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October 12, 2016 
 
Honorable Mayor Anna Peterson   Honorable Mayor Cathy Clark 
Salem City Council     Keizer City Council 
Salem Planning Commission    Keizer Planning Commission 
City of Salem      City of Keizer 
555 Liberty St SE     930 Chemawa Rd NE 
Salem, OR  97301     Keizer, OR 97303 
 
Marion County Commissioners   Polk County Commissioners 
Marion County     Polk County 
555 Court St NE     850 Main Street 
Salem, OR 97301      Dallas, OR 97338 
 
Re: Population forecast for proposed third bridge UGB expansion 
 
Dear Mayors, Councilors and Commissioners: 
 
1000 Friends of Oregon is a nonprofit, charitable organization dedicated to working with 
Oregonians to enhance our quality of life by building livable urban and rural communities, 
protecting family farms and forests, and conserving natural and scenic areas.  Please place these 
comments in the record for the proposed third bridge UGB expansion. 
 
1000 Friends is a consistent advocate for realistic, fact-based land use and transportation 
planning.  In Oregon, UGBs are based on the need to accommodate population and employment 
growth, including transportation needs such as bridges.  At the third bridge hearings in early 
2013, we expressed concern about the use of an outdated, inaccurate population forecast to 
derive the long-range traffic forecast that was a key justification for the project.    
 
Since those 2013 hearings, significant changes to Oregon’s population forecasting system have 
occurred, resulting in more accurate projections. New administrative rules were adopted in 2015, 
as well as changes to the Goal 14 rule; they are applicable to this proposal.  As will be explained 
in detail below, the proposed Salem-Keizer UGB forecast violates these new rules; it assumes 
about 25% more growth than projected with the new rules. 
 
Salem-Keizer’s proposed UGB forecast 
 
Table 9 on page 80 of the October 4, 2016 document, “Findings Report: Salem River Crossing 
Preferred Alternative,” presents the “Salem-Keizer Urban Growth Boundary Population 
Forecast,” which assumes a 2035 population of 316,479 people: 
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The accompanying text explains that this forecast is the basis of the proposed UGB expansion: 

 
“The UGB amendment is based on the 20-year population forecast for the Salem-Keizer 
UGB included in the adopted 2015-2035 Regional Transportation System Plan (2035 
RTSP) and the adopted and acknowledged Salem Transportation System Plan (Salem 
TSP).”  
 
“The population and employment forecasts were allocated to a parcel level for use in 
transportation modeling for the 2035 RTSP.” 
 
“The population and employment forecasts developed for the 2035 RTSP and the Salem 
TSP have been used as the basis for updated travel demand modeling for the Preferred 
Alternative and provide evidence to support the 20-year transportation need for the 
proposed UGB amendment.” 
 
“The proposal to expand the UGB by about 35 acres is based on the transportation need 
for an additional bridge crossing of the Willamette River and related transportation 
improvements in the 20-year planning horizon (2015-2035) to accommodate identified 
population growth over that planning horizon.” 
 

The text also explains that the 2015-2035 RTSP was adopted on May 24, 2015, and the Salem 
TSP was amended to incorporate the RTSP’s forecast on February 8, 2016. 
 
The new Division 32 rule 
 
Traditionally, UGB forecasts have been provided by counties.  The last such forecast for the 
Salem-Keizer UGB was adopted by Polk County and Marion County in 2009. In 2013, HB 2253 
transferred population forecasting responsibilities from counties to Portland State’s Population 
Research Center (PRC).  New administrative rules for population forecasting were created: OAR 
660, Division 32.  These rules became effective on March 25, 2015.  
 

FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENT 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 80 
 

(a) An urban growth boundary review or amendment as provided in Goal 14 and 
OAR 660, div 24;  

Section -0040 is applicable to the proposed UGB amendment because the post-
acknowledgement plan amendment was initiated on September 7, 2016 and the PRC is not 
scheduled to issue a final population forecast for Marion County, Polk County, the cities of 
Salem and Keizer, and the Salem-Keizer UGB until June 2017.  

The UGB amendment is based on the 20-year population forecast for the Salem-Keizer UGB 
included in the adopted 2015-2035 Regional Transportation System Plan (2035 RTSP)92 and 
the adopted and acknowledged Salem Transportation System Plan (Salem TSP).93  

The 2035 RTSP is based on regional population and employment trends and forecasts for the 
entire SKATS boundary, an area slightly larger than the Salem-Keizer UGB. The population 
and employment forecasts developed for the 2035 RTSP used the best available information 
including acknowledged local comprehensive plans, a parcel-level Buildable Lands 
Inventory (BLI), building permit information, as well as input from local planning staff.94 
The population and employment forecasts were allocated to a parcel level for use in 
transportation modeling for the 2035 RTSP.  

 Salem adopted the updated 2035 RTSP population and employment forecasts as a 
component of the Salem TSP on February 8, 2016.95 For the purposes of the Salem 
Transportation System Plan, the adopted and acknowledged population forecast for the 20-
year planning period (2015-2035) is shown below in Table 9.96  

Table 9  
Salem-Keizer Urban Growth Boundary Population Forecast 

 2000 2010 2015 2035 

Salem portion of 
UGB 

171,072 193,640 199,030 273,902 

East Salem 151,189 167,499 171,394 230,138 

West Salem 19,883 26,141 27,636 43,763 

Keizer portion of 
UGB 

32,203 36,478 37,086 42,577 

Total UGB 203,275 230,118 236,116 316,479 

 

Sources: SKATS Regional Transportation System Plan (2015) and Salem Transportation System Plan. 

                                                      
92 SKATS, 2015-2035 Regional Transportation System Plan, adopted May 24, 2015.  
93 City of Salem, Salem Transportation System Plan, amended by Ordinance 1-16 (February 8, 2016).  
94 A detailed discussion of the population and employment trends, forecasts, and methodologies used for the region is 
included in Appendix A of the 2035 RTSP.  
95 The PAPA notice initiating the TSP amendments to incorporate the population and employment forecasts was provided on 
November 10, 2015. 
96 These forecasts for the Salem TSP are acknowledged. However, the forecasts are intended only for the purposes of 
transportation planning and do not replace forecasts adopted for the purpose of analyzing land needed for housing and 
employment.  
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In addition, the Goal 14 rule was amended to incorporate the new forecasting rules; OAR 660-
024-0040(1) now explicitly requires that all UGB expansions be based on a population forecast 
that complies with Division 32: 
 

“The UGB must be based on the appropriate 20-year population forecast for the urban 
area as determined under Rules in OAR 660, div 32, and must provide for needed 
housing, employment and other urban uses such as public facilities, streets and roads, 
schools, parks and open space over the 20-year planning period consistent with the land 
need requirements of Goal 14 and this rule.” 

 
The PRC will provide forecasts for roughly one-third of Oregon each year, on a rotating basis.  
Southern, Central and Eastern Oregon received forecasts in 2015 and 2016, but the cities in 
Marion and Polk Counties will not receive forecasts until June, 2017.  Because this UGB 
proposal was initiated after the effective date of Division 32, but before the issuance of Salem-
Keizer’s first PRC forecast, special transition rules apply. 
 
Division 32 stipulates that a local government initiating a UGB amendment before the PRC 
issues its first population forecast for the urban area must use an “interim forecast” that complies 
with OAR 660-032-0040.  Relevant sections are reproduced below: 
 

660-032-0040  
 
Interim Forecasts 
 
(1) If a local government outside the Metro boundary initiates a periodic review or other 
legislative review of its comprehensive plan that concerns an urban growth boundary or 
a matter authorized by section (2) of this rule before the date the PRC issues a final 
population forecast for the local government in the first forecasting cycle described in 
OAR 577-050-0040(7), the local government may continue its review using the 
population forecast that was acknowledged before the review was initiated, provided the 
forecast was: 
 
(a) Adopted by the local government not more than 10 years before the date of initiation, 
as a part of the comprehensive plan, consistent with the requirements of ORS 195.034 
and 195.036 as those sections were in effect immediately before July 1, 2013, and 
 
(b) Acknowledged as provided in ORS 197.251 or 197.625 prior to the effective date of 
this rule. 
 
* * * 
 
(3) For purposes of section (1) of this rule, if the acknowledged forecast was adopted by 
the applicable county, and if the forecast allocates population forecasts to the urban 
areas in the county but has not been adopted by a particular city in that county, the city 
may apply the allocated forecast as necessary for the purposes described in section (2) of 
this rule. 
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(4) If the forecast is consistent with sections (1)(a) and (1)(b) of this rule but does not 
provide a forecast for the entire applicable planning period for a purpose described in 
section (2), the local government may apply an extended forecast for such purpose. The 
extended forecast shall be developed by applying the long term growth trend that was 
assumed in the acknowledged forecast, for the particular planning area, to the current 
population of the planning area. 
 
* * * 
 
(8) For purposes of this rule: 
 
* * * 

 
(d) “Current population of the planning area” for an urban area means the PRC 
estimate of population of the city at the time the review is initiated, plus the population 
for the area between the urban growth boundary and the city limits as determined by the 
most recent Decennial Census published by the U.S. Census Bureau. 

 
A previously adopted forecast must pass both OAR 660-032-0040(1) tests before it can be used 
as an “interim forecast.” Under subsection (1)(a), it must be less than 10 years old, and must 
have been adopted under former ORS 195.034 and 195.036.  Under subsection (1)(b), it must 
have been adopted prior to March 25, 2015.   Such a forecast exists for the Salem-Keizer UGB: 
the coordinated 2010-2030 forecast adopted on October 7, 2009, as Marion County Ordinance 
1291.1   
 
Ordinance 1291 adopted a report titled “Population Forecasts for Marion County, its Cities and 
Unincorporated Area 2010-2030.”  Forecast numbers for 2010 through 2030, in five-year 
increments, growth trends for each 5-year period, and the overall long term trend are all found on 
page 52 of the adopted report.  They are reproduced below: 
 

                                                
1 The Marion County forecast encompasses the entire Salem-Keizer UGB, including the portion that lies 
in Polk County.  The West Salem numbers were also adopted by Polk County as part of its 2008-2030 
forecast.  That Polk County forecast also qualifies as an interim forecast under OAR 660-032-0040(1).  
We treat the Marion and Polk forecasts for the Salem-Keizer UGB as a single forecast, even though they 
were adopted separately, because they were coordinated and are consistent with one another.  In addition, 
as will be explained later, Division 32’s methodology for preparing an extended forecast for the Salem-
Keizer UGB requires the use of one forecast for the entire UGB. 
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Because Salem-Keizer’s previously adopted forecast does not cover the entire 2015-2035 
planning period for the third bridge UGB expansion, an extended forecast must be developed per 
the instructions in subsection (4) of the rule: 
 

“The extended forecast shall be developed by applying the long term growth trend that 
was assumed in the acknowledged forecast, for the particular planning area, to the current 
population of the planning area.” 

  
As shown by the above table, the “long term growth trend” is the 1.2% annual growth rate for the 
2010-2030 period.  The “current population of the planning period” must be computed using the 
instructions in subsection (8)(d) of the rule.  The attachment to this letter shows our calculation 
of the 2015 UGB population using the rule’s methodology: 236,678 people.  This is very close to 
the RTSP’s 2015 estimate of 236,116 people. 
 
According to OAR 660-032-0040(4), the extended forecast is prepared by applying the long term 
growth trend (1.2%) to the current UGB population (236,678 people), over a 20-year time 
period.  The resulting forecast for 2035 is 300,447 people.2  By comparison, the RTSP forecast 
that underpins the proposed UGB expansion predicts 316,479 people in 2035. 
 
The below Table 1 summarizes the differences between the Division 32 interim forecast and the 
RTSP forecast.  The RTSP forecast is over 16,000 people too high, and overestimates the UGB’s 
2015-2035 growth by over 25%. 
 

                                                
2 Calculation: 236,678 * 1.012 ^ 20 
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MEDIUM Growth Scenario, Populations for Marion County, its Five Largest Cities, and the Salem-Keizer UGB 

Historical-----------------------------Æ Forecast----------------------------------------------------------------> 
AREA 1990 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
MARION CO 228,516 284,834 302,135 323,266 345,077 368,364 388,827 410,431
KEIZER 21,768 31,890 34,735 36,892 39,424 42,129 44,476 46,955
SALEM (MarCo) 95,667 119,373 126,525 133,568 142,491 150,798 158,157 165,824
SALEM 108,784 137,543 147,250 157,974 169,416 181,690 192,672 204,320
SILVERTON 5,932 7,610 8,230 9,552 10,484 11,507 12,255 13,052
STAYTON 5,029 6,829 7,505 8,171 8,938 9,777 10,538 11,359
WOODBURN 13,535 20,191 22,110 24,866 27,872 31,243 34,099 37,216
SALEM-KEIZER UGB 159,677 203,966 217,284 233,864 250,246 267,780 283,422 299,980

 

Ave. Annual Change in #  Historical------------Æ Forecast----------------------------------------------------------------------------------> 
AREA 1990-00 2000-05 2005-10 2010-15 2015-20 2020-25 2025-30 2010-2030 
MARION CO 5,632 3,460 4,226 4,362 4,657 4,093 4,321 4,358
KEIZER 1,012 569 431 506 541 469 496 503
SALEM (MarCo) 2,371 1,430 1,409 1,785 1,661 1,472 1,533 1,613
SALEM 2,876 1,941 2,145 2,288 2,455 2,196 2,330 2,317
SILVERTON 168 124 264 186 205 150 159 175
STAYTON 180 135 133 153 168 152 164 159
WOODBURN 666 384 551 601 674 571 623 618
SALEM-KEIZER UGB 4,429 2,663 3,316 3,276 3,507 3,128 3,312 3,306

 

Ave. Annual Growth Rate Historical------------Æ Forecast----------------------------------------------------------------------------------> 
AREA 1990-00 2000-05 2005-10 2010-15 2015-20 2020-25 2025-30 2010-2030 
MARION CO 2.2% 1.2% 1.4% 1.3% 1.3% 1.1% 1.1% 1.2%
KEIZER 3.8% 1.7% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.1% 1.1% 1.2%
SALEM (MarCo) 2.2% 1.2% 1.1% 1.3% 1.1% 1.0% 0.9% 1.1%
SALEM 2.3% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3%
SILVERTON 2.5% 1.6% 3.0% 1.9% 1.9% 1.3% 1.3% 1.6%
STAYTON 3.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.8% 1.8% 1.5% 1.5% 1.6%
WOODBURN 4.0% 1.8% 2.3% 2.3% 2.3% 1.7% 1.7% 2.0%
SALEM-KEIZER UGB 2.4% 1.3% 1.5% 1.4% 1.4% 1.1% 1.1% 1.2%
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WOODBURN 4.0% 1.8% 2.3% 2.3% 2.3% 1.7% 1.7% 2.0%
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2015 UGB 
Population 

2035 UGB 
Forecast 

2015-2035 
Growth Rate 

2010-2035 
Overall Growth 

Division 32 Forecast 236,678 300,447 1.2% 63,769 
RTSP Forecast 236,116 316,479 1.5% 80,363 

Table 1. 
 
Effect of acknowledgement of Salem TSP 
 
It might be suggested that despite the above-described problems, the RTSP’s forecast could 
nevertheless be used for UGB purposes because it was adopted as part of Salem’s acknowledged 
TSP.  It can’t be, for at least two reasons. 
 
First, OAR 660-032-0040(1)(a) only allows the interim use of forecasts that were adopted 
“consistent with the requirements of ORS 195.034 and 195.036 as those sections were in effect 
immediately before July 1, 2013.”  The Salem TSP amendment did not create a forecast under 
either of those provisions.  ORS 195.036 pertains to county-initiated forecasts.  ORS 195.034 
pertains to city-initiated forecasts, but such a forecast would have required co-adoption by 
Keizer, and the notification and involvement of Polk County, Marion County, and all other local 
governments within both counties.   
 
Second, OAR 660-032-0040(1)(b) only allows the interim use of forecasts that were adopted 
prior to the effective date of Division 32, which is March 25, 2015.  The Salem TSP amendment 
was adopted almost a year after that date. 
 
Policy implications 
 
The RTSP’s 2035 forecast is significantly larger than the Division 32 forecast because it was 
derived by retaining the old 2030 forecast of 299,980 people, then increasing it by 5.5% percent 
to create a 2035 forecast of 316,479.3  Since the actual 2015 population (about 236,000 people) 
is much less than the old forecast’s prediction for 2015 (about 250,000 people), a significantly 
higher growth rate would be required to actually reach the old forecast’s end-year prediction.   
As shown by the above Table 1, Salem-Keizer would have to grow at 1.5% per year to realize 
the RTSP’s 2035 forecast, rather than the old forecast’s 1.2% prediction.  
 
By contrast, OAR 660-032-0040(4) requires that an entirely new forecast be created for Salem-
Keizer by applying the old forecast’s 1.2% overall growth trend to the current population.   In 
this way, the fundamental prediction of the old forecast – that Salem-Keizer will grow at 1.2% 
per year – is preserved.  The rule was deliberately written this way to blunt the effects of old 
forecasts that are inaccurate.  
 
Because this UGB expansion proposal is based on the non-compliant RTSP forecast of a 1.5% 
growth rate, it cannot be approved as written.  Under Division 32, it would be legally permissible 
to update the proposal using the 1.2% growth rate found in the old Marion County forecast.   

                                                
3 The 5.5% increase reflects the application of the 1.1% annual growth rate predicted by the Marion 
County forecast for 2025-2030, multiplied by five years to extend out from 2030 to 2035. 



 7 

 
However, we urge you to wait for the new PRC forecasts that will be issued in the spring. 
 
Based on the experiences of other counties, the new PRC forecast for Salem-Keizer could be 
substantially lower than 1.2%.  For example, in 2008 and 2009, Polk, Marion and Lane Counties 
all commissioned, and subsequently adopted, countywide forecasts prepared by the same team of 
demographers.  When the PRC re-forecast Lane County in 2015, the new countywide growth 
rate was only 76% as high as the 2009 forecast.  Similar rollbacks have happened all over 
Oregon since the new PRC forecasts have been unveiled. 
 
If those trends hold, the new Salem-Keizer forecast could be somewhere around 0.9%.  That 
would be a substantial reduction, not just from the 1.5% RTSP forecast, but also from the 1.2% 
2009 forecast.  The traffic modeling outcomes could be significantly different.  
 
It would be poor public policy and could result in wasteful investment of scarce public 
transportation dollars to knowingly use an incorrect, outdated forecast as the basis for planning 
and spending the public’s money.  Population forecasts are the cornerstone of all land use and 
traffic planning.  If population forecasts are wrong, everything built upon them will also be 
wrong.  When planning for major infrastructure such as the proposed third bridge, accurate 
forecasts are fundamental to ensuring outcomes are based on actual future traffic demands and 
revenue streams. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Mia Nelson 
Willamette Valley Advocate 
1000 Friends of Oregon 
P.O. Box 51252 
Eugene, OR  97405 
541.520.3763 
 
 
Attachment: Calculation of 2015 UGB population per OAR 660-032-0040(8)(d) 



											ATTACHMENT	A

COMPUTE	"CURRENT	POPULATION"	UNDER	OAR	660-032-0040(8)(d):

2010	Salem-Keizer	UGB	pop.	(from	RSTP	Table	A-8) 230,118
2010	Salem	Population	(Census	count	from	PSU) 154,637
2010	Keizer	Population	(Census	count	from	PSU) 36,478
2010	Unincoporated	Population	(COMPUTED) 39,003

2015	Salem	Population	(PSU	estimate) 160,690
2015	Keizer	Population	(PSU	estimate) 36,985
2015	Unincorporated	Population	(carried	forward) 39,003
2015	UGB	Population	(COMPUTED) 236,678



 

SKATS 2015‐2035 RTSP (Amended June 28, 2016), APPENDIX A A‐9 

As	a	basis	for	the	forecast	work,	the	housing	and	land	use	inventory	in	
SKATSǯ	Geographic	Information	System	(GIS)	was	updated	to	reϐlect	2010	
conditionsǤ		This	update	was	based	on	building	permits	issued,	assessor	
records,	aerial	photos,	building	footprints,	and	current	planning	projects	
in	developmentǤ		The	inventory	identiϐied	current	uses,	vacant	land,	
property	that	may	subdivide	or	partition,	and	potential	redevelopment	
sites	based	on	criteria	determined	by	the	subcommitteeǤ		The	same	
criteria	for	identifying	vacant	land,	land	partitions,	and	subdivisions	was	
applied	to	both	Salem	and	Keizer	and	is	described	later	in	this	chapterǤ		
	
The	forecasts	for	SKATS	by	jurisdictions	are	illustrated	in	Table	AǦ8Ǥ		
Figures	for	the	years	2000	and	2010	are	from	the	decennial	censusesǤ		The	
forecasts	for	Keizer	and	Salem	are	discussed	in	greater	detail	later	in	this	
chapterǤ		The	historical	and	projected	growth	of	only	the	Salem‐Keizer	
�GB	is	illustrated	in	Figure	AǦ4Ǥ	
	
The	density	and	development	assumptions	that	were	used	to	calculate	
persons	per	household	and	housing	units	per	acre	are	listed	in	Table	AǦ9Ǥ		
The	housing	density	values	were	taken	from	the	Salem‐Keizer	Regional	
Housing	Needs	Analysis	(HNA)	completed	in	2011,	which	were	derived	
from	historical	data	as	part	of	the	HNA	projectǤ		The	persons	per	
household	numbers	were	derived	from	2007‐2011	American	Community	
Survey	dataǤ		The	criteria	for	partitions,	subdivisions,	and	redevelopment	
are	the	same	used	in	determining	the	buildable	land	inventory	of	the	
Regional	HNA	with	subse�uent	build	out	at	the	densities	listed	belowǤ	



2000 and 2010 Census Profile
Salem city

POPULATION 2000 2010 Change
SEX AND AGE
  Total population 136,924  100.0% 154,637  100.0% 17,713  12.9%

    Under 5 years 10,190  7.4% 11,407  7.4% 1,217  11.9%

    5 to 9 years 9,620  7.0% 10,778  7.0% 1,158  12.0%

    10 to 14 years 9,244  6.8% 10,346  6.7% 1,102  11.9%

    15 to 19 years 10,159  7.4% 11,334  7.3% 1,175  11.6%

    20 to 24 years 11,252  8.2% 11,686  7.6% 434  3.9%

    25 to 29 years 10,608  7.7% 11,849  7.7% 1,241  11.7%

    30 to 34 years 10,051  7.3% 10,897  7.0% 846  8.4%

    35 to 39 years 10,238  7.5% 10,115  6.5% ‐123  ‐1.2%
    40 to 44 years 10,301  7.5% 9,918  6.4% ‐383  ‐3.7%
    45 to 49 years 9,813  7.2% 9,952  6.4% 139  1.4%

    50 to 54 years 8,439  6.2% 10,212  6.6% 1,773  21.0%

    55 to 59 years 5,679  4.1% 9,668  6.3% 3,989  70.2%

    60 to 64 years 4,291  3.1% 7,987  5.2% 3,696  86.1%

    65 to 69 years 3,746  2.7% 5,382  3.5% 1,636  43.7%

    70 to 74 years 3,795  2.8% 3,952  2.6% 157  4.1%

    75 to 79 years 3,838  2.8% 3,217  2.1% ‐621  ‐16.2%
    80 to 84 years 2,815  2.1% 2,837  1.8% 22  0.8%

    85 years and over 2,845  2.1% 3,100  2.0% 255  9.0%

    Median age (years) 33.6 34.5 0.9
    Under 18 years 34,819  25.4% 38,936  25.2% 4,117  11.8%

    18 to 64 years 85,066  62.1% 97,213  62.9% 12,147  14.3%

    65 years and over 17,039  12.4% 18,488  12.0% 1,449  8.5%

  Male population 68,752  100.0% 77,115  100.0% 8,363  12.2%

    Under 5 years 5,209  7.6% 5,917  7.7% 708  13.6%

    5 to 9 years 4,910  7.1% 5,539  7.2% 629  12.8%

    10 to 14 years 4,763  6.9% 5,261  6.8% 498  10.5%

    15 to 19 years 5,198  7.6% 5,780  7.5% 582  11.2%

    20 to 24 years 5,935  8.6% 5,998  7.8% 63  1.1%

    25 to 29 years 5,875  8.5% 6,169  8.0% 294  5.0%

    30 to 34 years 5,549  8.1% 5,748  7.5% 199  3.6%

    35 to 39 years 5,520  8.0% 5,280  6.8% ‐240  ‐4.3%
    40 to 44 years 5,269  7.7% 5,208  6.8% ‐61  ‐1.2%
    45 to 49 years 4,931  7.2% 5,110  6.6% 179  3.6%

    50 to 54 years 4,236  6.2% 4,980  6.5% 744  17.6%

    55 to 59 years 2,754  4.0% 4,629  6.0% 1,875  68.1%

    60 to 64 years 2,027  2.9% 3,832  5.0% 1,805  89.0%

    65 to 69 years 1,625  2.4% 2,469  3.2% 844  51.9%

    70 to 74 years 1,560  2.3% 1,752  2.3% 192  12.3%

    75 to 79 years 1,497  2.2% 1,340  1.7% ‐157  ‐10.5%
    80 to 84 years 1,042  1.5% 1,105  1.4% 63  6.0%

    85 years and over 852  1.2% 998  1.3% 146  17.1%
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2000 and 2010 Census Profile
Keizer city

POPULATION 2000 2010 Change
SEX AND AGE
  Total population 32,203  100.0% 36,478  100.0% 4,275  13.3%

    Under 5 years 2,593  8.1% 2,586  7.1% ‐7  ‐0.3%
    5 to 9 years 2,509  7.8% 2,798  7.7% 289  11.5%

    10 to 14 years 2,395  7.4% 2,868  7.9% 473  19.7%

    15 to 19 years 2,199  6.8% 2,607  7.1% 408  18.6%

    20 to 24 years 1,863  5.8% 2,058  5.6% 195  10.5%

    25 to 29 years 2,371  7.4% 2,427  6.7% 56  2.4%

    30 to 34 years 2,449  7.6% 2,545  7.0% 96  3.9%

    35 to 39 years 2,436  7.6% 2,455  6.7% 19  0.8%

    40 to 44 years 2,433  7.6% 2,262  6.2% ‐171  ‐7.0%
    45 to 49 years 2,279  7.1% 2,429  6.7% 150  6.6%

    50 to 54 years 2,071  6.4% 2,399  6.6% 328  15.8%

    55 to 59 years 1,538  4.8% 2,166  5.9% 628  40.8%

    60 to 64 years 1,151  3.6% 2,011  5.5% 860  74.7%

    65 to 69 years 1,015  3.2% 1,426  3.9% 411  40.5%

    70 to 74 years 911  2.8% 1,042  2.9% 131  14.4%

    75 to 79 years 862  2.7% 894  2.5% 32  3.7%

    80 to 84 years 561  1.7% 697  1.9% 136  24.2%

    85 years and over 567  1.8% 808  2.2% 241  42.5%

    Median age (years) 34.4 35.7 1.3
    Under 18 years 8,930  27.7% 9,945  27.3% 1,015  11.4%

    18 to 64 years 19,357  60.1% 21,666  59.4% 2,309  11.9%

    65 years and over 3,916  12.2% 4,867  13.3% 951  24.3%

  Male population 15,629  100.0% 17,496  100.0% 1,867  11.9%

    Under 5 years 1,333  8.5% 1,326  7.6% ‐7  ‐0.5%
    5 to 9 years 1,251  8.0% 1,465  8.4% 214  17.1%

    10 to 14 years 1,211  7.7% 1,504  8.6% 293  24.2%

    15 to 19 years 1,104  7.1% 1,289  7.4% 185  16.8%

    20 to 24 years 926  5.9% 1,000  5.7% 74  8.0%

    25 to 29 years 1,188  7.6% 1,196  6.8% 8  0.7%

    30 to 34 years 1,216  7.8% 1,265  7.2% 49  4.0%

    35 to 39 years 1,225  7.8% 1,178  6.7% ‐47  ‐3.8%
    40 to 44 years 1,204  7.7% 1,043  6.0% ‐161  ‐13.4%
    45 to 49 years 1,097  7.0% 1,163  6.6% 66  6.0%

    50 to 54 years 1,006  6.4% 1,143  6.5% 137  13.6%

    55 to 59 years 728  4.7% 1,006  5.7% 278  38.2%

    60 to 64 years 552  3.5% 934  5.3% 382  69.2%

    65 to 69 years 455  2.9% 641  3.7% 186  40.9%

    70 to 74 years 372  2.4% 470  2.7% 98  26.3%

    75 to 79 years 373  2.4% 357  2.0% ‐16  ‐4.3%
    80 to 84 years 206  1.3% 260  1.5% 54  26.2%

    85 years and over 182  1.2% 256  1.5% 74  40.7%
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Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census, Summary File 1; 2000 Census, Summary File 1.
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Incorporated 
City/Town

Certified 
Estimate       

July 1, 2015
Incorporated 
City/Town

Certified 
Estimate       

July 1, 2015
Incorporated 
City/Town

Certified 
Estimate       

July 1, 2015
Imbler 305 Mt. Angel 3,410 Sisters 2,280
Independence 8,775 Mt. Vernon 525 Sodaville 325
Ione 330 Myrtle Creek 3,480 Spray 160
Irrigon 1,930 Myrtle Point 2,525 Springfield 60,135
Island City 1,025 Nehalem 280 St. Helens 13,095
Jacksonville 2,880 Newberg 22,900 St. Paul 425
Jefferson 3,165 Newport 10,165 Stanfield 2,125
John Day 1,735 North Bend 9,755 Stayton 7,725
Johnson City 565 North Plains 2,015 Sublimity 2,755
Jordan Valley 175 North Powder 445 Summerville 135
Joseph 1,095 Nyssa 3,285 Sumpter 205
Junction City 5,870 Oakland 940 Sutherlin 7,975
Keizer 36,985 Oakridge 3,240 Sweet Home 9,090
King City 3,425 Ontario 11,465 Talent 6,270
Klamath Falls 21,580 Oregon City 33,940 Tangent 1,200
La Grande 13,165 Paisley 245 The Dalles 14,515
La Pine 1,670 Pendleton 16,845 Tigard 49,280
Lafayette 3,905 Philomath 4,650 Tillamook 4,900
Lake Oswego 37,300 Phoenix 4,585 Toledo 3,490
Lakeside 1,705 Pilot Rock 1,505 Troutdale 16,020
Lakeview 2,300 Port Orford 1,140 Tualatin 26,590
Lebanon 15,740 Portland 613,355 Turner 1,920
Lexington 255 Powers 695 Ukiah 245
Lincoln City 8,485 Prairie City 910 Umatilla 7,060
Lonerock 20 Prescott 55 Union 2,150
Long Creek 195 Prineville 9,385 Unity 75
Lostine 215 Rainier 1,905 Vale 1,875
Lowell 1,065 Redmond 27,050 Veneta 4,700
Lyons 1,160 Reedsport 4,150 Vernonia 2,065
Madras 6,265 Richland 175 Waldport 2,075
Malin 815 Riddle 1,185 Wallowa 810
Manzanita 620 Rivergrove 495 Warrenton 5,175
Maupin 425 Rockaway Beach 1,335 Wasco 420
Maywood Park 750 Rogue River 2,175 Waterloo 230
McMinnville 33,080 Roseburg 22,500 West Linn 25,605
Medford 77,655 Rufus 280 Westfir 255
Merrill 840 Salem 160,690 Weston 685
Metolius 710 Sandy 10,395 Wheeler 405
Mill City 1,855 Scappoose 6,745 Willamina 2,045
Millersburg 1,620 Scio 850 Wilsonville 22,870
Milton-Freewater 7,070 Scotts Mills 365 Winston 5,410
Milwaukie 20,505 Seaside 6,585 Wood Village 3,910
Mitchell 130 Seneca 215 Woodburn 24,670
Molalla 8,940 Shady Cove 3,025 Yachats 725
Monmouth 9,640 Shaniko 35 Yamhill 1,070
Monroe 620 Sheridan 6,115 Yoncalla 1,060
Monument 130 Sherwood 19,080 Prepared by Population Research Center
Moro 325 Siletz 1,235 College of Urban and Public Affairs
Mosier 445 Silverton 9,590 For Portland State University, 12/15/2015



From : Eric M ac Knight<eric mac knight@ mac . c om>
To: <c ityc ou nc il@ c ityofs alem . net>
D ate: 7 /30 /20 16 11 : 39 P M
S u bjec t: A new brid ge overthe W illamette

D earmembers ofthe S alem C ity C ou nc il:

A s you prepare to res u me you rworkon the propos alto bu ild a new brid ge between W es tS alem and
d owntown S alem , Iwou ld like to s ay thatnothingIhave read s o farabou tthis projec twou ld lead me to
s u pportit. H ere are my reas ons , in brief:

•The c os tes timates Ihave s een are ou trageou s , and the means offinanc ingthos e c os ts onerou s .
•The benefits ofa new brid ge, on the otherhand , wou ld s eem to ac c ru e mainly to a s mallminority.
•Ifthe rationale is to d ivertlong-d is tanc e tru c kinghead ed to and from the c oas t, then 1)a c ros s ingfu rther
d owns tream , notin S alem , wou ld make mu c hmore s ens e; and 2)in thatc as e the s tate and fed eral
governments s hou ld financ e the projec t, notthe people ofS alem .
•Ifthe rationale is to improve traffic in S alem , then itwou ld s eem to make mu c hmore s ens e to inves tin
s eis mic u pgrad es ofthe exis tingbrid ges , while atthe s ame time ad d inga pac kage oflightrail+park’ n
rid e +c yc lingpaths +enhanc ed c ity bu s rou tes thatwou ld make the d owntown s hoppingand bu s ines s
d is tric tmore eas ily ac c es s ible while atthe s ame time red u c ingau tomobile c onges tion.

Iapprec iate you takingthe time to read and c ons id ermy thou ghts on this is s u e.

S inc erely,

---------------------------------
Eric T. M ac Knight
2240 W ild wood D rive S E
S alem O R 97 30 6
M obile: 626-20 3-7 8 8 7



DO NOT DECREASE MY PROPERTY'S VALUE FOR A PROJECT THAT MAY NEVER HAPPEN!!!

Deborah Mancini
730 Hope Ave NW
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A m b e r M a t h i e s e n - M y S u p p o r t o f r e s o l u t i o n 2 0 1 6 - 3 5

T o S a l e m M a y o r , A n n a P e t e r s o n a n d S a l e m C i t y C o u n c i l ,
Iw a n t y o u t o k n o w t h a t a s a l o c a l b u s i n e s s t h a t m a k e s m a n y t r i p s a c r o s s t h e c u r r e n t 2

b r i d g e s , a t a l l t i m e s o f t h e d a y , I s t r o n g l y u r g e y o u t o p a s s t h e r e s o l u t i o n 2 0 1 6 - 3 5 . L e t ’ s
m o v e t h e b r i d g e p r o j e c t f o r w a r d , Ih a v e h e a r d e n o u g h a b o u t t h e p r o s a n d c o n s , t h e P r o ’ s f a r
o u t w e i g h s t h e c o n s a n d a s a c o m m u n i t y w e m u s t l o o k a t t h i s a s t h e f u t u r e o f S a l e m .

S i n c e r e l y
T o d d S . L o n d i n ~ P r e s i d e n t
A B C W i n d o w s a n d B u i l d i n g M a i n t e n a n c e L L C
5 0 3 - 3 6 3 - 4 4 5 7 O f f i c e
5 0 3 - 9 9 1 - 7 2 7 0 C e l l

www.ABCWindowsOR.com

U s e t h e s e l i n k s t o f i n d o u t m o r e o r l e a v e a P O S IT IV E c o m m e n t

Fr o m : " T o d d L o n d i n " < t o d d @ a b c w i n d o w s o r . c o m >
T o : < c i t y c o u n c i l @ c i t y o f s a l e m . n e t >
D a t e : 8 / 8 / 2 0 1 6 1 2 : 3 5 P M
S u b j e c t : M y S u p p o r t o f r e s o l u t i o n 2 0 1 6 - 3 5
C C : " ' N i c k W i l l i a m s ' " < N i c k @ S a l e m C h a m b e r . o r g >
A t t a c h m e n t s : i m a g e 0 0 9 . j p g ; i m a g e 0 0 2 . j p g ; i m a g e 0 0 4 . j p g ; i m a g e 0 0 6 . j p g ; i m a g e 0 0 8 . j p g ;

i m a g e 0 1 1 . p n g ; i m a g e 0 1 3 . j p g ; i m a g e 0 1 5 . j p g
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From : <epwhitehou s e@ c omc as t. net>
To: <C ityc ou nc il@ c ityofs alem . net>
C C : <manager@ c ityofs alem . net>
D ate: 8 /8 /20 16 1 : 46 P M
S u bjec t: C omment, A u gu s t8 , 2 0 16 C ou nc ilM eeting, A gend a #3. 2a

D earM ayorand C ou nc ilors :

Regrettably, Iwillnotbe able to attend tonight's meeting, and s o Ias kthatthes e c omments pleas e be
inc lu d ed in the pu blic rec ord :

M y name is Evan W hite, and Ilive in W ard 7 . Fou ryears ago, when Iran forS alem C ity C ou nc il, I
rememberthatmy friend Jim L ewis and the S alem A s s oc iation ofRealtors as ked formy thou ghts abou t
the third brid ge. Is u s pec ted thatthe “rightans wer”was “greatid ea, let’ s d o itas s oon as pos s ible,
regard les s ofthe c os ts and benefits . ”Ireplied by s ayingthatIwas aware thata d raftEIS was being
prepared , and thatIc ou ld notans werthe q u es tion u ntilIreviewed the EIS .

Is u bs equ ently obtained a c opy ofthe EIS . Fora pric e ofeighthu nd red million d ollars , itwou ld be
pos s ible to red u c e traveltimes by an average ofabou tfou rand a halfminu tes –twenty years from now.

A hearing was then held before C ity C ou nc il. There was a parad e ofwitnes s es from the C hamberof
C ommerc e, the H omebu ild ers A s s oc iation, and variou s realtors who thou ghtthatthis plan to L os A ngelize
W es tS alem was a wond erfu lid ea. C ou nc ils u bs eq u ently ad opted the “P referred A lternative, ”whic h
wou ld c os tonly halfas mu c hand d o les s d amage to the environment. H owever, I’ ve s een no es timate of
the benefits thatmightoc c u rfrom s pend ingmore than fou rhu nd red million d ollars .

O ne ofthe pu rpos es ofO regon’ s land u s e planninglaws is to protec tfores tand farm land s from
u nnec es s ary u rban s prawl. Is u s pec tthatthos e who favorthe third brid ge are ac tu ally interes ted in more
u rban s prawl, and les s interes ted in effic ientu rban trans portation s ys tems . W hy d id the C hamberof
C ommerc e s o vigorou s ly oppos e the payrolltrans ittax thatwou ld have been u s ed to improve ou rc rippled
u rban trans its ys tem? To me, the notion thatO regon’ s land u s e planningregu lations s hou ld be u s ed to
enc ou rage more u rban s prawlis obs c ene. Thanks forlis tening.



A m b e r M a t h i e s e n - N o t h i r d B r i d g e m e e t i n g a t c i t y h a l l .

C i t y C o u n c i l o f S a l e m O r e g o n : A u g u s t 8 / 8 / 2 0 1 6

Ia m u n a b l e t o b e a t t h e C i t y H a l l i n S a l e m O r e g o n t h i s e v e n i n g i n p r o t e s t o f t h e b u i l d i n g o f a
t h i r d b r i d g e
h e r e i n S a l e m . Id o n o t w a n t t o l o s e t h e h o m e , w e l i v e i n o n H o p e A v e . N W . Id o n o t w a n t t h e v a l u e o f
m y
p r o p e r t y t o d e c r e a s e i n v a l u e . C a n ' t y o u k e e p a n o p e n m i n d a b o u t t h i s , t h e r e a r e e m p t y b u i l d i n g s a l l
o v e r
S a l e m a n d i t i s a d i s g r a c e t o s e e s o m a n y n e w b u i l d i n g s s e t t i n g e m p t y t h e r e a r e a g r o w i n g n u m b e r o f
h o m e l e s s p e o p l e a l l o v e r t h e c i t y , c o u l d n ' t y o u p u t y o u r i d e a s a n d m o n e y t o b e t t e r u s e t h e n b u i l d i n g a
b r i d g e t h a t m o s t o f t h e p e o p l e o f t h i s C i t y d o n ' t w a n t ? ? ? H a v e y o u f o r g o t t e n t h a t S a l e m i s t h e C a p i t o l o f
O r e g o n ?
W h a t h a s h a p p e n e d t o t h e p r i d e w h y w i t h s o m a n y h o m e l e s s p e o p l e w o u l d y o u n o t f i x t h a t s i t u a t i o n f i r s t
a n d f o r e m o s t .

W h o i s g o i n g t o p a y f o r t h i s b r i d g e t h e g o o d p e o p l e o f S a l e m ? ? W h a t a b o u t o u r h o m e s
b e c o m i n g
e m i n e n t d o m a i n p r o p e r t i e s o f t h e c i t y s o y o u c a n b u i l d t h i s b r i d g e ? W h a t a b o u t t h e 4 5 h o m e s a n d 2 5
b u s i n e s s e s ,
c a n S a l e m a f f o r d t o d o t h i s s t u p i d p r o j e c t , w h o d e c i d e s y o u o r t h e p e o p l e ? ? Ig u e s s Ik n o w t h e a n s w e r t o
t h a t b u t
Ip r o b a b l y w o n ' t h e a r b a c k a b o u t t h i s a n d Ip r o b a b l y w o u l d n ' t l i k e y o u r a n s w e r s a n y w a y s , b u t t a k e t h e
t i m e t o a n s w e r
i t w o u l d b e g o o d p r o t o c o l , a n d w o u l d e a s e m y m i n d . T o y o u r r e p l y .

D . S . W a t s o n , N W S a l e m C i t i z e n
d w 0 7 9 3 0 2 @ g m a i l . c o m

F r o m : D a w n W a t s o n < d w 0 7 9 3 0 2 @ g m a i l . c o m >
T o : < c i t y c o u n c i l @ c i t y o f s a l e m . n e t >
D a t e : 8 / 8 / 2 0 1 6 1 : 5 6 P M
S u b j e c t : N o t h i r d B r i d g e m e e t i n g a t c i t y h a l l .

P a g e 1 o f 1
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A m b e r M a t h i e s e n - N e w B r i d g e

Councilors,

Please vote to continue bringing the third vehicular bridge to fruition. We need it desperately to keep Salem vibrant and attractive as the community continues to grow.

Thank you for your service, it is greatly appreciated.

S i n c e r e l y ,

B a r b a r a H a c k e R e s c h
Senior Financial Advisor
PIM Portfolio Manager
Summit Wealth Management

Wells Fargo Advisors Financial Network, LLC | 1500 Liberty St. SE Suite 250 | Salem, OR 97302
Tel 503-798-4340 | Toll-free 855-707-4330 | Fax 503-798-4333

barb.hackeresch@summitwm.net | http://www.summitwm.net

T o u n s u b s c r i b e f r o m m a r k e t i n g e - m a i l s f r o m :
• A n i n d i v i d u a l a t W e l l s Fa r g o A d v i s o r s Fi n a n c i a l N e t w o r k : Re p l y t o o n e o f h i s / h e r e - m a i l s a n d t y p e “ U n s u b s c r i b e ” i n t h e s u b j e c t l i n e .
• W e l l s Fa r g o a n d i t s a f f i l i a t e s : U n s u b s c r i b e a t h t t p s : / / w w w . w e l l s f a r g o a d v i s o r s . c o m / w e l l s f a r g o - u n s u b s c r i b e

N e i t h e r o f t h e s e a c t i o n s w i l l a f f e c t d e l i v e r y o f i m p o r t a n t s e r v i c e m e s s a g e s r e g a r d i n g y o u r a c c o u n t s t h a t w e m a y n e e d t o s e n d y o u o r p r e f e r e n c e s y o u m a y h a v e p r e v i o u s l y s e t f o r o t h e r e - m a i l s e r v i c e s .

Fo r a d d i t i o n a l i n f o r m a t i o n r e g a r d i n g o u r e l e c t r o n i c c o m m u n i c a t i o n p o l i c i e s , v i s i t h t t p : / / w e l l s f a r g o a d v i s o r s . c o m / d i s c l o s u r e s / e m a i l - d i s c l o s u r e . h t m l .

In v e s t m e n t p r o d u c t s a n d s e r v i c e s a r e o f f e r e d t h r o u g h W e l l s Fa r g o A d v i s o r s Fi n a n c i a l N e t w o r k , L L C ( W FA FN ) , m e m b e r FIN RA / S IP C , a r e g i s t e r e d b r o k e r d e a l e r a n d n o n b a n k a f f i l i a t e o f W e l l s Fa r g o & C o m p a n y . 1 N o r t h Je f f e r s o n , S t . L o u i s , M O 6 3 1 0 3 . A n y o t h e r r e f e r e n c e d e n t i t y i s a s e p a r a t e e n t i t y f r o m W FA FN .

T h i s e m a i l m a y b e a n a d v e r t i s e m e n t o r s o l i c i t a t i o n f o r p r o d u c t s a n d s e r v i c e s .

F r o m : <barb.hackeresch@summitwm.net>
T o : <citycouncil@cityofsalem.net>
D a t e : 8/8/2016 3:36 PM
S u b j e c t : New Bridge

Click on my business card and its tabs to learn more.
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A m b e r M a t h i e s e n - B r i d g e - R e s o l u t i o n 2 0 1 6 - 3 5

S a l e m C i t y C o u n c i l :

T h e t i m e h a s a r r i v e d f o r t h e c i t i z e n s o f M a r i o n a n d P o l k C o u n t i e s t o g e t a r e g i o n a l p u s h f o r
a d d i t i o n a l v e h i c l e c a p a c i t y o v e r t h e W i l l a m e t t e Ri v e r . I n 1 9 9 6 I m o v e d m y f a m i l y b a c k t o S a l e m
a n d a c i t y c o u n s e l o r s a i d “Even if we had all the money we needed for another bridge, it would
be another ten years before the first bus, car, truck or bike will cross it” … t h a t w a s 2 0 y e a r s a g o
a n d p r o g r e s s h a s s t a l l e d .

O D O T ’ s a n n u a l b u d g e t i s o v e r $ 5 B i l l i o n . I f t h e r e g i o n s e l e c t e d o f f i c i a l s w o r k t o g e t h e r , t h e
S a l e m r e g i o n s h o u l d b e a b l e t o g e t a p i e c e o f t h e $ 5 B i l l i o n b u d g e t s o w e c a n b u i l d a b r i d g e t h a t
w i l l b e u s e d b y o u r c h i l d r e n a n d o u r g r a n d c h i l d r e n . I f t h e S a l e m r e g i o n c o n t i n u e s t o b e p a s s i v e ,
M u l t n o m a h a n d W a s h i n g t o n C o u n t y w i l l g l a d l y c o n t i n u e t o t a k e t h e m a j o r i t y o f O D O T f u n d s .

D i r k M o e l l e r
B u s i n e s s C o n n e c t i o n s - N e v e r U n d e r e s t i m a t e t h e P o w e r o f t h e P e r s o n a l T o u c h
I n t e r n a t i o n a l A w a r d W i n n e r f o r O u t s t a n d i n g S e r v i c e 1 9 9 8 , 1 9 9 9 , 2 0 0 0 , 2 0 0 1 , 2 0 0 2 , 2 0 0 3 , 2 0 0 4 ,
2 0 0 5 , 2 0 0 6 , 2 0 0 7 , 2 0 0 8 , 2 0 0 9 , 2 0 1 0 , 2 0 1 1 , 2 0 1 2 , 2 0 1 3 , 2 0 1 4 , 2 0 1 5 & 2 0 1 6
6 6 0 H i g h S t r e e t N . E .
S a l e m , O r e g o n
5 0 3 - 3 6 3 - 0 0 5 6
d i r k @ b c a n s w e r . c o m
w w w . b c a n s w e r . c o m

F r o m : " D i r k M o e l l e r " < d i r k @ b c a n s w e r . c o m >
T o : < c i t y c o u n c i l @ c i t y o f s a l e m . n e t >
D a t e : 8 / 8 / 2 0 1 6 1 : 5 3 P M
S u b j e c t : B r i d g e - Re s o l u t i o n 2 0 1 6 - 3 5

P a g e 1 o f 1
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O regon
Kate B rown,Governor

D epartmentof L and C onservation and D evelopment

C ommu nityS ervices D ivision
635 C apitolStreetN E,Su ite 150

Salem,O regon 97 301-2540
P hone:(503)37 3-0050

Fax:(503)37 8 -5518
www.oregon.gov/L C D

September27 ,2016

Ju lie W arncke
Transportation P lanningM anager
C ityof Salem P u blic W orks D epartment
555L ibertyStSE /Room 325
Salem,O R 97 301

RE :S alem RiverC rossing,C A 16-0 4(D L C D File N o.0 16-16)

SUBMITTED VIA EMAIL

D earJu lie,

Thankyou forthe opportu nityto commenton the jointu rban growthbou nd ary(UGB )
amend mentwithP olkC ou nty,Keizer,and M arion C ou ntyforapproximately 35acres to
accommod ate the transportation need id entified in the Salem RiverC rossingP referred
A lternative to constru ctanew brid ge across the W illamette River.

A s partof the 35-d aynotice,the city provid ed the D epartmentof L and C onservation and
D evelopmentwiththe some of the requ ired find ings.Those are ad d ressed below.M issingfrom
the initialproposalwere find ings forGoal10 (H ou sing)and d ivision 8 ,Goal12 (Transportation)
and d ivision 12,and Goal14 (Urbanization),d ivision 24 and d ivision 38 .W e received those
d raftfind ings on Thu rsd ay September22,2016;consequ ently,this d epartmenthas nothad
ad equ ate time to review and inclu d e comments in this initialparticipation letter.

Goal15,W illamette RiverGreenway
The information provid ed forthe W illamette RiverGreenway goallacks ad iscu ssion specifically
abou taccess to and alongthe river.A ccess alongthe riveris the primaryreason forthe stru ctu ral
setbackrequ irementin the goaland the ex ception materiald iscu sses impacts to recreation u ses,
bu td oes notspecifically talkabou taccess to and alongthe river.

W e u nd erstand thatthe cityhas plans and policies in place to preserve the option foraplanned
pathalongthe riveron the westsid e.P ilings willbe u sed to su pportthe brid ge and there willbe
plentyof room to walk/bike u nd erthe brid ge.O n the eastsid e,the cityhas stated priorities to
maintain abike and ped estrian rou te alongFrontStreet.FrontStreetis to be moved closerto the
riverto make room forthe brid ge’s d escentto grad e bythe time itgets to C ommercialStreet.
Given thatthe bankis steepin this location,otheroptions forphysicalaccess to and alongthis
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portion of the rivermay notbe feasible.D u ringthe d esign phase forthe FrontStreetalignment,
the citywillbe able to ad vocate forvisu alaccess to the riverwithin the city’s greenwaypermit-
review process.

The materials provid ed in su pportof an exception to Goal15is one stepin the overallGreenway
compatibilityreview thatwillneed to be completed bythe city.W hen O D O T makes application
forlocalpermits,D L C D recommend s thatthe city consid eroptions forprovid ingvisu alaccess
to the riveralongthe realigned portion of FrontStreet.

C onclu sion
P lease enterthese comments into the record forthe plan amend ment.B ecau se we d id notreceive
allof the find ings necessaryto review this UGB amend ment35d ays before the firstevid entiary
hearing,ad d itionalcomments followingafu llreview willbe su bmitted by the O ctober12
hearing.

W e recommend the cou ncilcontinu e the hearingon this matterso thatitcan review state
find ings thatwillhelpitd etermine if this proposalis in compliance withstate statu tes and the
statewid e planninggoals.

Sincerely,

A ngelaL azareanC arnahan

A ngelaL azarean C arnahan
M id -W illamette V alley RegionalRepresentative

cc: A mand aP u nton,D L C D N atu ralResou rces Specialist
B illH olmstrom,D L C D TGM C oord inator
Gord on H oward ,D L C D Urban P lanningSpecialist





Ñ ½¬±¾»®ïôîðïê

Ý·¬§ ±ºÍ¿ »́³ Ó ¿§±®¿²¼ Ý·¬§ Ý±«²½·́
Ó ¿®·±² Ý±«²¬§ Ý±³ ³ ··±²
Ð± µ́ Ý±«²¬§ Ý±³ ³ ··±²
Ý·¬§ ±ºÕ »·¦»®Ó ¿§±®¿²¼ Ý·¬§ Ý±«²½·́

ÎÛæ Í¿ »́³ Î·ª»®Ý®±·²¹ Ð®±°±¿ Ý́¿» Ú·́»æÝß ïêóðì

Ø ±²±®¿¾ »́ ¿»³ ¾ »́¼ ±ºB ½·¿ ́æ

×®»°®»»²¬¿ ¾¿·²ó©·¼» ±®¹¿²·¦¿¬·±² ½¿´́»¼ É ·́́¿³ »¬¬» Î·ª»®µ»»°»®òÑ «®±®¹¿²·¦¿¬·±² ©±®µ ¬±
°®±¬»½¬¿²¼ ®»¬±®» ¬̧ » É ·́́¿³ »¬¬» Î·ª»®K ©¿¬»®¯«¿ ·́¬§ ¿²¼ ¸¿¾·¬¿¬É » ¸¿ª» »ª»®¿´̧ «²¼®»¼
³ »³ ¾»® ¬̧ ®±«¹¸±«¬¬̧ » É ·́́¿³ »¬¬» Ê¿´́»§ô©·¬̧ ³ ¿²§ ·² Í¿ »́³ ôÕ »·¦»®¿²¼ ¬̧ » «®®±«²¼·²¹
¿®»¿òÉ » ¸¿ª» ±³ » ·¹²·B ½¿²¬·«» ©·¬̧ ¬̧ » °®±°±»¼ ¾®·¼¹» ¿²¼ ¿³ »²¼³ »²¬ ¬± ±́½¿´
¦±²·²¹ ¿®±«²¼ Ù ±¿ ḯëò
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From : Eric M ac Knight<eric mac knight@ mac . c om>
To: <c ityc ou nc il@ c ityofs alem . net>
D ate: 9/1 7 /2 0 16 12 : 2 1 P M
S u bjec t: new brid ge (and waterrates )

D earmembers ofthe S alem C ity C ou nc il,

Iwou ld like to ad d my voic e to thos e c allingforthe c ity to s tops pend ing money on planningfora new
brid ge overthe W illamette River.

Firs tpriority s hou ld be given to s eis mic u pgrad ingforthe exis tingbrid ges and forthe L ibrary /C ity H all
c omplex.

O nc e thos e c ritic als eis mic u pgrad es are c ompleted , the relatively mild traffic problems d u ringS alem ’ s
ru s hhou rs hou ld be ad d res s ed withimproved pu blic trans portation c ombined withpark’ n rid e lots and
protec ted bike lanes forc ommu ters .

Finally: Is inc erely hope thatthe lu d ric ou s propos alto rais e waterrates forallofS alem in ord erto give
C reeks id e GolfC ou rs e a rate red u c tion has been aband oned onc e and forall.

S inc erely you rs ,

---------------------------------
Eric T. M ac Knight
2240 W ild wood D rive S E
S alem O R 97 30 6
M obile: 626-20 3-7 8 8 7
http: //www. Eric M ac Knight. c om/





7 7 5FirGarden St.N W * S alem,O R 97 304 * emeasterly@ comcast.net

O regon L and Use GoalO ne Failu re

Re: C A 2016-04 D ate:O ctober12,2016

To: M ayorP eterson,C ou ncilM embers and M embers of the participatingSalem A rea
C omprehensive P lan d ecision makinggovernments:

Iu rge you to to go forward withthe staff recommend ation to expand the Salem Urban
GrowthB ou nd ary to the eastern ed ge of the 2002 C ou ncilad opted M arine D rive right-of-
way.

Ten years ago the Salem bu reau cracy au thorized aW estSalem su bd ivision thatrequ ired
d ed ication of land id entified as partof the M arine D rive right-of-way to the C ity of Salem.

The approved su bd ivision inclu d ed the C ity acqu iringthe M arine D rive right-of-way as
wellas aseries of bu reau cratic non-d ecisions resu lted in cond itions thatwere never
execu ted and proced u res thatcontrad icted the Salem Revised C od e. O ne of those non-
d ecisions resu lted in the illegalplattingof RiverV alley su bd ivisions lots ou tsid e the Salem
city limits.

B y expand ingthe Salem Urban GrowthB ou nd ary to the eastern bou nd ary of the M arine
D rive right-of-away alongthe RiverV alley su bd ivision C ou ncilwillbe correctingthe
flawed 2006 bu reau cratic failu re.

H owever,Ialso askyou to notsu pportinclu sion of parcels thatexpand the UGB beyond
land eastof the C ou ncilad opted M arine D rive right-of-away.The graphic Iam d istribu ting
shows aprogression of the earlierrecommend ed 4D and then the ad opted P referred
A lternative by Salem C ity C ou ncil.The third and fou rthgraphics presentportions of the
proposed land u se mod ifications to the Salem UGB ,C omprehensive P lan and
Transportation System P lan thatwere offered foryou rconsid eration overthe lastfew
d ays/weeks. C ontrary to Goalone requ irements1 there has been no opportu nity for
commu nity members to review and consid erthe mu ltiple reports and find ingoffered by the
C ity priorto the initiation of the formalC A 2014-04 qu asi-ju d icialprocess.A mend ingthe
Salem UGB and TSP ,are the actu al" land u se d ecisions" to whichGoalone policies apply

Imake this requ estbecau se no formalgoalone ou treachregard ingthe land u se proposals
before you was cond u cted afterthe preferred crossingalternative was ad opted by the C ity
C ou ncilin 2014.The vacu u m of information and opportu nity forcitizens to review the
proposed compplan mod ifications beingpresented to you were nevershares withthe
generalpu bic priorto the annou ncementof the formalhearingprocess.There has been no
opportu nity forthe pu blic to review the technicalrecommend ations recently posted on the
C A 2016-04 site in preparation forthis proposed compplan pu blic hearingpriorto the
initiation of formalhearingprocess.The pu blic release of the M arch2016 Engineering
Stu d y on O ctober5th highlights the C ity's failu re to engage citizens priorto the pu blic land
u se hearingprocess.M s.W arncke cou ld have shared the d etails of the proposed UGB
expansion withthe W SN A bu td id not.

This ru shto d ecision contrasts withthe ou treacheffortcond u cted by Salem priorto the
ad option of the preferred W illamette Rivercrossing.This Goal1 pu blic engagement
d eficiency need s to be ad d ressed before the C A 2016-04 compplan revisions are ad opted .

Sincerely,

/s/

E.M .Easterly
A ttachments: A .P referred W illamette RiverC rossingGraphic Timeline;

1 GO A L 1 : C ITIZEN IN VO L VEM EN T O A R 660 -0 15-0 0 0 0 (1) C . C ITIZEN IN FL UEN C E
6. Revis ion -
The generalpu blic , throu gh the loc alc itizen involvementprograms , s hou ld have the opportu nity to review

and make rec ommend ations on propos ed c hanges in c omprehens ive land -u s e plans prior to the public
hearing process to formally c ons id erthe propos ed c hanges .



A. Timeline
P artofFigu re 2 . 3 49. D etailofA lternative 4D S alem RiverC ros s ing

Part of The "Salem Alternative" Salem River Crossing
ENDORSED BY COUNCIL JUNE 24, 2013

P artofFigu re 1 . 2-5: P referred A lternative Salem River Crossing Project
Right-of-W ay TechnicalReportA ddendu m A u gu st2016

P artofFigu re 4. 2-1 : P referred A lternative Right-of-W ay Impac ts Salem River
Crossing Project Right-of-W ay TechnicalReportA ddendu m A u gu st2016
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October 7, 2016

City of Salem Mayor and City Council
Marion County Commission
Polk County Commission
City of Keizer Mayor and City Council

RE: Salem River Crossing Proposal Case File: CA 16-04

Honorable assembled officials:

I represent the Glenn and Gibson Creek Watershed Council and would like to make comments on the
proposal before you. The need for and location of additional river crossings of the Willamette River in
the Salem-Keizer area has been the subject of much debate and deliberation over decades. Others with
a better understanding of population projections and traffic projections will provide comment about the
information used and the meaning of that information. I will focus on the issues of interest to the
watershed council. The Glenn and Gibson Creeks watershed lies on the west side of the Willamette
River in Salem with headwaters in Polk County outside the City limits.

We have six primary concerns about the proposal before you: 1) impacts to the recreational use of the
Willamette River, 2) impacts to the floodplain and the failure to consider the recent changes to the
federal flood management program, 3) encroachment on tributaries to the Willamette River by Marine
Drive, 4) the general lack of attention to the Willamette Greenway in Salem, 5) impacts to agricultural
lands, and 6) expressions of community concerns. In addition to the concerns raised in this letter I have
attached separately a list of what I see as flaws in the materials presented by the staff that is relevant to
your decision (Attachment A).

Concern #1: Impacts to State Parks property and Willamette River Recreation
The Draft EIS and all public involvement have overlooked the fact that McLane Island Landing is an
Oregon State Parks Department property (see attached map). McLane Island Landing is part of the
Willamette Water Trail (see http://willamettewatertrail.org/map/mclane-island/ ), a federal designation
made by the Secretary of the Interior. The draft EIS has failed to recognize either the ownership of the
island by the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department or evaluate the impacts of the proposed bridge
on the use of the island as a part of the Willamette Water Trail. McLane Island Landing is the only low
impact camping spot in a significant reach of the river (more than 10 miles of river). For those of us that
canoe or kayak the river, the presence of a bridge over the island would significantly diminish the
experience and the construction of the bridge would provide both a temporary impact to river
recreation and a permanent loss of use which is not discussed in the draft EIS. This oversight is
compounded when looking at the environmental impacts of the proposed location.

The proposed bridge section, as shown in “Salem River Crossing Project Right-of-Way Technical Report
Addendum” of August 2016, shows bridge piers on State Parks property and in locations that could
affect recreational access and use of the island. The illustration below (taken from Salem River Crossing
Project Right-of-Way Technical Report Addendum) shows bridge piers on McLean Island Landing and
adjacent to the island in a manner that would create a hazardous condition for canoes and kayaks that
wish to approach the island from the east channel.
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The Salem River Crossing Project Hydraulics Technical Report Addendum neither recognizes the small
boat traffic nor the potential for impacts to small boat use of the channel between McLane Island
Landing and the east bank of the Willamette nor effects of the piers on the evolution of the island.

Your approval at this time will have long-term detrimental effects on the recreational use of the
Willamette River and especially McLane Island Landing, an Oregon Department of Parks and
Recreation property.

Concern #2: Consideration of Floodplain Impacts and Regulations
As many of you are aware, the federal Floodplain Management Program in the Pacific Northwest has
been determined to have adverse effects on federally listed fish species. The National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) listed both the Upper
Willamette River spring Chinook and the Upper Willamette River winter steelhead as threatened species
in 1999. These two anadromous species travel to the ocean during their lifecycle and return to the fresh
water of high Cascade tributaries to spawn. The reach of the Willamette River where the bridge is
proposed is within the area designated as “critical habitat” for these species. Shallow water habitats
along the river are used by juvenile salmon and steelhead as they return to the Ocean. Activities that
impact the shallow water habitat such as bridge piers, abutment fill, and other fill in the floodplain will
require formal consultation with NMFS during the permitting process.

In April of 2016, in a separate action, NMFS and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
settled a lawsuit brought in 2011 by the issuance of a biological opinion on the way in which federal
flood insurance and floodplain management actions can reduce the “take” of listed species in Oregon.
The actions require, among other things:

Revised mapping protocols to improve the identification of special hazard areas, including
channel migration zones and areas of future risk.

Bridge Piers on Oregon State Parks Department property

Bridge piers potentially creating hazardous hydraulics
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Revised floodplain management criteria to provide greater certainty that the impacts of
development in areas of high hazard will be avoided, minimized, and mitigated to protect
natural floodplain functions.

Compliance and enforcement strategies to ensure that effects of floodplain development
pursuant to the NFIP are avoided or reduced throughout the action area.

The requirements include the provision that: “FEMA and NMFS’ joint recommendation that new
structures placed in the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) should be elevated by methods other than
fill,…”

Since the project remains in the evaluation phase (the Final EIS is not complete), and the project has no
funding mechanism and therefore is unlikely to be constructed until after 2018, the requirements of the
NMFS biological opinion need to be taken into consideration. Specifically the evaluation should include
the avoidance and minimization requirements as listed in RPA Element 4: “Floodplain Management
Criteria for Special Hazard Areas that Avoid, Minimize, and Mitigate Program Level Impacts.” While the
draft EIS discusses avoidance and minimization it does not specifically consider avoidance and
minimization of flood plain function impacts or “protecting riparian habitat and functions within the
high hazard area” as described in the biological opinion. This is not an engineering evaluation it is a
biological evaluation. I would suggest this is a fatal flaw in the current consideration and could affect
the outcome of the Final EIS.

The recently released Salem River Crossing Project Hydraulics Technical Report Addendum adds no
clarity of how the project will comply with FEMA regulations, in fact the report points out that the
project will raise the 100 year flood by 0.27 feet. The late breaking report concludes; “The preferred
alternative would increase the base flood elevation 0.27 foot. Although small, even this elevation
change would require substantial additional work to be acceptable— either to revise the bridge design
during final design or to address permitting requirements associated with documenting and
communicating these impacts to affected stakeholders. Agency consultation would be needed to
assess permitting requirements for the preferred alternative and the need for associated studies. City
of Salem and Polk County regulations do not allow any rise in the base flood elevation. Therefore,
mitigation would be required as part of the preferred alternative as it results in a base flood elevation
net rise.”

The consultants and staff are asking you to approve a project that fails to meet standards you adopted
which are the current FEMA standards. It flies in the face of the known requirements that will be in
place at the time of design and construction of the infrastructure projects. They provide the vague
promise that “substantial additional work” and “associated studies” would be required which could
result in a modified design or mitigation measures (unspecified).

Your approval at this time does not comply with standards you have adopted and surely will not
comply with the new requirements that will be required for the bridge and associated roadways.

Concern #3: Encroachment on other waterways and wetlands
The draft EIS identifies alternative 4A (the closest to the proposed alternative) as affecting more than 2
acres of wetland and nearly 9 acres of riparian habitat. With the additional construction of Marine
Drive, additional encroachment on waterways tributary to the Willamette will be involved, all leading to
decreased juvenile salmon rearing habitat in the floodplain. These are the very impacts that the FEMA-
NMFS lawsuit was concerned about. These seemingly small and altered habitats have been shown to
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retain importance to juvenile salmon. For example, Randall Covin and other researchers from Oregon
State University (Colvin, Randall et al. 2009. Fish Use of Intermittent Watercourses Draining Agricultural
Lands in the Upper Willamette River Valley, Oregon. Transactions of the American Fisheries Society
138:1302–1313) have found that even ditches in ryegrass fields provide refuge habitat during high flows.
The ball fields, backwater into the unnamed slough (see below), Glenn Creek, and low areas of Wallace
Marine Park provide similar off-channel refuge during high flows.

The recent promises to not impact Pioneer Village structures by the construction of Marine Drive will
force the roadway into the riparian area of a small tributary to the Willamette River, likely an old
channel remnant (titled Unnamed Slough in the Draft EIS). This channel has year round flow, likely from
subsurface discharges and storm runoff. This is an impact that is part and parcel of the River Crossing
Project. The Final EIS must evaluate the impacts of these alterations to both the floodplain function and
direct losses of riparian and wetland habitats. The impacts will likely require consultation with NMFS
and could affect the Final EIS and subsequent permitting.

The Marine Drive-Riverbend Road connection will require crossing Glenn Creek. Glenn Creek in the area
proposed for crossing is in the flood plain of the Willamette River and is used by adult winter steelhead
during high flows. Passage of these fish will be necessary as a design factor for the crossing. In fact, the
section of Marine Drive at this location is all in the floodplain. The Draft EIS, the Exceptions Report, and
the Salem River Crossing Project Land Use Final Technical Report Addendum do not address the NMFS
requirements for impacts to the floodplain. There is no description of the nature of the crossing or the
impacts associated with this action. It is another area of minimizing the impacts of the project.

There was an extensive fish use survey conducted by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife in
1999 that showed native cutthroat trout in Glenn Creek, Gibson Creek, Archer Brook and other streams
draining to the Willamette from the west. I have attached the data which apparently was not available
to the consultants.

Your approval of the project will lead to further degradation of aquatic habitat used by federally
Endangered Species Act listed Salmon and Steelhead.

Concern #4: The Salem Willamette Greenway Program
Salem is the Capitol City of Oregon and the second largest city in the state, yet the City has paid nearly
no attention to the Willamette Greenway. The Greenway Program was adopted in 1979 and has not
been significantly updated or reviewed in the 37 years since it was adopted. The Greenway Plan at the
time was a minimalist approach and it remains so today. There has been no effort on the part of the
City to seek the public sentiment about the Willamette waterfront other than the development of
Riverfront Park and acquisition of the Boise Cascade property to add to Minto-Brown Island Park. While
these projects have been well received, there is neither a comprehensive vision nor a consideration of
the changed circumstances and understandings of the importance of the Willamette River and its
floodplain in Salem over the last nearly 40 years. The proposed action will create an impenetrable
concrete maze on the Willamette riverbank further isolating West Salem from the river and a concrete
eyesore to users of Riverfront Park.

The proposed Goal 15 Exception was developed from the Draft EIS findings that are general to the area
of the nine alternatives considered. The specific impacts of the current proposal have not been
evaluated in detail. The findings are deficient in failure to recognize that Oregon State Parks has an
ownership interest of McLane Island. It is identified on the City website maps as “Willamette Greenway
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McLane Island Landing” and is a part of the federally designated Willamette Water Trail. These facts are
missing from all the information in the Draft EIS and Goal 15 Exception Draft. There is no evaluation of
either temporary or permanent effects of bridge piers, bridge construction activity or other impacts to
recreation use of the Willamette Water Trail of long term effects of scour or other impacts from
changed hydraulics on McLane Island, an Oregon State Parks property.

The discussion of the visual effects of the Willamette Greenway (Salem River Crossing Project
Visual Resources Technical Report Addendum) is grossly skewed to views of the river from roads. I do
not believe that this was the intention of the framers of the Greenway program when they were clear
that the objective was “to protect and preserve the natural, scenic and recreational qualities of lands
along the Willamette River…” In fact the proposed transportation plan amendment includes a
significant commitment of the current Highway 22 berm along the Willamette River to connecting ramps
creating a web of concrete along more than two thirds of a mile of the West Salem waterfront. It is bad
enough to have an elevated state highway but to add a series of elevated ramps directly across from
Riverfront Park and above Wallace Marine Park boat ramp eliminating the riparian vegetation along the
Willamette River flies in the face of the finding that: “On balance, the preferred alternative will not have
a significant adverse impact on Greenway scenic values.”

The Goal 15 exception states categorically that: “In summary, because the footprint for the preferred
alternative minimizes direct impacts to active use areas of Wallace Marine Park (including canoe and
boat launch areas), there is no significant reduction in sites available for water-related or water-
dependent uses.” The conceptual bridge design shows the location of piers on a State parks ownership,
part of the Willamette Water Trail and used for both overnight camping and local pull-outs by canoeists
and kayakers. Without any evaluation of scour and hydraulics it is impossible to make such a statement.
Bridge piers can be a navigational hazard to recreational water craft and any location of piers on or near
McLean Island Landing will reduce the ability to use this State Park Island for overnight camping or even
day use. The relationship of the bridge piers and the island is critical information for a factual evaluation
of the potential impacts.

The discussion of the legislative intent of the Willamette Greenway Goal and ORS 390.314 seems to
indicate that bridges should be a part of the Greenway. This discussion (page 4-82) appears to be solely
from the perspective of a transportation engineer that ignores the many natural values of the river and
its floodplain. While there are many bridges over the Willamette the framers of the measure likely
wanted to see other uses of this valuable area considered. The discussion also raises the notion that fill
in the Greenway can “…remain compatible with the preservation of Greenway values to the greatest
degree possible.” This is an incredible conclusion; much like “We had to destroy the village to save it.”
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I would recommend a more direct approach of acknowledging that the bridge and especially the
associated transportation structures (Marine Drive, flyover connections to Highway 22, etc.) will have
significant adverse impacts to the Willamette Greenway in Salem. You can argue that there are
mitigation circumstances or overwhelming need but it is a disservice to minimize the impacts since they
will last for more than a generation and your grandchildren’s grandchildren will be living with the result.

The approach of the City is reflected in the cynical approach to the designation of land added to the
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) as Parks/Open Space. The designation shows the total disregard the City
has for Parkland and for Open Space. The intended use of adding land to the UGB is to construct streets
and other transportation facilities. A significant portion of the “Parks/Open Space” will be under
asphalt. Does the City council truly believe that is the legacy they wish to leave; the fiction of highways
as parks/open space?

The bottom line is that Salem has never seriously looked at the Willamette Greenway as an opportunity
to work with the community to develop a vision of the future of this critical interface between the urban
environment and the incredible resource of the Willamette River. The perfunctory development of a
Greenway program to meet Statewide Goal Requirements in 1979 with no further review, only minor
ordinance adjustments, and a history of non-enforcement has resulted in the ability to justify nearly
anything in this critical interface. The City and citizens of Salem deserve better.

Your approval of the Goal 15 Exception will result in a wall being built between West Salem and the
Willamette River. The conclusions of the exception understate the impacts and overstate the
benefits.

Concern #5: Impacts to Agricultural Lands
The Glenn-Gibson Creek watershed is unique in that agricultural lands occupy both the upper end of the
catchment and the lower end of the catchment with urban development between. While this is not a
“pristine” watershed the location of agricultural lands and their uses help to ameliorate the urban
impacts to the watershed. Significantly, agricultural uses in the lower watershed (floodplain of the
Willamette) help to dissipate some of the altered hydrologic effects of impervious surfaces in the mid
watershed and buffers the urban area from the Willamette floodplain. The loss of some 20 acres of
agricultural land and replacing it with impervious surface (street intersection) will further degrade the
watershed and add pollutants to the Willamette River.

The “Wall” to West Salem

Where did the Greenway go?
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Tax Lot 073W15 00100
Owner: State of Oregon
Department of Parks
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Approximate Bridge Location
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Policy Framework
State law
The overarching goal of the Willamette River Greenway is based in state statute at ORS 390.310-
390.368. The policy of the state Willamette River Greenway program is to: “protect and preserve the
natural, scenic and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River…for public education and
enjoyment.”

City of Salem Willamette River Greenway Plan
The City adopted Willamette River Greenway Plan has the purpose to achieve the “following objectives:

A. To protect and enhance the natural, scenic, recreational, historical and economic resources of
the Willamette River corridor.

B. To make the natural, scenic, recreational, historical and economic resources available for the
proper use and enjoyment of the Salem urban area resident.

C. To balance the needs and demands of commerce, industry and people for access to the unique
resources of the river.

D. To allow for use and development consistent with the Greenway concept and the Salem Area
Comprehensive Plan policies.

E. To allow and encourage a variety of recreational developments and types of public access to and
along the river while preserving, protecting and enhancing the scenic qualities of the river and
the riparian environment.”

The West Salem Neighborhood Plan
The neighborhood plan has the vision to “Rediscover the Willamette River”. The Willamette River
Greenway should be expanded and extended to provide more opportunities to access the river
throughout West Salem.” In addition, the Plan has the vision to “Preserve and expand natural resource
areas Natural resources and open spaces should be preserved and enhanced.”

The Neighborhood adopted the Following goal specific to the vision:
“GOAL 7
To conserve, restore, and reclaim open space and natural resources including the Willamette River
Greenway, stream corridors, wildlife habitat, tree groves, and significant mature trees.”

Policies to implement the Goal were adopted by the West Salem Neighborhood Plan were:
“Natural Resource Function
7.1 Maintain, and when possible, restore the natural resource functions and intrinsic values of all
designated stream corridors, significant wetlands, designated riparian areas, and significant trees in
West Salem.
7.2 Require preservation and maintenance of open space consistent with conditions of development
approval including: a) Preventing the removal of trees and non-invasive vegetation except as provided
by the City of Salem Tree Ordinance (SRC Chapter 68) and b) Removal of invasive vegetation and
replanting with native species where appropriate, unless such action compromises slope stability.
Willamette River
7.3 Regard the Willamette River as a significant natural resource and public amenity. New
development shall give priority to river and floodplain functions, provide public access to the banks of
the river, and encourage restoration and other compatible uses of the banks (emphasis added).

Additional policies in the West Salem neighborhood Plan address streams.
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“Stream buffers
Encourage the City to implement the use of buffers along stream corridors that follow the identified
FEMA flood plain boundaries where practicable to allow for maximum flood plain functionality. Buffers
may include building setbacks, restricted or limited use areas, or other methods that protect the flood
plain function of the stream corridor.”

All of these policies address resources affected by the proposed project. The Goal 15 exception
proposes to address the changes to the City of Salem Greenway plan but does not address the West
Salem neighborhood Plan. Adoption of the exemption would create a conflict between the City
comprehensive plan and the West Salem Neighborhood Plan.

Standards for an Exception
One of the purposes of an exception is to: “Assure that citizens and governmental units have an
opportunity to participate in resolving plan conflicts while the exception is being developed and
reviewed”(OAR 660-004-0000(3)(a)) .

Posting more than 50 highly technical documents and detailed findings that run more than 275 pages
just a week before the hearing is more of a way to assure the public in unable to have the opportunity to
participate in any meaningful way. There has been no way to resolve plan conflicts while the exception
was being developed. The process has been developed with extremely limited opportunity to explore
the consequences of a significant decision that will affect the public for generations.

The City has failed to meet the obligation of State Administrative Rule to ASSURE citizens and
governmental units have an opportunity to participate.

An additional standard for exceptions is: “Assure that findings of fact and a statement of reasons
supported by substantial evidence justify an exception to a statewide goal” (OAR 660-004-0000(3)(b)).

The findings to support the exception to: “protect and enhance the scenic resources of the Willamette
River corridor” is: “In summary, based on the evidence in the DEIS and the Visual Resources Technical
Report Addendum (2016), the Preferred Alternative will have some impact, but not a significant adverse
effect, on Greenway scenic values. In addition, the new bridge, and associated bicycle and pedestrian
facilities on and off the bridge, would provide additional opportunities for views of the Willamette River,
McLane Island, and Wallace Marine Park and riparian areas that aren’t available today.

Also, many people find bridges to be attractive and they become part of the character of the city. While
some people may find a new bridge over the river to detract from the scenic qualities of the river, others
may conclude that it enhances those scenic qualities. In the subsequent Greenway Development Permit
phase, the public and decision-makers will have an opportunity to review the bridge design details and
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and amenities, to ensure that the new bridge results in an overall net
positive impact on the visual and scenic quality of the Willamette River Greenway.

Potential measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for adverse impacts to scenic values identified in the
EIS include, but are not limited to:

use of sensitively designed architectural elements and details to be integrated with, complement,
or otherwise enhance existing and new features.
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n up views under bridge structures.”

While there is a visual assessment it is conducted from the inverse perspective of the Willamette
Greenway. All the viewpoints are established from the upland looking at the river. None are from the
river looking at the City. This inversion of perspective allows the impacts to be minimized. In addition
the argument that “many people find bridges to be attractive” is neither substantiated in the record nor
relevant to the impacts to the Willamette River Greenway. Views of concrete abutments and bridge
support systems are not one of the protected resources in the Willamette Greenway program. The
oversight is compounded when the impact to the views from Riverfront Park, while subjectively rated as
“an impact of moderate significance”. The removal of all riparian vegetation, placing fill to widen
Highway 22, and placement of a wall of bridge supports and decks for more than 2/3 of a mile along the
west riverbank directly across from the highest use public facility in Salem seems to have more than
“moderate significance”. There is a permanent loss of Willamette River Greenway resources that is
minimized in the City findings and putting lipstick (architectural elements) on the wall will not
ameliorate the visual impact of the structures.

The findings do not address the West Salem Neighborhood Plan vision that: “The Willamette River
Greenway should be expanded and extended to provide more opportunities to access the river
throughout West Salem.” The barrier being proposed is inconsistent with the West Salem neighborhood
Plan.

The findings of visual impacts to the Willamette River Greenway are not supported by substantial
evidence and the findings language is written as justification not supported by substantial evidence in
the record. The City has used subjective evaluation rather than survey or other forms of evaluation
that would provide evidence. The City has substituted their perceptions of preference (many people
find bridges to be attractive) to those based on evidence.

The findings concerning natural resources is summarized as: “Based on evidence in the DEIS and FEIS
technical report addendums in the record and summarized above, the Preferred Alternative will not have
a significant adverse effect on Greenway natural values at the new bridge crossing location or where the
footprint of OR 22 is expanded onto the riverbank, but not over or into the Willamette River.”

The Salem Willamette River Greenway Plan identifies “… the floodplain of West Salem, and the east
bank of the Willamette River are considered valuable natural resources”. These two areas are called out
along with Minto Island as “Significant Natural and Scenic Areas” in the plan. It is these two areas that
are the focus of impacts from the proposed action. Other sites not so designated have been rejected.

Again the findings minimize the impacts. The loss of nearly 2/3 mile of riparian vegetation along the
west bank of the Willamette to build Highway 22 ramps and lanes is more than insignificant. The
discussion in the findings of the historic impacts to the Willamette River should lead to the conclusion
that projects such as this are what led to the simplification over time. The incremental loss has
accumulated to the point where additional losses to the floodplain habitat and riparian vegetation have
become acute. The additional loss of floodplain is an impingement on critical habitat of listed Chinook
salmon and steelhead. There is a growing understanding of the importance of off channel habitats for
Chinook salmon. The use of the backwater areas of lower Glenn Creek, unnamed slough and the
floodplain during high water periods is quite likely. The evidence used to formulate the conclusion of no
significant impact is incomplete and recent information about the significance of these areas to juvenile
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fish is not used. The evidence fails to articulate why the sites identified as significant in the City Plan
became the preferred alternative.

The findings of natural resource impacts fail to include recent information on the importance of
floodplain habitats to listed species. The findings minimize the significance of impacts and have
incomplete evidence for the findings presented.

The findings concerning the recreational resources of the Willamette River Greenway are concluded as:
“Based on the above information, it is determined that the placement of fill within the Greenway to
construct the Preferred Alternative will have some adverse effect on Greenway recreational values, the
overall effect is small and does not rise to the level of being a “significant” adverse effect.”

The City of Salem Willamette Greenway Goal is: “To protect, conserve, enhance and maintain the
natural, scenic, historical, agricultural, economic, and recreational qualities of lands along the
Willamette River” (emphasis added). The exception concludes that there will be no significant adverse
effect.

This staff report refers to the draft 4(f) report completed in 2012 for the alternatives considered at that
time. That report and the staff findings are deficient in that they fail to recognize Oregon Parks and
Recreation Department ownership of McLean Island Landing. Additionally, the Willamette Water Trail is
not mentioned in the 4(f) report and only in passing in the findings. This is a significant oversight and a
factual concern with the completeness of the evaluation. All the consideration of recreation use is from
the upland use of City Parks. The Willamette River Greenway includes McLean Island Landing (see ORS
390.318 (1) “The Willamette River Greenway shall also include all islands and all state parks and
recreation areas situated along the Willamette River”). The Greenway Goal specifically requires public
access to the river “c. Access -- Adequate public access to the river shall be provided for, with emphasis
on urban and urbanizable areas”. The City has failed to evaluate the effects of recreational small craft
use of McLane Island Landing and the effects of the bridge piers on that use. There is a good argument
that such impingement constitutes a significant 4(f) consideration. Failure to recognize the river use and
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department ownership raises questions about the conclusion above.

The findings of impacts to recreation use of the Willamette Greenway are based on incomplete facts
and given the full range of facts the conclusions are not supported by the evidence available.

Construction in the floodplain and floodway is regulated by City code (chapter 601) and has the standard
for new bridges as; “601.105. Bridges within the Regulatory Floodplain. Bridges within the regulatory
floodplain shall comply with the following requirements:
(a) Construction of new vehicular bridges shall have the lowest structural member of the bridge at least
one foot above the base flood elevation.
(b) Repair or replacement of existing vehicular bridges shall not increase the water surface elevation of
the base flood discharge.
(c) Construction or repair of pedestrian bridges shall not increase the water surface elevation of the base
flood discharge. (Ord No. 31-13).”

While the language is unclear, it is easily interpreted to mean that new bridges should not increase the
water surface elevation of the base flood. Base flood being defined as; “Base flood: The flood having a
one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. Base flood also referred to as the
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"100-year flood."” The findings of for the project demonstrate that there is a 0.27 foot increase in the
base flood from the proposed project. This appears to not comply with existing floodplain ordinances of
the City.

The National Marine Fisheries Service has determined that impacts from the implementation of current
floodplain regulations will result in “take” of listed salmon and steelhead in the Willamette River. They
have issued a biological opinion to the Federal Emergency Management Agency that includes required
actions over the next few years. The requirements will result in revised floodplain mapping and
floodplain management requirements. The proposed findings of fact ignore the conclusion of the NMFS
that floodplain development constitutes “take” and that the proposed project does not meet current
standards, let alone standards that would apply at a later date more in time with bridge design and
construction.

This creates two problems; first the current proposal is not consistent with current City requirements,
second, if redesigned to meet future requirements, the project could be significantly different and the
analysis and action being taken now would be irrelevant.

The proposal does not meet current City Ordinance requirements and the findings of significance by
NMFS are not considered in the Natural Resource impacts.

The finding related to water dependent uses concludes: “In summary, because the footprint for the
Preferred Alternative minimizes direct impacts to active use areas of Wallace Marine Park (including
canoe and boat launch areas), there is no significant reduction in sites available for water-related or
water-dependent uses and the legal standard in OAR 660-004-0022(6)(b) has been met.”

The findings focus on the boat launch facility at Wallace Marine Park and the limitations to public access
to the Willamette River because of steep banks. The entire discussion ignores the water dependent
access to McLane Island Landing and the impacts to water dependent uses of the Landing from bridge
piers on the island and adjacent to the island.

The findings fail to include relevant facts that do not support the conclusion. There are additional
factors related to small boat use of the Willamette River that are not considered when developing the
conclusion. The conclusion is not supported by substantial evidence when all evidence is considered.

The discussion of the public benefit is entirely constructed to retell the benefits of a bridge, not just this
bridge. There is no description of the tradeoff in public values and concerns between livability provided
by the Willamette River Greenway as based in Federal, State, City, and Neighborhood policy and vehicle
transportation improvements. It is clear that such a tradeoff analysis is difficult; however that is what
an exceptions process is designed to bring out. The difficulty you have is making judgements about
what future we wish to leave our grandchildren and their children. Because it is difficult it should not be
dodged by arguing only one side of the issue. The citizens of Salem deserve a more thoughtful
consideration of the tradeoffs being proposed.

The admonition in administrative rule is clear: “The conclusion shall be based on findings of fact
supported by substantial evidence in the record of the local proceeding and by a statement of reasons
that explains why the proposed use not allowed by the applicable goal, or a use authorized by a
statewide planning goal that cannot comply with the approval standards for that type of use, should be
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provided for. The exceptions process is not to be used to indicate that a jurisdiction disagrees with a
goal.”

The findings fail to justify the conclusion with arguments that describe the tradeoffs and the long term
consequences of such tradeoffs.

The designation of plan and zone designation as described in the findings is a sad irony. The proposal
that: “The proposed Greenway goal exception only authorizes the components of the Preferred
Alternative (bridge piers and cut and fill for related transportation improvements) within the Greenway
Overlay. No other uses are justified in the Greenway goal exception. Existing plan and zone designations
will be maintained for the portion of the Preferred Alternative A that is within the existing UGB and
Salem city limits. Salem will apply the Parks/Open Space/Outdoor Recreation designation of the Salem
Area Comprehensive Plan to the approximately 35 acres added to the UGB.”

The designation of lands intended for concrete and asphalt transportation facilities as “Parks/Open
Space/Outdoor Recreation” may be expedient for the staff but shows a total disregard for the
importance of parks and open space in Salem and looks like a cynical ploy to fool the uninformed. To
suggest the City is adding 35 acres of parkland to the Urban Growth Boundary while planning to pave
most of it is both disingenuous and cynical. There may be reasons for such an approach but the findings
do not disclose them nor hide the cynical ploy.

There are no findings that support and no basis in evidence for the zone designations proposed.
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Salem City Council
Keizer City Council
Polk County Commission
Marion County Commission

Amend the Salem-Keizer UGB to add approx. 35 acres (Parks & Open Space designation) to accommodate the

transportation need identified in the Salem River Crossing Preferred Alternative to construct a new bridge across the

Willamette River. Amend the Salem and Polk County Transportation System Plans to incorporate Preferred

Alternative. Amend Salem Greenway Plan to take an exception to Goal 15.

The West Salem Neighborhood Association will have our annual meeting October 17, 2016. The WSNA Land Use

Committee is in the process of goal setting for the coming year. Review of these proposed actions has become part of

this process. As a member of the WSNA Land Use committee and WSNA Parks Chair, I would like to offer the following

comments:

Top Down Process: This process has been rushed and driven from the top down. WSNA is a town hall organization. We

pride ourselves on community and grass roots participation in all decisions and we regret and protest the lack of public

involvement in this process. Since 2014, the only opportunity for input has been to testify in public hearings where no

questions are permitted. Rather than simply react to staff reports, we need time to process these new elements of the

transportation plan, the proposed amendment to the UGB and the proposal to take a goal 15 Exception, in the context

of the West Salem Neighborhood Plan, the Edgewater Plan and the Wallace Road Local Access and Circulation study.

These are not small decisions. Until this process has slowed to allow for greater public involvement and we have more

information about the consequences both short term and long term, we cannot make informed decisions regarding the

staff recommendations.

Salem Parks and Recreational Advisory Board has not been informed or advised of the impacts to city or regional parks

and the Willamette River Greenway.

Cost/Benefit Analysis needed: Staff and decision makers have not seriously looked at the long term economic impacts

of this action. In the end, will the costs of this project outweigh the benefits? This information needs to be determined

prior to even beginning to go down this road.

For example, what is the fiscal impact of

The loss of 55-65 businesses, their economic benefit to the community and the property tax revenue they

provide?

The loss of 55-65 homes and the property tax revenue they provide?
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The Preferred Alternative is inconsistent with some goals and policies of the West Salem Neighborhood Plan, The

Edgewater Study, and the Wallace Road Local Access and Circulation Study

GOAL 1

To achieve a pattern of land use and development that:

a) maximizes the use of land within the current UGB; b) provides a mixture of housing types for all income levels; c)

promotes the long-term economic health and self-sufficiency of West Salem; d) is supportive of neighborhood businesses;

e) accommodates a wide range of ages and lifestyles; f) is pedestrian and transit friendly; and g) is sensitive to existing

urban form in historically sensitive areas.

(note: the above order is based on the order of the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan Salem Urban Area Goals and Policies,

not priority of importance.)Neighborhood Plan, the Edgewater Plan, and the Wallace Road Local Access and circulation

Study 1

Maximize Use of Land

Policy 1.1 Encourage higher densities, infill, and mixed-use opportunities, where appropriate, to minimize the need for

UGB expansion. 1

The preferred alternative and STSP amendments continue the pattern of green field development located

away from existing services that has led to over- reliance on the automobile and resulting congestion.

Historic Areas

Policy 1.18 Iden

be protected for future generations. If proposed uses conflict with the preservation of the original character of these

structures, these structures shall be protected by acquisition or through the limiting of the intensity of development to

promote conservation. 1

Preferred Alternative Marine Drive / Hwy 22 ramp is proposed to pass directly overhead the historic Union Street

Trestle and Pedestrian / bicycle path.

This view would be replaced by the Marine

Drive ramp to Highway 22. The trees would

be gone.
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Preferred alternative creates a physical and visual barrier between the community of West Salem and the Willamette

River

Willamette River

Policy 7.3 Regard the Willamette River as a significant natural resource and public amenity. New development shall give

priority to river and floodplain functions, provide public access to the banks of the river, and encourage restoration and

other compatible uses of the banks.1

The extensive ramp system, the existing Highway 22 berm and the proposed Marine Drive exit off of the new

bridge all will act as barriers between West Salem and the Willamette River. One of the goals of both the

West Salem Neighborhood Plan and the Edgewater Study was to provide better views and better pedestrian

access to the Willamette River. Instead, the Preferred Alternative removes any possibility of improved access.

Extensive Ramp system isolates West Salem from the Willamette River
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Park Impacts:

McLane Island Landing State Park

Two sets of bridge piers will be placed within McLane Island Landing State Park, directly impacting the park and

recreational users of this park.

The new bridge also crosses northern Wallace Marine Park, directly impacting this park.

Marine Drive, now proposed as a minor arterial south of Hope Avenue, will create a physical barrier and safety hazard

on the west side of Wallace Marine Park. The Marine Drive ramps that provide the connection to Highway 22 eliminate

the possibility of Edgewater River Walk envisioned in the Edgewater Plan.

Marine Drive / Highway 22 ramps fly over the pedestrian path to the historic Union Street Railroad Bridge creating

noise and visual pollution as well as negative health impacts from the automobile exhaust that will be directly overhead

park users.

Edgewater Trail would be lost under the Highway 22 ramps.

Loss of Trees

Urban Forest

Policy 7.4 Preserve an 1

Placement of these roadways and ramps will necessitate removal of the gallery forest along the ROW - the trees that

enhance the livability and the water and air quality of West Salem.
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Preferred Alternative leaves the community of West Salem to bear the impacts of regional traffic while doing nothing

to relieve local traffic congestion

The new bridge dumps traffic directly back onto Wallace Road at Hope Avenue. The Marine Drive ramps that connect to

Highway 22 remain at the same location as the existing bridges. The result is a physical wall around the east and south

sides of West Salem complete with the noise, pollution and congestion of both the regional and the local traffic. The

preferred alternative does nothing to improve the congestion for West Salem drivers and it forces regional traffic back

onto the same congested loop used by the westbound local traffic from downtown Salem.

The Union Street Railroad Bridge provides an existing emergency alternative to the Marion and Center Street bridges

Please vote against this proposal. This proposal has not had adequate public outreach and involvement. The

amendments to the STSP have not been heard and considered by the WSNA. The impacts to West Salem businesses,

homeowners, and community livability are too great and the returns are too small to justify the huge initial expense of

this project. No one knows where the money is to come from either for the building costs or for the maintenance.

Please vote NO.











O ctober8 ,2016

P olkC ou ntyP lanningC ommission
P olkC ou ntyB oard of C ommissioners
Salem C ityC ou ncil
M arion C ou nty B oard of C ommissioners
KeizerC ityC ou ncil
KeizerP lanningC ommission

RE:Salem RiverC rossingP roposalC ase File:C A 16-04

Iam speakingon behalf of Friend s of P olkC ou nty,acitizen organization workingwithou r

C ommu nityD evelopmentD epartmentto protectand enhance ou rqu alityof life bybu ild ing

livable u rban and ru ralcommu nities,protectingfamilyfarms and forests and conserving

importantnatu ralareas.

W e are su bmittingthis testimonyto reflectthe factthatmanyresid ents of P olkC ou ntyare N O T

in favorof the cu rrentproposalto bu ild a3rd brid ge in Salem.The complicated and qu estionable

GB is notju stified forthe followingreason:

governments shalld emonstrate thatneed s cannotreasonablybe accommod ated on land
alread yinsid e the UGB .W e su bmitthatu pgrad ingthe existingbrid ges to state of the art
earthqu ake stand ard s and ad d inglanes to accommod ate ad d itionaltraffic wou ld be a
wiserand farless expensive solu tion to severalproblems:

o 1)L ess ecologicalimpactto waterfrontand riverchannel,
o 2)Shorterd istance across river,
o 3)L ess d isru ptive and d estru ctive of existingneighborhood s,resid ences and

bu sinesses,
o 4)Ex istingbrid ges are insid e the UGB so no complex process to ex pand UGB ,
o 5)L ess financialbu rd en on citizens

W e are qu ite certain thatwhen the costof the brid ge becomes clearto P olkC ou ntyresid ents

alongwiththe possible means to payforitresistance may wellbe overwhelming.P opu lation

projections su pportinganew brid ge mu stbe accu rate and cu rrent.If they are anythingless the



whole projectwillbe qu estionable. 3rd brid ge,there is no need to expand the

UGB to accommod ate transportation need s.

There are atleasttwo smarterand cheaperways to ease congestion on the cu rrentbrid ge:(1)

Encou rage more u se of flex hou rs forpeople withjobs in Salem.and (2)Improve pu blic

transportation between ru ralP olkC ou ntyand Salem and between W estSalem and Salem.The

L eagu e of W omen V oters pu blished amajorreview of P u blic Transitin P olkand M arion

C ou nties in 2012.Severalrelevantfind ings are reported .Su bstantialrid ershipflu ctu ations on

C herriots are associated withvariations in levelof service.L evels of service are d epend enton

revenu e available.Retu rn of Satu rd ayservice is ahighpriority.D epend encyon transitwill

-b Finally,costs of provid ingad d itionaltransit

service and /orinfrastru ctu re are less than majorroad constru ction projects like ad d itionalbrid ges

orfreeway wid ening.

The character,charm and integrityof P olkC ou nty lie in its ru ralqu alities,its natu ralresou rce

based economy and its severalsmalltowns.Send ingmore longd istance traffic ou tH ighway22

willenhance none of these positive qu alities bu twillcontribu te to L ancaster-like sprawl

spread ingeverwestward .If there is moneyto be had itwou ld be wiserto investin revitalizing

the d owntowns of D allas,Ind epend ence and M onmou thso folks willbe less tempted to d rive

across the brid ge to Salem therefore relievingcongestion and the need foranew brid ge and the

need foran expansion of the UGB .

Thankyou ,

Tremaine A rkley
P resid ent,Friend s of P olkC ou nty
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