or in the Findings prepared in support of the proposed 
UGB analysis and was not ultimately used to justify the UGB expansion.  As a result, much of 
that testimony is not relevant to the decision at hand.  In cases where the comments on the 
Thresholds Analysis are related to specific land use findings, they will be addressed in 
Supplemental Findings. 
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Paraphrased Testimony Issue #5. The Preferred Alternative should not be carried forward due 
to the relatively high cost of the new crossing and because potential funding sources are not 
guaranteed. 

This is a valid policy question, but the amount of the cost and certainty of funding it is not a 
criterion for this land use decision.  In addition, a cost-benefit analysis is not required for either 
the EIS process or the findings required for the UGB amendment or the TSP and Comprehensive 
Plan amendments.  That said, the issue of cost is addressed in the UGB amendment findings with 
the following language: Portions of the project will likely be under the jurisdiction of the State 
(ODOT), while other portions will be maintained and operated by the City. The overall project is 
a high priority for the City of Salem, but given the significant costs, it will likely be designed and 
constructed in phases. Costs associated with the Salem River Crossing Preferred Alternative 
($425M) are noted in the High Priority Street Improvement Projects Table of the proposed 
Salem TSP amendments, with a footnote that costs will be shared by Local, State, and Regional 
partners. Clearly, there is awareness that funding is a significant issue to be addressed as the 
project moves forward.   

However, approval of funding is not feasible without completing the EIS process and the EIS 
process cannot be completed without approval of the UGB amendment process.  Furthermore, 
implementation of the project will require significant partnerships and phasing to make it a 
reality.  These partnerships and decisions cannot be made until the footprint and general design 
are established, which also requires completion of the UGB amendment process.  For all these 
reasons, it is not feasible to have an approved funding plan at this stage in the planning process. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #6. An exception to Statewide Goal 12 (the Transportation 
Planning Rule) is required for approval of the UGB amendment and has not yet been justified. 

This is incorrect.  A goal exception is required where it is not otherwise possible to comply with 
the statewide planning goals. If it is possible to justify a UGB amendment, then it is possible to 
comply with the goals and no exception is needed. The provisions cited in relation to a Goal 12 
exception (660-12-0070) apply to certain transportation improvements on rural lands. Through 
the UGB amendment, these lands are converted to urban and urbanizable lands.  As a result, no 
exception is required.   
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Paraphrased Testimony Issue #7. The Preferred Alternative continues to result in congestion 
at a number of study area intersections and is therefore inconsistent with project goals and not 
superior to Alternative 2A. 

It is true that some intersections in the study area will remain congested in the future under the 
Preferred Alternative.  However, this alternative improves performance of the transportation 
system overall in comparison to the No Build alternative and Alternative 2A.  Improvements to 
the overall system and the portions of the system associated with the existing bridges and 
downtown Salem are a key objective of the project.  There is no review standard that requires 
that the proposed alternative must result in less congestion than the no-build at every affected 
intersection or at some minimum number of intersections. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #8. Closure of the Rosemont Ramps will have a significant 
adverse impact on traffic in the study area. 

The project assumes future closure of the Rosemont Avenue off-ramp with the possibility of 
relocating it to Eola Drive or further west.  The primary reason for the closure of the westbound 
Rosemont off ramp is the short weave distance and the anticipated high volume of traffic that 
would be using both ramps. Illustrations entered into the record illustrate these unsafe conditions. 
During peak traffic periods, the weave movement would be heavier, resulting in this area 
becoming congested as drivers slow down to make the weave movement. The potential for 
conflict would occur during all periods of the day, but would likely be more severe during the 
off-peak periods when speeds would be higher.  The DEIS and Land Use findings state that the 
potential relocation of the Rosemont Interchange to Eola will be deferred pending development 
of a Facility Plan for OR 22 to be prepared by ODOT in coordination with local jurisdictions 
(Salem and Polk County).  That Facility Plan will identify measures to mitigate any adverse 
impacts of the Rosemont closure and strengthen beneficial impacts.  The City adoption of the 
Preferred Alternative into the Salem Transportation System Plan includes the following 
language:  

Access to OR 22:  The City will not support closure of the exit at Rosemont Avenue NW until 
a facility plan has been adopted that addresses access to the southwest portion of west Salem 
from westbound OR 22. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #9. The population projections used as part of the analysis were 
incorrect and significantly overestimate future population growth. 

The issue of which population projections to use is very complicated.  Two different set of 
administrative rules (Division 32 and Division 24 of OAR 660) identify different effective dates 
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for the use of official or “acknowledged” population projections in the case of evaluating UGB 
decisions  and it is not completely clear as to which date applies.  In addition, multiple 
population forecasts have been prepared, adopted and acknowledged for the cities of Salem and 
Keizer and for the region through different planning and population forecasting processes. 

Nearly all technical analysis and traffic modeling was completed prior to the adoption of either 
Division 32 or the most recent update to Division 24.  The population projections used for the 
analysis were consistent with the rules in place at that time.  However, changes to the OARs 
guiding population projections that occurred after traffic analysis was completed result in 
different methodology for preparing projections.  The new methodology would result in a 
relatively modest (roughly 5%) reduction in the projected population of the UGB in 2035.  The 
total population is the basis for the traffic analysis, rather than the increase in population, as cited 
in some commenters’ testimony.   

The project’s transportation planning consultants note that “a 5% difference in the population 
forecast will not have a substantive influence on the design of the transportation system, nor the 
resulting traffic performance” and further states that this change “would not have an appreciable 
influence on design of the street or highway to address the capacity needs and such a difference 
falls within the level of accuracy of travel forecasting models.”  In addition, Division 24 rules 
explicitly states that: “The 20-year need determinations are estimates which, although based on 
the best available information and methodologies, should not be held to an unreasonably high 
level of precision.” 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #10. The bridge structure will have significant impacts on river 
hydrology and on McLane Island which will impact use of McLane Island and the Willamette 
River Water Trail by recreational boat users. 

The 4F Recreational Resources Technical Report and Land Use Findings recognize that the 
Willamette River Trail is a designated 4F resource.  However, the Technical Report states that 
the placement of the bridge structure will have no long term impacts on the ability of recreational 
boaters to land on McLane Island and that it will have no impact to river navigability by small 
boats. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #11. The project will have adverse impacts on the floodplain and 
on aquatic species within the Willamette River Greenway and it is unknown how the impacts 
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will be addressed by future Flood Plain Administration programs.  Analysis of impacts and 
mitigation measures is not adequate. 

It is largely unknown as to how the recent NMFS Biological Opinion (BiOp) concerning the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) will specifically impact this project.  Currently, FEMA has 
established workgroups to develop policies and an implementation plan setting new minimum 
requirements for local floodplain ordinances.  Interim measures are expected to be adopted in 
2018 with future amendments to mapping, mitigation requirements, etc.   

However, no matter how those rules ultimately are implemented, this project will be required to 
adhere to all adopted floodplain requirements as they exist now or at the time permit applications 
are filed and will obtain all required permits necessary to construct the project.  The new 
floodplain measures are expected to require specific study, documentation, and design 
requirements. This project will not be able to move forward without meeting future floodplain 
management requirements and obtaining required permits. 

In addition, due to the potential impacts of this project to aquatic species, continued coordination 
with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is required and a Biological Assessment 
(BA) is currently being drafted in coordination with NMFS and ODOT. The BA will make some 
conservative estimates about bridge design and will include potential mitigation measures that 
are agreed upon by NMFS to offset any impacts the project may incur, including impacts to 
listed species and their habitat. Once the draft BA is complete, the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) will submit it to NMFS officially and NMFS will issue a Biological 
Opinion (BiOP). This BiOP will affirm and/or refine recommended mitigation activities and 
must be issued by NMFS prior to FHWA approving the project by signing the Record of 
Decision (ROD).  

These documents will require a variety of mitigation measures to be undertaken as part of any 
future bridge construction.  Those measures are generally described in technical reports prepared 
for the FEIS and will be described in more detail in the BiOP. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #12. In general, the Land Use Findings do not adequately 
address impacts associated with the Willamette River Greenway. 

The findings contain extensive information related to potential impacts on the Greenway, as well 
as impacts to economic, social, environmental and energy impacts within the study area as a 
whole.  Those impacts were evaluated at the study area scale, rather than the Greenway area 
scale, given the overall framework of the analysis conducted during the EIS process.  Many of 
the results of that analysis can be applied to the area within the Greenway.  Supplemental 
Findings will highlight these issues in more detail. 
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Paraphrased Testimony Issue #13. There was not adequate coordination with the Oregon 
Department of Parks and Recreation (OPRD) during the planning process. 

Coordination with state agencies is required as part of a UGB amendment.  However, 
coordination is not defined as formal support or concurrence.  The OPRD was notified of the 
project through the DEIS coordination process and was provided notice of the proposed land use 
amendments.  The OPRD has continued to be consulted during preparation of the Final EIS and 
will continue to be consulted during any future bridge design and construction processes in 
regards to potential impacts and mitigations to the Willamette River Water Trail and Willamette 
Greenway. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #14. There was not adequate coordination with the Salem Parks 
Board, given their testimony at the October 12 public hearing. 

The Salem Parks Board is an advisory committee to the Salem City Council per Salem Revised 
Code Chapter 13 (SRC 13.080). They are not a separate agency or a formal decision-making 
body.  Staff to the Board reviewed all EIS analyses associated with impacts to City park and 
recreation facilities.  In addition, City of Salem staff met with the Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Board both before and after the October 12 hearing to review the status of the project, discuss the 
concerns raised by the Board at the October 12 hearing and review procedures for continued 
involvement of the board in the design of the project if it ultimately proceeds.  Based on that 
consultation, the Board passed a motion regarding future participation in the bridge design 
process that reads: “The Salem Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (SPRAB), being concerned 
about the effects on Wallace Marine Park, supports the amendments to the Salem Transportation 
System Plan with the design mitigation provisions outlined in the draft ordinance text 
amendments to the Transportation System Plan, which includes having SPRAB weigh in on 
future design phases.” 

 
 
Paraphrased Testimony Issue #15. Impacts to scenic and connectivity impacts associated with 
new bridge ramps and other structures in relation to nearby parks and areas adjacent to the 
Willamette River have not been adequately addressed. 

These issues have been addressed in the EIS analysis and are documented in multiple technical 
reports, including the 4F and Visual Impacts Reports.  The Visual Resources Technical Report 
includes photographic simulations of the bridge structures from viewing locations within the 
study area, including within Wallace Marine Park.  While these reports note that new structures 
would result in visual impacts, they would be within the context of a number of elevated 
structures (including the existing bridges) already located within the area.  They also would be 
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generally consistent with adopted plans for a road proposed to be located along the western edge 
of the park shown in the adopted Wallace Park Master Plan.  Physical connectivity under the 
new ramps also would be maintained where feasible.  In addition, a variety of improvements 
would be undertaken as part of the process which would result in beneficial impacts to park users 
and others, including bicycle and pedestrian pathway improvements, park enhancements, new 
and enhanced viewing points, acquisition of additional public land and enhanced public access to 
other areas along the river. 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #16. Is inclusion of the Marine Drive improvements in the UGB 
amendment necessary and can that element of the amendment be separated from the location 
and implementation of the new bridge? 

Improvements to Marine Drive have been contemplated for many years.  Since 2001, the City of 
Salem and its partner local jurisdictions have determined that a UGB amendment or goal 
exception would be needed to allow for these improvements. As part of the EIS process for the 
proposed river crossing, Salem has gone to extensive lengths in the findings package to 
demonstrate how the new bridge and Marine Drive will work together to provide an overall 
transportation system that will function more efficiently and effectively as planned.  While the 
inclusion of Marine Drive impacts the project and makes up over half of the acreage needed in 
the proposed UGB expansion (approx. 19 acres), without that element, the project could not be 
effectively implemented.  Furthermore, without a UGB amendment or an exception to the 
statewide goals, urban improvements to Marine Drive to meet other local transportation needs 
could not be undertaken.   

Some commenters implied that the UGB expansion needed for Marine Drive should be 
undertaken now, but either did not support or took no position on the new bridge and plan 
amendments needed to allow for it.  As noted above, extending Marine Drive has been in the 
City’s plans for years, but that alone does not meet the identified transportation need to provide 
better multimodal connections across the Willamette River. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #17. The project would impact the viability of nearby 
agricultural operations and compatibility between the project and those operations, as 
required by statewide planning rules has not been shown. 

Only one small parcel (less than one acre) within or abutting the proposed UGB amendment 
areas is currently receiving farm deferral for agricultural activities.  This parcel would be 
acquired for right-of-way to construct Marine Drive and the property owner would be offered 
compensation.   

Several parcels within the general vicinity of the proposed UGB expansion area are receiving 
farm deferral and/or are being farmed.  Access to these properties from adjacent roads or via any 
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needed easements across land needed for construction of the bridge or associated transportation 
facilities will continue to be provided.   

As a result, the proposed UGB amendment and bridge implementation will be compatible with 
surrounding agricultural activities.  Additional information on this topic will be included in 
Supplemental Findings. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #18. Construction of the bridge will displace housing units, 
including multi-family units which will violate Statewide Planning Goal 10 (Housing). 

The Preferred Alternative is projected to displace approximately 40 residential units, including 
16 multi-family housing units according to right-of-way acquisition reports. Recent case law 
indicates that amending a TSP or Comprehensive Plan to include proposed transportation 
improvements, where transportation improvements are a permitted use within the zoning district, 
does not violate Goals 9 or 10 even if those improvements require right-of-way acquisition or 
result in displacement of other uses.  In addition, while the most recently completed, but as yet 
unacknowledged housing needs analysis (HNA) for Salem indicates a deficit of land needed for 
multi-family units, the current acknowledged HNA does not indicate a deficit.  Finally, the 
potential displacement would be mitigated through a combination of factors, including 
refinements to design to reduce displacements and adoption of housing and land use efficiency 
measures to increase the development of future multi-family units. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #19. Construction of the bridge is not consistent with goals to 
reduce the impacts of climate change.  In particular, the new bridge will result in “induced 
traffic” and energy usage will increase. 

Potential impacts of climate changes are addressed in the analysis of the Preferred Alternative in 
several ways: 

• Reduction in vehicle trips through transportation demand management.  Analysis of all 
“build” alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2A assume a set 
of transportation demand management and transportation system management (TDM and 
TSM) measures, such as ones which were evaluated as part of the Alternative Modes 
Study prepared concurrently with the EIS process.  These strategies are consistent with 
climate change strategies and are estimated to result in a further reduction in traffic of 
eight percent, which is a significant reduction.   

• Improved multi-modal facilities.  The conceptual design of the new bridge assumes 
development of significantly improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities in comparison to 
the no build alternative and improvements that would be feasible through improvements 
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to the existing bridge under Alternative 2A.  Providing these and other multi-modal 
improvements is consistent with strategies to address climate change. 

• Analysis of induced traffic.  There is projected to be increased traffic due to future 
increases in population no matter which improvement alternative is implemented, in 
comparison to the No-Build alternative.  The potential for induced growth and induced 
traffic caused by construction of a new facility was addressed in the Land Use Technical 
Report for the DEIS.  That report indicates that a review of literature associated with the 
issue of induced traffic does not provide the basis for a measurable increase in traffic 
which would be induced by a new transportation facility.  Increases in traffic are much 
more likely to relate to population increases and other socio-economic factors than to 
construction of a new bridge or other transportation improvements. 

• Overall energy impacts.  There is expected to be an increase in energy usage associated 
with all of the build alternatives.  However, even with the increased energy usage, the 
regional emissions analysis findings show that vehicle operations of the preferred 
alternative would contribute fewer overall emissions to the project area than they would 
under the No Build Alternative (see Table 4.2-1 of the draft Air Quality Final Technical 
Report Addendum). The reason the No Build Alternative would result in higher criteria 
pollutant emissions in 2040 than the preferred alternative is because under the No Build 
there would be a greater amount of delay and a lower average speed compared to the 
preferred alternative.  In addition, current and future improvements in non-fossil fuel 
vehicle technologies as well as coordinated land use and transportation planning efforts 
may further substantially offset energy usage impacts.  Reduction of emissions is a key 
strategy in addressing climate change. 

• Transportation Rule requirements. Goal 12, Transportation, and its implementing rule, 
the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), direct local governments to adopt transportation 
system plans that consider all modes of transportation, including highways. While 
attention must be given to climate change impacts, concerns regarding climate change 
impacts are not sufficient in themselves to remove roadway and highway improvements 
as reasonable and often necessary transportation options under Goal 12 and the TPR.  
Indeed, where need for such improvements has been demonstrated, the failure to plan for 
them might itself violate Goal 12. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #20. Coordination with the public and with coordinating public 
agencies, including the Salem Transit District was not adequate and violates Goal 2 of the 
Statewide Planning Goals. 

The Salem Transit Board has had ample opportunities to be engaged in and comment on this 
project.  The Transit District, along with other local agencies, was a part of the Oversight Team 
for the NEPA process, providing a direct avenue for input from the Transit District.  Salem staff 
also attended and made presentations to the Transit Board at least five times between 2012 and 
2014 regarding the selection of the Preferred Alternative (see Transit Board Coordination email 
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included in the record from 10/18/2016).  Comments from the Transit Board have been 
considered throughout the process.  In addition, many of the issues raised by the Transit District 
would be more appropriately addressed during project design.  Accommodations for transit 
operation also will require greater clarity from the Transit District as to future operational needs.  
Creating an alternate crossing of the Willamette River is intended to support all modes of 
transportation, including transit. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #21. ODOT must revise its Alternative Mobility Targets related 
to state highways associated with the bridge prior to amendment of the UGB. 

ODOT guidelines and administrative rules do not require revision of the Alternative Mobility 
Targets prior to adoption of a UGB amendment.  ODOT is in the process of developing 
alternative mobility targets for the state highway intersections affected by, and consistent with, 
the Preferred Alternative for the Salem River Crossing project. ODOT Region 2 will prepare 
documentation and a recommendation for the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) to 
amend the Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) to include the alternate mobility targets. By ODOT and 
OTC policy, the proposed amendment will not be presented to the OTC until the local land use 
adoption process for the Salem River Crossing has been completed. This is consistent with other 
ODOT and local planning processes where OHP amendments are adopted as the last step after 
local adoption to demonstrate the local agency support for the amendment.   

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #22. The land use findings do not adequately address the state 
transportation planning rule requirements regarding the impact of changes in land use. 

These requirements are addressed in the Land Use Findings.  The commenter that cited lack of 
compliance with these requirements (DLCD) was reviewing an early draft of the findings. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #23. The proposed plan and zoning designations do not 
appropriately limit future uses in the UGB amendment areas. 

The proposed UGB amendment is based on a specific need for an urban transportation planning 
facility within the 20-year planning horizon. No land is being added to meet other urban land 
needs (such as housing or employment). Under Oregon’s planning framework, local jurisdictions 
do not typically apply specific plan designations or zones to transportation facilities (including 
highways, bridges, roads, bicycle and pedestrian paths, etc.). Salem’s zoning designations extend 
to the centerline of the right-of-way and the zoning code does not include a specific “use 
category” for linear transportation facilities; the use is permitted outright in all zones. 
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The existing Polk County EFU zoning will be retained as interim zoning and will maintain the 
land for the planned transportation facility. The affected area is a “notch” in the current UGB and 
land use patterns and parcel sizes are already shaped by the proximity of urban development to 
the west of the Marine Drive Extension, and the extensive floodplain and the existing and future 
aggregate extraction area to the east. Prior to construction of the new bridge and related 
transportation facilities, the City of Salem will annex the land and apply the Public Amusement 
(PA) zone that implements the Parks, Open Space, and Outdoor Recreation comprehensive plan 
designation. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #24. The SRC does not comply with state and local 
requirements to reduce reliance on the automobile. 

TPR provisions related to TSP updates and the overall transportation system.  These criteria cited 
by commenters (OAR 660-012-0030(4) and OAR 660-012-0035(4)) apply to overall updates to a 
local Transportation System Plan and/or to performance of the transportation system.  They do 
not apply to specific transportation projects or to targeted amendments to a TSP (as is the case 
here).  As a result, neither of these criteria are applicable to the proposed UGB amendment. 

The Preferred Alternative includes a variety of measures to reduce reliance on the automobile, 
including enhanced transit service, improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and other 
transportation demand and system management strategies to meet this goal. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #25. Additional bridge capacity (widening existing bridges or a 
new bridge) is not needed; congestion can be addressed through minor improvements to 
existing facilities and greater investment in alternative modes. 

One of the alternatives considered focused exclusively on transportation demand and system 
management strategies within the existing corridor and associated facilities.  This alternative 
included a combination of new high capacity transit service; a lane of capacity across the river 
dedicated to transit, with supportive improvements to the roadway, pedestrian, and cycling 
system; a set of demand management policies; and a set of changes to comprehensive plan 
designations in west Salem.  This option was evaluated and found not to meet the mobility 
objectives of the project.  It also would not have addressed the redundancy and emergency 
operations goals of the project. 
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Paraphrased Testimony Issue #26. The City did not meet Goal 1 because there was inadequate 
time for the public to review documents and findings prior to the hearing. 

 Generally, Goal 1 is satisfied when a local government follows the public involvement 
procedures set out in its acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use regulations. AS noted 
in the Land Use Findings, outreach and citizen involvement have been a central part of the 
NEPA environmental process for the SRC project for about ten years and these activities are 
described in detail in the Land Use Findings and in Chapter 5 of the DEIS.  The City of Salem 
initiated the current land use proceedings, consistent with its policies and procedures for such 
land use actions.  The City coordinated with the City of Keizer and Marion and Polk Counties in 
these actions and has exceeded the City’s requirements for public notification for this type of 
land use procedure.  The City provided required published notice of the action and associated 
hearings and mailed public notice of the first evidentiary hearing to those entitled to mailed 
notice under SRC 300.1110(e)(1). Salem also provide a “courtesy notice” of the proposed plan 
amendments beyond the notice requirements for a legislative amendment. This noticed provided 
ample time to submit testimony as evidenced by the number and length of comments submitted 
(up to 30 pages of testimony from individual reviewers). 

At the conclusion of the October 12 hearing, the City kept the record open for public testimony 
for an additional seven days and allowed additional rebuttal testimony for another 7 days.  The 
City has established and consistently maintained a website to provide public access to all plan 
amendment materials, including initiation resolutions, staff reports, evidence in the record, 
public hearing notices, minutes of public hearings, etc.  The website will continue to be 
maintained and regularly updated throughout the course of the plan amendment process.  The 
City also conducted briefings with interested parties and responded to requests for information 
during that same time period.  Overall, the City has met and exceeded its own guidelines for 
informing the public and providing opportunities for public comments during this process. 

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #27. The Preferred Alternative does not adequately address 
seismic and geological hazards because the existing bridges would not be retrofitted and soil 
stability is a concern for the new bridge. 

As noted in the Land Use Findings for the UGB Amendment, the Preferred Alternative would 
include construction of a new bridge built to current standards that take a magnitude 9.0 CSZ and 
liquefaction into account and would be consistent with the purpose of Goal 7 to protect people 
and property from natural hazards. On a long-term basis, having a new bridge across the 
Willamette River would improve connectivity and reduce local vulnerability to a major seismic 
event relative to the No Build and Alternative 2A.  

However, construction of a new bridge would not replace the need for continued local and 
regional support and advocacy for seismic improvements to the existing bridges, particularly in 
light of the designation of the segment of OR 22 that includes the existing bridges as a Tier 3 
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(lower priority) seismic lifeline route by ODOT. Towards that end, the City of Salem has 
partnered with ODOT in submitting a request to SKATS for federal funding to complete a 
seismic retrofit study for the Center Street bridge in 2017.  This funding was approved by 
SKATS in September 2016. In addition, as part of the package of Draft Amendments to the 
Salem TSP supporting the Preferred Alternative, the following new text is proposed: 

While there is a need for a new bridge across the Willamette River, the Marion and 
Center Street bridges will continue to be a critical part of the local, regional, and state 
transportation system. The City will continue to advocate for ODOT to maintain these 
bridges in a state of good repair. The City fully supports cost-effective efforts to 
undertake seismic upgrades of these existing facilities to protect life safety and to 
minimize disruption in the event of an earthquake.  

 

Paraphrased Testimony Issue #28. The Preferred Alternative would negatively impact 
neighborhoods on both sides of the river (West Salem / Edgewater and Highland 
Neighborhood). 

Virtually all transportation projects of this scale can expect to have some adverse impacts on 
affected neighborhoods. They also typically have benefits in terms of providing better mobility, 
improved access and enhanced safety.  The Preferred Alternative would be no exception.  
However, the potential for negative impacts does not mean that such projects prohibited by law. 
Instead, transportation improvement projects are expected to identify adverse impacts and 
provide reasonable mitigation. It also should be noted that some impacts are subjective. For 
instance, some might consider a new bridge to be an eyesore, while others may look at it as 
something aesthetically pleasing.   

The DEIS summarizes a number of measures that will be undertaken to address impacts to 
adjacent neighborhoods.  For example the DEIS indicates that project design shall include 
consideration of traffic calming needs in neighborhoods adjoining the bridgeheads on both sides 
of the Willamette River. Mitigation measures may include access restrictions or other traffic 
calming features, such as speed humps, diverters, or similar measures.  In addition to mitigating 
negative impacts, the Preferred Alternative was designed to avoid other negative impacts.  For 
example, it displaces significantly fewer residents and businesses in comparison to other Build 
Alternatives.  It also will provide improved multi-modal access across the river to adjacent and 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
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Paraphrased Testimony Issue #29. A portion of the proposed UGB amendment is within the 
Polk County Willamette River Greenway and an exception to Statewide Goal 15 (Willamette 
River Greenway) by Polk County is required to move forward with the project. 

Polk County never represented that the Greenway Boundary was located within the limits of 
Polk County's Jurisdiction at the UGB expansion site as part of LA 16-02. Furthermore, the City 
of Salem has consistently represented the Greenway as within their jurisdiction and has provided 
maps as part of the application which clearly indicate that.  

It is possible as some commenters have done, to zoom in on the Polk County Webmaps internet 
application, which provides an approximation of the boundary and interpret a portion of the 
Greenway as being within Polk County due to the fact that the County’s Greenway layer that was 
hand geocoded is not at a scale that approximates with the alignment with the city limits layer at 
a scale beyond the official scale of the map. However, the Polk County Zoning Ordinance 
identifies the Official Zoning Map in PCZO 111.090 and the scale of 1:24,000 and PCZO 
111.130 describes the rules for interpretation of zone boundaries.  Use of those guidelines and 
review of maps prepared by the City and County at their official scale confirm that the portion of 
the Greenway in question is entirely within the City of Salem’s jurisdiction. 
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