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1 Overview of Plan Amendments Package 

1.1 Introduction 
This report (Findings Report) provides findings of fact and reasons to support the 
consolidated Comprehensive Plan amendments required for the Salem River Crossing 
Project (SRC Project).  

The SRC Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was prepared to comply 
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), a federal law that governs all 
projects receiving federal funding or receiving approvals from federal agencies. Three 
agencies are leading the NEPA process for this project – the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), and the City 
of Salem.  

The DEIS evaluated a No Overview of Plan Amendments PackageBuild Alternative and 
eight Build Alternatives (2A, 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E).1 The project Oversight Team2 
initially recommended Alternative 4D as the Preferred Alternative to the partner 
jurisdictions. Alternative 4D provided the largest increase in vehicle carrying capacity, but it 
also created larger environmental and community impacts and had a higher cost relative to 
other alternatives.3  

After the initial Oversight Team recommendation, the Salem City Council conducted a 
public hearing and convened a series of work sessions between November 2012 and May 
2013 to discuss the preliminary recommendation of 4D, its potential impacts, and various 
options and alternatives.  

Ultimately, the City Council rejected Alternative 4D and instead proposed a hybrid 
alternative (Salem Alternative). The Council concluded that the social, environmental and 
fiscal costs of Alternative 4D outweighed the benefits that the recommended improvements 
would provide. The revised alternative was intended to focus transportation improvements 
on what is most important to the City of Salem, and to minimize the negative impacts 
associated with the project.4  

As articulated by the City Council, the most important goal of the SRC Project is 
improvement of multi-modal access and connectivity between the east and west parts of the 
city. Specifically, the Salem Alternative:  

                                                      
1 Chapter 2 of this report includes additional information on the DEIS, including descriptions and maps of the alternatives.  
2 The Oversight Team is comprised of elected or appointed officials representing the cities of Salem and Keizer, Marion and 
Polk counties, Salem-Keizer Transit, and the Oregon Department of Transportation. 
3 DEIS, Executive Summary, Table ES-2, pages 27-34. 
4 Salem City Council packet for June 24, 2013, Salem River Crossing Preferred Alternative – Input from City Council to 
Regional Partners, Agenda Item 4(d). http://www.cityofsalem.net/CouncilMeetingAgenda/Documents/273/4d.pdf 

 

http://www.cityofsalem.net/CouncilMeetingAgenda/Documents/273/4d.pdf
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• Improves Salem area street connectivity by providing residents with direct access 
between northeast and west Salem.  

• Provides regional mobility through its inclusion of ramps connecting Marine Drive 
and OR 22, and direct surface street connections from the east bridgehead to the 
Salem Parkway.  

• Improves cross-river bicycle and pedestrian access and connectivity by providing for 
complete multi-modal facilities that will allow citizens in neighboring areas access to 
regional parks and commercial areas on both side of the Willamette River. The Salem 
Alternative also prioritizes maintaining multi-modal connectivity for Front Street 
traffic.  

The Salem Alternative also seeks to minimize potential negative impacts by limiting the size 
of the bridge (4 lanes instead of 6 lanes), and reducing the amount of elevated structure on 
both sides of the river. On February 6, 2014, the project Oversight Team endorsed the 
alternative recommended by the City of Salem as the Preferred Alternative to advance to the 
SRC Project Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Figure 1 shows the footprint for 
the Preferred Alternative.  

The SRC Preferred Alternative (Preferred Alternative) represents a hybrid and refinement of 
build alternatives evaluated in the DEIS.  

• The Preferred Alternative includes a bridge crossing in the Hope Avenue to Pine 
Street/Hickory Street crossing location. The Preferred Alternative is most similar to 
Alternative 4A in terms of the location of the bridge crossing and the bridgehead and 
distribution network on the east and west sides of the Willamette River. 

• The Preferred Alternative includes construction of Marine Drive (at grade) from 
River Bend Road on the north to Glen Creek Road in the south, with a connection to 
OR 22 south of Glen Creek Road via elevated fly-over ramps. Some of the 
alternatives in the DEIS facilitated, but did not include this connection (4A and 4B). 
Other alternatives (4C, 4D and 4E) included the OR 22 connector on a 
viaduct/structure, with Marine Drive underneath. The Preferred Alternative 
eliminated this lengthy viaduct/structure. 

• The preferred alternative assumes that the potential relocation of the Rosemont 
Interchange to Eola will be deferred pending development of a Facility Plan for OR 
22 prepared by ODOT. 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) will focus on the transportation 
performance, impacts and mitigation measures for the Preferred Alternative. It will not 
revisit the DEIS evaluation of other alternatives, with one key exception. FHWA is requiring 
updated transportation modeling and analysis for the Preferred Alternative and all 
alternatives evaluated in the DEIS. The updated transportation modeling and analysis 
extends the forecast horizon year from 2031 (used in the DEIS) to 2040 (used for the FEIS).  

The plan amendments (UGB amendment, TSP amendments and Greenway goal exception) 
have a broader focus than the FEIS, and place consideration of the Preferred Alternative in 
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the context of all alternatives evaluated in the DEIS. The project team is proceeding with 
work on the consolidated plan amendments and the FEIS on a parallel track. The findings of 
fact and conclusions in this Findings Report draw from the DEIS and other evidence. 
However, because the Preferred Alternative represents a hybrid and refinement of 
alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, the technical reports developed for the Preferred 
Alternative/FEIS will be entered into the public hearing record to support the consolidated 
plan amendments. 
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Figure 1  
Preferred Alternative Footprint  
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1.2 Timing of Plan Amendments 
Under Oregon’s land use planning program, state and federal agency plans and actions 
related to land use must be coordinated and consistent with the acknowledged 
comprehensive plans of cities and counties. ODOT has adopted administrative rules (OAR 
731, Division 15) to implement the provisions of its State Agency Coordination Program. 
These rules assure that ODOT land use programs are carried out in compliance with the 
statewide planning goals and in a manner compatible with acknowledged comprehensive 
plans.5 

OAR 731-015-0075 outlines ODOT’s coordination procedures for adopting plans for projects 
carried out under NEPA.  

(2) Goal compliance and plan compatibility shall be analyzed in conjunction with 
the development of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement or Environmental 
Assessment. The environmental analysis shall identify and address relevant land use 
requirements in sufficient detail to support subsequent land use decisions necessary 
to authorize the project.  

(3) Except as otherwise set forth in section (4) of this rule, the Department shall rely 
on affected cities and counties to make all plan amendments and zone changes 
necessary to achieve compliance with the statewide planning goals and compatibility 
with local comprehensive plans after completion of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement or Environmental Assessment and before completion of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement or Revised Environmental Assessment. These 
shall include the adoption of general and specific plan provisions necessary to 
address applicable statewide planning goals.  

As described in Section 1.1 above, the DEIS evaluated a No Build Alternative and eight 
Build Alternatives (see overview in Section 2.4 of this Findings Report, page 63). The DEIS, 
and the supporting Land Use Technical Report, analyzed plan compatibility and addressed 
relevant land use requirements for all of the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS.6 As 
summarized in the Land Use Technical Report,7 the Build Alternatives evaluated in the 
DEIS would require the following plan amendments:  

• Seven of the eight Build Alternatives (2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D and 4E) would require 
either a UGB amendment or exceptions to Statewide Planning Goals 3 (Agricultural 
Lands), 11 (Public Facilities and Services) and 14 (Urbanization) to authorize the 
portions of the project that extend outside the UGB on rural/resource lands.  

• All Build Alternatives (including Alternative 2A) would require a Greenway Goal 
Exception to authorize the transportation improvements (improvements to the 
existing bridge or new bridge) within Salem’s Willamette River Greenway Overlay. 

                                                      
5 Required by ORS 197.180 and OAR 660, Divisions 30 and 31.  
6 DEIS Section 3.2, Land Use. http://www.salemrivercrossing.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/02/Salem_DEIS_3.02_LandUse.pdf 
7 Land Use Technical Report for Salem River Crossing Project DEIS (Angelo Planning Group, 2012).  

http://www.salemrivercrossing.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Salem_DEIS_3.02_LandUse.pdf
http://www.salemrivercrossing.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Salem_DEIS_3.02_LandUse.pdf
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• All Build Alternatives (including Alternative 2A) would require amendments to 
Salem’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) to authorize the components of the 
Preferred Alternative that are not currently reflected in the acknowledged Salem 
TSP. With the exception of 2A, other Build Alternatives would also require 
amendments to the Polk County Transportation System Plan (TSP) to reflect the 
Preferred Alternative.  

An exception8 means a comprehensive plan provision, including an amendment to an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan, that:  

(a) Is applicable to specific properties or situations and does not establish a planning 
or zoning policy of general applicability;  

(b) Does not comply with some or all goal requirements applicable to the subject 
properties or situations; and  

(c) Complies with standards for an exception. 

Alternative 2A (expand the existing bridges) is the only Build alternative located entirely 
within the current UGB. All other Build alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, 
would require approval of a UGB amendment or exceptions to Goals 3, 11 and 14. As 
summarized in Section 1.3 below, the City of Salem is initiating a plan amendment to 
expand the Salem-Keizer UGB to accommodate the portions of the Preferred Alternative 
that are outside of the UGB. Therefore, exceptions to Goals 3, 11 and 14 are not required. 

An exception to the Statewide Planning Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway) is required 
for all of the Build alternatives, including Alternative 2A and the Preferred Alternative.  

No zone changes are required for the SRC project prior to issuance of the FEIS and Record 
of Decision (ROD) by FHWA. As allowed by the Goal 14 administrative rule9 and the Polk 
County Comprehensive Plan, the current Polk County Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoning 
can be maintained for the land added to the UGB until annexation. Per Section 4 of the Polk 
County Comprehensive Plan: 

The Urban Reserve designation applies to lands lying within urban growth 
boundaries but outside of city limits. The Urban Reserve designation may be 
implemented through a number of zones, but primarily through the Suburban 
Residential (SR) zone or the Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) Zone. 

1.3 Summary of Plan Amendments 
The plan amendments required to accommodate the Preferred Alternative are briefly 
described below and decision authorities are shown in Table 1. The Preferred Alternative is 
largely located within the City of Salem’s jurisdiction. Therefore, Salem is initiating the UGB 
Amendment, Greenway Goal Exception and amendments to the Salem TSP. All of the plan 
amendments within Salem’s jurisdiction will be processed as Major Comprehensive Plan 

                                                      
8 Goal 2, Part II and OAR 660-004-0005(1).  
9 OAR 660-024-0050(6) and (7). 
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Amendments in accordance with the procedures and criteria in Salem Revised Code 64.020. 
Additional procedures will apply to the UGB amendment because it requires concurrence 
and approval by the City of Salem, the City of Keizer, Polk County and Marion County. 
Polk County will initiate amendments to the Polk County TSP in accordance with the 
procedures and criteria for legislative plan amendments in Chapter 115 of the Polk County 
Zoning Ordinance. Local adoption of all plan amendments, including findings to address 
applicable statewide planning goals, will occur prior to publication of the FEIS and ROD for 
the SRC Project as required by OAR 731-015-0075(3). 

Table 1  
Land Use Decision Authorities for SRC Project Plan Amendments 

Plan 
Amendment 

Salem City 
Council 

Keizer City 
Council 

Polk County 
Commission 

Marion County 
Commission 

UGB 
Amendment 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Greenway Goal 
Exception 

Yes No No No 

Amendments to 
Salem TSP 

Yes No No No 

Amendments to 
Polk County 
TSP 

No No Yes No  

 

1.3.1 UGB Amendment  
The cities of Salem and Keizer share a regional Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) that 
encompasses a total of about 43,464 acres. The UGB includes land on both sides of the 
Willamette River. The UGB was acknowledged by LCDC in 1982, and it has been amended 
twice in the past 34 years.10  

The City of Salem is initiating the plan amendment to expand the UGB by about 35 acres to 
accommodate the portions of the Preferred Alternative that are outside of the current UGB. 
The proposed UGB expansion includes two components:  

• Approximately 19 acres associated with the Marine Drive Extension (which is 
included in Salem’s acknowledged TSP); and  

                                                      
10 In 1998, the UGB was amended to remove about 5 acres at the request of the property owner. In 2014, the UGB was 
amended to add 58 acres of parkland (Keizer Rapids Park) at the request of the City of Keizer.  
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• Approximately 16 acres associated with the segment of the new bridge extending 
from the west side of the Willamette River to Marine Drive and Wallace Road.  

Figure 2 shows the location of the current UGB for regional context and Figure 3 provides a 
zoom in view of the proposed UGB expansion. As shown in both figures, there is a notch in 
the UGB at this location, with a distance of approximately 2,200 lineal feet to bridge the 
notch. The portion of the new bridge across the Willamette River is within the current UGB 
and Salem city limits.  

As shown on Figure 1, the majority of the “footprint” for the Preferred Alternative is already 
inside the UGB, largely within existing right-of-way, and most of the traffic the project 
would accommodate would originate in or be destined to urban areas. The project is clearly 
regional in scale and scope. Multiple jurisdictions and agencies were involved in the 
extensive NEPA process that led to selection of the Preferred Alternative.11 The proposal to 
amend the UGB puts the land use decision in a regional context as well, and requires that 
elected officials in Salem, Keizer, Polk County and Marion County all concur in the decision 
based on the standards for amendment of a UGB in Statewide Planning Goal 14 
(Urbanization) and the Goal 14 administrative rule (OAR 660, Division 24).  

The UGB amendment will authorize transportation improvements to connect and support 
development of lands that are already within the current UGB. The amendment is based 
only on the need for transportation improvements and no land is being added to the UGB 
for housing, employment or other forms of urban development.  

There are three unique characteristics associated with the proposed UGB amendment, the 
transportation improvements, and the rural land affected (see Figure 1).  

• The segment of the new bridge west of the river to Marine Drive will be elevated on 
structure and no direct access will be provided to rural land. While the land under 
the proposed bridge is and will remain zoned for Exclusive Farm Use (EFU), much 
of that land is approved and used for a large aggregate mining operation.  

• From Riverbend Road on the north to about Cameo Street on the south, the Marine 
Drive alignment will largely define the easterly edge of the UGB in the west Salem 
area. Access from Marine Drive to lands outside of the UGB will be limited to uses 
authorized in the EFU zone. 

• Rural lands under the new bridge crossing and east of the Marine Drive extension 
are largely within the floodplain and development is restricted. In addition, the City 
of Salem will include a new policy in the Salem TSP to limit access from Marine 
Drive to agricultural lands outside the UGB (as amended) to uses authorized in the 
EFU zone. 12 

  

                                                      
11 The Oversight Team that selected the Preferred Alternative included elected officials from the City of Salem, City of Keizer, 
Polk County, and Marion County; the Board Chair of Salem-Keizer Transit District; and ODOT’s Region 2 Manager.  
12 Proposed text amendment to Salem TSP, included in Post-Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) Notice to DLCD.  
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Figure 2  
Current Urban Growth Boundary 
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Figure 3  
Proposed Urban Growth Boundary Amendment 
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Chapter 3 of this report includes the findings in support of the UGB amendment.  

1.3.2 Greenway Goal Exception  
As shown on Figure 4, the footprint of the Preferred Alternative within the Willamette 
Greenway Boundary is entirely within the existing UGB and Salem city limits. About 25 
acres of the footprint of the Preferred Alternative are within Salem’s Willamette Greenway 
Overlay Zone Boundary (Greenway Overlay).13  

The Preferred Alternative would impact land and water areas protected by Statewide 
Planning Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway). Within urban areas, Goal 15 and OAR 660-
004-0022(6) prohibit the siting of uses or structures that are not considered water-dependent 
or water-related within the Greenway setback line14 without a “goal exception”. Except as 
necessary for water-dependent or water-related uses or facilities, roads and highways are 
not generally considered water-dependent or water-related uses. Therefore, an exception to 
the Willamette River Greenway Goal is required to allow construction of a new bridge and 
related transportation improvements within the Greenway Overlay. 

Under state law, a goal exception is considered a plan amendment and this step must be 
completed prior to issuance of the FEIS and ROD for the SRC Project.  

Chapter 5 of this report includes the findings in support of the Greenway goal exception.  

  

                                                      
13 As defined by SRC 600.005(v) and 600.0010(a), the Willamette Greenway Boundary and the Willamette Greenway Overlay 
Zone Boundary are defined as that edge of the area adjacent to the Willamette River mapped as the Willamette Greenway by 
the Oregon Department of Transportation.  
14 Goal 15, Implementation Measure F.3.a – “Such boundaries in urban areas shall not be less than 150 feet from the ordinary 
low water line of the Willamette River.”  
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Figure 4  
Preferred Alternative Footprint with Greenway Overlay 
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1.3.3 Salem Transportation System Plan (TSP) Amendments 
Figure 5 shows the proposed Salem TSP amendments for the Preferred Alternative (Street 
System). The figure illustrates that the footprint of the Preferred Alternative is largely 
within the current UGB and Salem city limits. The Salem TSP includes numerous maps, 
policies and text provisions that are relevant to the Preferred Alternative and many 
components of the Preferred Alternative are consistent with the acknowledged Salem TSP 
(e.g., Marine Drive Extension). 

Concurrent with the proposed UGB amendment, the City of Salem is initiating related 
amendments to the Salem TSP to authorize and establish the general location, functional 
classification(s) and cross-sections for the Preferred Alternative – with a focus on 
components that are not already included in or acknowledged as part of the existing Salem 
TSP. The City of Salem will provide an underline/strikeout version of the amendments to 
highlight all TSP text, policy and map provisions that will be revised, added or deleted as 
part of the Post-Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) notice to DLCD. Brief 
highlights of the proposed Salem TSP amendments are provided below.  

• Updates to Map 3-1 (Street Plan) to reflect purple dashed line (Major Arterial) for 
new bridge; Front Street realignment; minor changes to functional classifications for 
Pine, Hickory and Commercial in the eastside bridgehead area; and blue dashed line 
(Minor Arterial) for Marine Drive south of Hope to OR 22. 

• Insert a new map in the Street System Element: Salem River Crossing Preferred 
Alternative. 

• Update Maps 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7 (Street Improvement Projects) to incorporate the 
Preferred Alternative. 

• Update Maps 7-1, 7-2, 7-5, 7-6, 7-7, and 7-10 (Bicycle Network) to show bicycle 
facilities on new bridge and on ramps connecting Marine Drive NW to Edgewater 
Street NW as high priority associated with the Preferred Alternative.  

• Update Maps 8-1, 8-3, 8-4, 8-7, 8-8, 8-9, and 8-12 (Pedestrian Network) to show 
pedestrian facilities on new bridge and on ramps connecting Marine Drive NW to 
Edgewater Street NW as high priority associated with the Preferred Alternative. 

• Update street improvement project maps for West Salem and Northeast Salem to 
highlight intersection improvements associated with the Preferred Alternative.  

• Update several text provisions in the TSP to reflect the EIS process and the Preferred 
Alternative. 

• In addition to the maps listed above, the following maps will be amended to reflect 
the new UGB boundary: Map 1-1; 1-2; 3-2; 3-3; 3-4; D-1, and D-2. 

Chapter 4 of this report includes the findings in support of the Salem TSP amendments.  

1.3.4 Polk County Transportation System Plan (TSP) Amendments 
If the four jurisdictions (Salem, Keizer, Polk County and Marion County) concur in the 
decision to amend the UGB, the City of Salem will be the lead jurisdiction on future 
planning and implementation actions related to the Preferred Alternative. However, 
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because Polk County zoning will be retained for the 35 acres added to the UGB, at least on 
an interim basis, Polk County is initiating targeted updates to the Polk County TSP to reflect 
the Preferred Alternative. This will assure coordinated functional classifications for the 
components of the Preferred Alternative that cross jurisdictional boundaries.  
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Figure 5  
Salem River Crossing Preferred Alternative TSP Amendments 
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Polk County will provide an underline/strikeout version of the amendments to highlight all 
TSP text, policy and map provisions that will be revised, added or deleted as part of the Post 
Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) notice to DLCD. Brief highlights of the 
proposed Polk County TSP amendments are provided below. Existing Policy 3.6 states that: 
“Polk County supports planning for and construction of, a third bridge over the Willamette River.” 
This policy will be supplemented to state that Polk County supports the Preferred 
Alternative and will adopt plan amendments to authorize the project.  

• Update text on pages 4-12 to 4-13 of the TSP that references Marine Drive. Note that 
Polk County is coordinating with the City of Salem to expand the UGB by about 35 
acres to include the components of the Preferred Alternative that are currently 
outside of the UGB, including segments of Marine Drive.  

• Include new figure depicting the Preferred Alternative design just before page 10-1 
of the TSP. Note the future bridge from the Polk County line to Marine Drive and 
Wallace Road as a Future Arterial (dashed line). Identify Marine Drive as a Collector 
with a ramp connection to OR 22.  

• Update action item 2 of Table 18  
Greenway Impacts that currently states Polk County will: “Participate in the ODOT 
planning process for the 3rd bridge across the Willamette.” This action item will be 
supplemented to reference Polk County plan amendments to support the Preferred 
Alternative and continued coordination with local, regional, state and federal 
partners on project delivery during the 2015-2035 planning horizon.  

Chapter 4 of this report includes the findings in support of the Polk County TSP 
amendments.  

1.4 Report Organization  
This Findings Report is organized into the following chapters: 

Chapter 1 – Overview of Plan Amendments Package 

Chapter 2 – Project Background 

Chapter 3 – Findings in Support of UGB Amendment 

Chapter 4 – Findings in Support of TSP Amendments (Salem and Polk County) 

Chapter 5 – Findings in Support of Greenway Goal Exception 

Chapter 6 – Findings addressing Statewide Planning Goals 

Chapter 7 – Findings addressing other Relevant Local Policies and Regulations 

There is significant overlap between approval criteria for the different plan amendments. 
For example, each plan amendment requires findings of compliance with the Statewide 
Planning Goals. To minimize redundancy, the majority of the background information 
relating to the history of the project, the purpose and need, and the affected environment is 
presented in Chapter 2 of this report. Background information in Chapter 2 is cross-
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referenced and incorporated to support specific findings for the plan amendments in 
Chapters 3 through 5.  

Findings to address the Statewide Planning Goals are presented in Chapter 6. The statewide 
goal findings generally address the consolidated plan amendments as a package for the 
Preferred Alternative as a whole. The findings in Chapter 6 are incorporated by cross-
references to support the findings for the plan amendments in Chapters 3 through 5.  

Findings to address relevant goals and policies in acknowledged comprehensive plans are 
presented in different chapters:  

Chapter 3 – addresses relevant Salem Area Comprehensive Plan and Polk County 
Comprehensive Plan provisions applicable to the UGB Amendment.  

Chapter 4 – addresses relevant Salem TSP, Polk County TSP, Regional TSP and State 
Transportation Plan provisions applicable to the Salem and Polk County TSP 
Amendments.  

Chapter 5 – addresses relevant Salem Area Comprehensive Plan provisions applicable to 
the Greenway Goal Exception. 

Chapter 7 – addresses relevant local plan and code procedures applicable to the 
consolidated plan amendments package as a whole. 

Throughout this Findings Report, indented italic font is used for goal, policy and statutory 
language.   
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2 Project Background 

Information in this background chapter is cross-referenced in the findings and supports the 
conclusions for the consolidated plan amendments for the SRC Preferred Alternative.  

2.1 Project Context, History & Purpose 
2.1.1 Setting and Context 
The Salem River Crossing Project area is located in the mid-Willamette Valley in 
northwestern Oregon (see Figure 6). Salem is the capital of Oregon and lies about 45 miles 
south of Portland, the largest metropolitan area in Oregon. The Willamette River is the 
dominant geographic feature in the region. The river bisects the city of Salem and defines 
the boundary between Marion County on the east side of the river and Polk County on the 
west side. Within the city limits, the portion of Salem situated on the west side of the 
Willamette River in Polk County is referred to as west Salem. The greater urban area 
includes the cities of Salem and Keizer (adjacent to Salem to the north) and portions of 
unincorporated Marion and Polk Counties.  

The Salem-Keizer UGB abuts the Willamette River for a distance of about 8.7 river miles. 
The existing Marion and Center Street Bridges were built at a relatively narrow point of the 
river and linked the early settlement areas on both sides of the river. This crossing location 
made perfect sense for cost and other reasons – and the efficiency and capacity of the 
existing crossing location has been maximized with substantial public investment and 
improvements over more than 100 years. North and south of the existing bridges, the 
floodway of the Willamette River is much wider. In addition, large and regionally 
significant parks and natural areas (Wallace Marine Park and Minto Brown Island Park) are 
located on the river immediately north and south of the existing bridges. 

2.1.2 Regional Traffic Patterns 
The pronounced pattern of traffic movement through the project area is eastbound from 
west Salem, Dallas, Independence, Monmouth, and Rickreall in the morning, and 
westbound in the evening. Because these communities are also within commuting range of 
Portland, some of the traffic pattern moves from east to northbound and south to 
westbound. OR 22 carries pivotal truck freight traffic movements between I-5 (located east 
of the project area) and the Oregon Coast (located west of the project area), as well as to 
businesses in the Salem metropolitan area. This route also provides key access for mid-
Willamette Valley and north-Willamette Valley recreationists bound for the Oregon Coast, 
two of the state’s major gaming casinos, and a growing number of wineries - all of which are 
top recreation destinations in the state.  

American Community Survey (ACS) Census data for 2013 provides an overview of journey-
to-work data of workers coming from residences west of the Willamette River, primarily in 



PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 19 
 

west Salem and Polk County communities, and likely to use the Center and Marion Street 
bridges for their journeys to and from work.15 Key findings are highlighted below.  

• Traffic counts on the Marion and Center Street bridges are significantly higher 
during the AM peak and PM peak periods and show the effect of commuting trips.  

• The highest number of commuters that cross the bridge to work in Salem-Keizer 
(east of the river) or other parts of Marion County or the Portland area come from 
west Salem (about 8,000 workers).  

• A large number of commuters also crossing the bridge come from Dallas, 
Independence, Monmouth and rural Polk County (about 5,000 workers). Some of 
these likely use the 2-lane bridge between Independence and south Salem. An 
estimate (based on a 3-day hourly count) is 200-400 commuters use this bridge.  

• About 500 workers from McMinnville (located in neighboring Yamhill County) 
commute to Salem-Keizer (east of the river).  

• There are commuters from other areas (Corvallis, Newberg) that were not analyzed.  

  

                                                      
15 Memo from ECONorthwest to Kim Sapunar and Mike Jaffe, MWVCOG, Information from Census CTTP data on Journey-to-
Work, October 13, 2014.  
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Figure 6  
Project Vicinity  
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2.1.3 Importance of the Existing Bridges 
2.1.3.1 Regional Significance 
The Willamette River is a major east-west travel barrier in the central Willamette Valley and 
in the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area. The Center Street and Marion Street Bridges together 
form a two-way connection across the Willamette River, linking west Salem to the rest of 
Salem, Polk to Marion Counties, and I-5 to the Coast. These bridges are part of State 
Highway 22 (OR 22) and are owned, managed, and maintained by the Oregon Department 
of Transportation (ODOT). The bridges are part of the National Highway System, on a state 
designated freight route, State-designated Expressway, and have a statewide level of 
importance.  

The two existing four-lane bridges—the Center Street Bridge (one-way eastbound) and the 
Marion Street Bridge (one-way westbound)—have been in service together, in their current 
configuration, since 1982. They function as a couplet (that is, paired one-way streets) across 
the Willamette River in Salem. 

The existing two bridges are the only Willamette River crossings within the Salem-Keizer 
metropolitan area. The next closest crossings are at Independence (a two lane bridge 
approximately 11.5 miles southwest along the river) and a ferry crossing at Wheatland 
Crossing (approximately 11 miles north along the river). The next bridge to the north is at 
Newberg, another two-lane bridge approximately 23 miles north along the river. None of 
these crossings provides a reasonable alternative route for daily travel. They entail 
substantially long detours and, in the case of the ferries, sporadic crossing times. The result 
is that traffic from a large area has only one point to cross the Willamette River.  

2.1.3.2 Emergency Response 
The Center Street and Marion Street Bridges are critical east–west transportation links for 
local travel, regional travel, and emergency vehicle response. Polk County has designated 
these bridges as Priority 1 Lifeline Routes, which means they are considered essential for 
emergency vehicle response during the first 72 hours after an event. The only hospital in the 
Salem-Keizer metropolitan area, the City of Salem Police Department, and 9 of the 
11 existing City of Salem fire stations are located east of the river (two fire stations are in 
west Salem, and only one is in full time operation).  

“Redundancy” refers to a duplication of river crossings to provide for the continued 
function of the overall transportation system in case either or both of the existing bridges are 
rendered unusable. Past events have closed one or both bridges, which substantially 
disrupted traffic for emergency vehicles, passenger vehicles, public transportation, and 
freight. 

Following two incidents in 2005 that closed the Marion Street Bridge, the city and ODOT 
jointly developed plans for converting each of the bridges to two-way operation in the event 
of a bridge closure.16 The plans, completed in 2007, are very complex and would take 
approximately three hours and dozens of staff to implement. The equipment needs for 
converting each bridge based on this 2007 plan are listed in Table 2  
                                                      
16 Memo and attached bridge closure plans from Julie Warncke and Kevin Hottman, Salem Public Works, July 13, 2015.  
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Estimated Equipment Need (based on 2007 Bridge Closure Plans). Depending on the time of day, 
it may be very difficult to get the crews and equipment to the affected areas.  

Table 2  
Estimated Equipment Need (based on 2007 Bridge Closure Plans) 
Resource Marion Street Conversion Center Street Conversion 
Cones 364 465 
Signs 44 53 
Barriers 14 18 
Flaggers (long-term) 3 3 
Reader Boards Along main access routes; number and placement to be determined 
 

The difficulty in converting these bridges to two-way operation stems from their design as 
one-way bridges with several directional ramps feeding and off-loading traffic from the 
bridge spans. The one-way street pattern on the east side of the bridge adds to the 
complexity of a conversion to two-way operation.  

Implementation of these plans would allow for continued two-way flow across the 
Willamette River, but with significant limitations. The capacity to move vehicles would be 
severely impacted, resulting in gridlock that could extend well beyond the area of the 
bridges. Safety would be compromised due to the complex nature of the conversion and 
resulting congestion. If a long-term closure is anticipated, additional modifications to the 
plans would be needed.  

The Union Street Pedestrian Bridge was not open to use when these conversion plans were 
developed in 2007. Since that time, the former railroad bridge was opened for use by 
bicycles and pedestrians. The bridge deck is 14 feet wide connecting to a 12-foot-wide path. 
The bridge decking is designed to accommodate most emergency vehicles, with the 
exception of certain specialty fire trucks such as ladder or tanker trucks. This bridge 
provides an opportunity to enhance river crossing capacity and emergency vehicle response 
in the event of a prolonged closure of one of the existing bridges. However, given the width 
of the bridge and limited roadway connections, it is likely that this facility would only be 
used for limited emergency vehicles and pedestrian and bicycle travel.  

2.1.4 Growth and Congestion 
2.1.4.1 Population Growth Trends 
The population of the Salem metropolitan area has grown significantly in the past two 
decades. The Salem metropolitan area grew at an annual average growth rate of 1.2% from 
2000 to 2013, higher than the annual average growth rates for the Eugene-Springfield (0.8%), 
Corvallis (0.9%) and Medford (1.1%) metropolitan areas during the same time period. 
According to the most recent PSU certified population data, the Salem metropolitan 
statistical area (MSA) had a population of 403,885 in 2014. Additionally, as the state capital 
and largest urban area in the mid-Willamette Valley, Salem attracts many workers 
(commuters) who live outside the Salem metropolitan area.  

Within the larger Salem MSA, the population of the Salem-Keizer UGB is forecast to grow 
from 230,118 (2010) to 316,479 (2035), with Salem’s portion of the UGB forecast to grow to 
from 193,640 in 2010 to 273,902 by 2035 (see Table 3).  
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Table 3  
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. 

As shown in Figure 7, much of the remaining buildable residential land in the Salem-Keizer 
UGB is located in west Salem. It is forecast that west Salem will accommodate 22 percent of 
the population growth in Salem’s portion of the UGB from 2010 to 2035 (over 17,600 new 
residents). By comparison, west Salem accommodated about 13 percent of Salem’s UGB 
population in 2010.17  

  

                                                      
17 SKATS, 2015-2035 Regional TSP, Appendix A Population Forecasts. The RTSP population forecasts for 2035 have been 
incorporated into the Salem TSP and are acknowledged.  
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Figure 7  
Development and Redevelopment Potential within the UGB 
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2.1.4.2 Traffic Growth and Congestion 
The significant growth of the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area since the existing bridges were 
last expanded in the early 1980’s18 has led to an increase in traffic that the Center Street and 
Marion Street Bridges can no longer efficiently accommodate. 

The Center Street Bridge carries traffic eastbound across the Willamette River. This bridge 
has a four-lane cross-section with two lanes originating from OR 22, and two lanes from the 
Wallace Road & Edgewater Street intersection. Four lanes arrive at the Center Street & 
Commercial Street intersection on the east side of the river, with ramps to southbound Front 
Street and northbound Front Street.  

The Marion Street Bridge carries westbound traffic across the Willamette River. It has a 
four-lane cross-section with three lanes originating at the Commercial Street & Marion 
Street intersection and one lane from northbound Front Street. The bridge arrives on the 
west side of the Willamette River with two lanes to OR 22 and two lanes to the Wallace 
Road & Edgewater Street intersection. Under existing conditions, traffic on the Marion 
Street Bridge experiences a large amount of weaving from vehicles traveling from 
Commercial Street to OR 22 (crossing two lanes). Additional weaving occurs because of 
vehicles traveling from northbound Front Street to Wallace Road (crossing two lanes as 
well).  

Total Marion + Center Street Bridge Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes were 
flat in the early 1980’s (less than 50,000 AADT), but then increased from 61,280 AADT in 
1990 to a peak of 88,808 AADT in 2006 (+45%). Volumes decreased during the recession and 
declined by about 5.6% from the 2006 peak to 83,816 AADT in 2011. AADT on the two 
bridges is beginning to climb again, with AADT back up to 84,600 in 2014.  

The bridges and associated ramps are commonly congested during morning and evening 
peak travel periods. Traffic congestion extends from the bridges onto connecting highway 
and local street systems on both sides of the Willamette River.  

Generally, intersections with existing volume/capacity (v/c) ratios greater than the mobility 
targets are located in areas of Salem with active business/ commercial districts that also 
serve as regional travel facilities. These areas include Commercial Street and Liberty Street 
in the Central Business District area; Wallace Road in the West Salem area near the 
intersection with Glen Creek Road; and Salem Parkway near Broadway Street.  

Roadways surrounding the Center Street and Marion Street Bridges experience congestion 
during the AM and PM peak hours. This congestion is associated with people getting on 
and off the bridges. Stop-and-go conditions on the Marion Street Bridge cause Marion Street 
to back up several blocks into the downtown grid. 

Wallace Road carries the greatest volume of trips in the west Salem area. This facility 
receives heavy directional loading during the AM and PM peak hours. In the mornings, the 
majority of trips travel southbound towards OR 22 and the Center Street Bridge. In the 
evenings, this movement is reversed, as the majority of trips travel northbound. 

                                                      
18 Marion Street Bridge widened to four lanes in 1981-82; Center Street Bridge reconstructed to four lanes in 1982-83. Neither 
bridge was constructed to withstand a major Cascadian subduction zone earthquake.  
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The study intersections in the North Salem area dictate operations along OR 99E-B (which is 
Salem Parkway and the Commercial Street/Liberty Street couplet). Based on the 
intersection operational results conducted for the DEIS, OR 99E-B appears to operate well 
during the AM and PM peak-hour analyses in the North Salem area. 

2.1.5 Existing Land Use Overview and Urban Renewal Plans 
The FEIS Land Use Technical Report Addendum (Angelo Planning Group, 2016) describes 
existing land uses and multiple special area plans that have been adopted to guide land use 
and investments in the project area. Highlights of some of the key plans are summarized 
below. For additional details, see the FEIS Land Use Technical Report. Right-of-Way 
Impacts by Comprehensive Plan Designation are shown on Figure 8.  

2.1.5.1 Eastside Bridgehead and Central Business District  
The Eastside bridgehead and Central Business District encompasses the most intensive 
concentration of land uses and jobs within the city, and is served by a well-connected grid of 
streets. This solid base of economic activity, institutions, parks and public spaces, 
infrastructure, and managed parking is the result of continual public and private investment 
in Salem’s downtown core area. A seven-block area of the Central Business District is within 
the Salem Downtown Historic District, which was officially listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places in 2001. 

Two urban renewal areas (Riverfront Downtown and South Waterfront) are located in the 
Eastside Bridgehead area and have supported substantial improvements to infrastructure 
(including bicycle, pedestrian and open space connections) and facilitated new private 
investment such as housing, mixed use development and storefront improvements. The 
City of Salem, the City’s Urban Renewal Agency and many businesses and community 
groups have worked together over the years to ensure that downtown Salem stays vibrant 
and active and continues to be a desirable place for investment. 

The primary objectives of the Riverfront-Downtown Urban Renewal Plan19 are to:  

• Encourage a variety of river-oriented uses 
• Sustain and improve the economic vitality of the Central Business District 
• Relieve traffic congestion and railroad conflicts 
• Encourage the use of mass transit 

Numerous projects have been completed in the Riverfront-Downtown URA, including but 
not limited to: 1) Front Street Improvements, 2) Salem Convention Center, 3) Riverfront 
Park, 4) North Downtown Broadway Street Redevelopment, and 5) Union Street Railroad 
Bridge Conversion Project. Other recent projects include a focus on the area north of 
downtown, including the Central Salem Mobility Study, and the North Downtown Housing  

  

                                                      
19 Riverfront-Downtown Urban Renewal Plan, last updated by the Urban Renewal Agency Board in April, 2014.  
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Figure 8  
Right-of-Way Impacts by Comprehensive Plan Designation  
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Investment Strategy. These two projects are intended to investigate ways to improve the 
vitality of the downtown and north downtown area through improving multimodal access 
to these areas and encouraging multifamily residential development. In addition, 
construction of the Peter Courtney Minto Brown Island bicycle/pedestrian bridge project is 
expected to be completed in 2016 and will provide a direct link from downtown Salem to 
the 1,200+ acre Minto Brown Island Park and natural area.  

The South Waterfront Urban Renewal Plan20 aims to encourage redevelopment of waterfront 
industrial properties adjacent to downtown, focusing on the former Boise-Cascade facilities, 
and to increase accessibility to Minto-Brown Island. Plan goals include promoting a mix of 
retail, commercial, and residential uses along the waterfront; increasing access to and 
mitigating traffic impacts within the area; enhancing the pedestrian environment; and 
providing opportunities for public access to the Willamette River.  

2.1.5.2 Northeast Salem and Salem Parkway  
Land use patterns, from the north edge of the Central Business District along the 
Commercial/Liberty couplet, include older residential housing, much of which has been 
converted to commercial and professional uses over the past several years. Between the 
couplet and the river, there is a mixture of industrial and commercial uses. The Portland & 
Western rail line runs through downtown Salem on and along Front Street. The area of the 
Highland Neighborhood east of the couplet is primarily residential and related uses, 
including but not limited to a park, school and church. Two major east-west crossing streets, 
Market and Pine Streets, intersect the Commercial/Liberty couplet. On the northern end of 
the project area, land use is primarily commercial, particularly where the couplet joins 
Salem Parkway. The area north of Salem Parkway is comprised of residential uses, with 
some large retail commercial uses near the Commercial/Liberty couplet (such as Fred 
Meyers); land uses south of Salem Parkway are predominantly commercial and industrial. 
Salem Parkway provides direct access to I-5 and Oregon Highway 99 North.  

The North Gateway Urban Renewal Plan21 covers an area bounded by the Salem Parkway on 
the north and generally located east of Cherry Avenue. The footprint for the Preferred 
Alternative does not directly impact land in this urban renewal area. Recent activities in the 
North Gateway Urban Renewal Area have focused on stimulating private development and 
improving traffic circulation in the area. Completed projects include:  

• Hollywood Station Redevelopment – commercial & town homes 
• Hollywood Station – Senior Center 
• Northgate Extension (Bill Frey Drive NE) – provide second means of ingress/egress 

for the industrial park. This project attracted the Kroc Center 
• Phase I of Portland Road Improvement Project  

2.1.5.3 Westside Bridgehead and Wallace Road Corridor  
The land use pattern in west Salem strongly reflects the topography of the area. Wallace 
Road is on a bench (elevated area just above the floodplain). The area between the edge of 
                                                      
20 South Waterfront Urban Renewal Plan, last updated by the Urban Renewal Agency Board in 2013.  
21 North Gateway Urban Renewal Plan, plan and map corrections by Urban Renewal Agency in June 2009.  
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the Marine Drive alignment and the Willamette River is zoned for exclusive farm use, gravel 
extraction, and park use on the northern end of the project area. Wallace Marine Park 
stretches along the bank of the Willamette River for a little more than a mile to the north of 
the existing bridge crossings.  

Commercial uses are clustered along Wallace Road near the existing westside bridgehead 
and along Edgewater Street – the historic commercial area of West Salem. The industrial 
area in west Salem is concentrated in an area west of Wallace Road and north of Edgewater 
Street. Areas of multiple family housing are located between Wallace Road and Wallace 
Marine Park.  

Large housing developments feed into roads that extend east and west from their 
intersections with Wallace Road. As shown in Figure 8, the area immediately west of 
Wallace Road is primarily designated for single-family residential, and the area immediately 
east of Wallace Road is primarily designated for multiple family residential.  

The West Salem Urban Renewal Plan22 was adopted to eliminate blight and depreciating 
property values within the 453 acre project area. The objectives of the West Salem URA Plan 
include:  

• Upgrading the existing building stock 
• Improving the auto, pedestrian and bicycle circulation system 
• Enhancing the streetscape 
• Conserving open spaces 
• Promoting new quality housing opportunities for a range of household incomes 

The Edgewater Second Street Action Plan was completed in 2010 and gathered the many 
proposed project, visions and goals identified for the Edgewater/Second Street area and 
organized them into a prioritized framework to assist in setting budget priorities in the 
broader West Salem URA.  

The vision for Edgewater/Second Street supports the evolution of the area into a mixed-use, 
pedestrian-oriented district with a ‘Main Street’ feel and a wide range of neighborhood 
amenities. A summary of some of the key vision elements is summarized below: 

• Develop commercial and mixed-use areas that encourage people to live near 
shopping, neighborhood services and employment;  

• Increase local and regional connectivity. In particular, improve bicycle and 
pedestrian connections to Downtown Salem and the riverfront;  

• Provide transportation and public facilities infrastructure that enables people to 
access employment, recreational, cultural and educational services, and other day-to-
day needs using a variety of convenient modes of transport, including walking, 
biking, transit and the automobile; and  

                                                      
22 West Salem Urban Renewal Plan, adopted by City Council August 27, 2001, last amended August 22, 2011.  
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• Preserve and expand green assets, natural resources and parks and open space areas, 
including the Willamette River Greenway.  

The West Salem Business District Action Plan (2015) shifts the focus of future West Salem URA 
investments to the area east of Patterson Street after two recent milestones:  

• Completion of major actions in the Edgewater/Second Street Action Plan 
• More certainty regarding the Salem River Crossing Preferred Alternative 

Action Plan recommendations are designed to improve traffic circulation and access, 
encourage redevelopment, and improve property values, maximizing the development 
potential of the area. The Action Plan is intended to advance the next level of engineering 
design detail to understand the potential for the Second Street undercrossing of Wallace 
Road. The Action Plan notes that this undercrossing does not remove the need for a third 
vehicular bridge across the Willamette River.  

Several projects have been completed in the West Salem URA based on adopted plans, 
including: 1) River access trail 2) Wayfinding signage, 3) Edgewater pedestrian safety 
improvements (curb extensions and lighting), 4) Union Railroad Bridge Conversion Project, 
5) Edgewater/Rosemont Project, and 6) Second Street Project (Rosemont Avenue NW to 
Gerth Avenue NW).  

2.1.6 Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian System 
The existing bicycle and pedestrian system is composed of a variety of facilities that include 
bike lanes, shoulder bikeways, multi-use paths, and sidewalks. These facilities are located 
along both the local and regional street network and are owned and maintained by the cities 
of Salem and Keizer, Marion and Polk counties, and the state of Oregon.  

2.1.6.1 Bicycle 
Salem’s existing designated bikeway network largely consists of on-street bike lanes on 
major streets, though low volume streets not part of the designated system may also attract 
riders. Salem’s TSP includes maps of existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
in the study area. The designated bikeway network is more complete east of the Willamette 
River with bike lanes located along several streets in downtown Salem and surrounding 
areas.  

Currently, the bicycle system in west Salem is not complete. Bike lanes or shoulders are 
located along most of the arterial streets in west Salem including Edgewater Street, OR 22 
(shared-use path), Eola Drive, Glen Creek Road, Orchard Heights Road, Wallace Road, and 
portions of Brush College and Doaks Ferry Roads. Bike lanes and/or bicycle routes are also 
proposed for most of the collector streets in west Salem, including Marine Drive. The 
expansion and completion of the bicycle system should encourage greater use of this 
transportation mode.  

Existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities on the Center Street and Marion Street Bridges are 
minimally adequate and, in some cases, substandard. A barrier-separated, 10-foot-wide 
concrete path on the north side of the Center Street Bridge provides pedestrian and bicycle 
access across the bridge. The Marion Street Bridge has a 5-foot-wide sidewalk separated 
from traffic lanes by a barrier and railing, but no designated bicycle lanes. The Marion Street 
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Bridge accommodations do not meet Highway Design Manual (ODOT, 2003) bridge cross-
section standards for bicycle/pedestrian facilities.23  

The conversion of the Union Street Railroad Bridge to a pedestrian and bicycle facility 
(Union Street Pedestrian Bridge) has greatly enhanced pedestrian/bicycle access across the 
river in the vicinity of the existing bridges since it was opened in 2009. The bridge crossing, 
and associated trail spurs, connect to Wallace Road and Glen Creek Road on the west side of 
the river and to Union Street and Front Street on the east side of the river (plus other 
connections via Salem Riverfront Park), where the trail provides a connection to the 
network of bicycle lanes in Salem’s downtown. Funded projects over the next few years 
along Union Street will make crossing busy downtown arterials (Commercial Street and 
Liberty) by bicycle safer and more convenient. 

2.1.6.2 Pedestrian 
Salem’s existing walkway network consists primarily of sidewalks, though pedestrians use 
roadway shoulders, or the roadway itself, on streets lacking dedicated pedestrian facilities. 
Crossing treatments, including marked crosswalks, pedestrian-activated signals, curb 
extensions, and other treatments also accommodate foot traffic in many locations. 
Downtown Salem and areas immediately east, north, and south benefit from a generally 
complete sidewalk system, while some portions of west Salem lack sidewalks. A shared use 
path following Edgewater Street (between Wallace Road and Rosemont Avenue and west of 
Eola Drive NW) also serves non-motorized users in west Salem.  

As noted in the discussion about bicycles above, the existing pedestrian facilities across the 
Willamette River are provided on the Center and Marion Street Bridge and the Union Street 
Pedestrian Bridge.  

The sidewalk system in west Salem is approximately 60 percent complete. Sidewalks are 
lacking in the hilly areas north of Edgewater Street and outside of the older developed 
residential and commercial areas.  

2.1.6.3 Barriers 
Natural and man-made barriers limit system connectivity for cyclists and pedestrians in the 
Salem-Keizer UGB. Natural barriers include topography, particularly in west Salem, and the 
Willamette River. Man-made barriers consist of difficult bicyclist and pedestrian crossings 
of railroads and major streets. For instance, while the Union Street Bridge has dramatically 
improved bicycling and walking across the Willamette River, users encounter major streets 
with limited crossing provisions at both bridgeheads.  

The Alternate Modes Study24 identified several major site-specific and general barriers for 
bicycling in the study area. Common pedestrian crossing challenges throughout the study 
area include wide roadways with multiple vehicle travel lanes, intersections lacking ADA-
compliant curb ramps, and relatively long distances between signalized or other controlled 
street or railroad crossings.  

                                                      
23 DEIS Chapter 3, Traffic and Transportation, page 3-17.  
24 Salem Willamette River Crossing Alternate Modes Study, prepared for City of Salem, ODOT, MWVCOG and Cherriots, April 
2010.  
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It should be noted that some deficiencies in the bicycle and pedestrian system have been 
addressed in recent years. Moving the signal to Taggart Drive resulted in more evenly 
spaced signalized crossings of Wallace Road. About five years ago, the city constructed curb 
extensions and created “sharrows” throughout much of downtown Salem. A new bicycle-
pedestrian path was completed in 2014 that connected the Union Street Bridge bicycle and 
pedestrian path north through Wallace Marine Park to Glen Creek Road. The 2014 
modifications to the intersection of Wallace Road and Glen Creek Road included opening 
the crosswalk on the south side of the intersection. A funded project to add a signal at Union 
Street and Commercial Street will also make bicycle and pedestrian travel across this busy 
intersection safer and more convenient. 

2.1.7 Existing Transit Service 
Salem-Keizer Transit (SKT) (also known as “Cherriots”) provides local and regional transit 
service in Marion and Polk Counties. The agency provides four types of service: 1) Cherriots 
- a fixed-route service within the Salem-Keizer UGB; 2) CherryLift - a curb-to-curb ADA 
para-transit program; 3) CARTS - a fixed and flexible route program that serves other 
urbanized areas of Marion and Polk County outside of the Salem-Keizer UGB; and 4) 
Cherriots Rideshare - a vanpool and rideshare program. 25 

Cherriots operates 14 bus routes in Salem and Keizer, one AM and PM peak period express 
bus to Wilsonville (in cooperation with South Metro Area Rapid Transit), and one express 
bus to Grand Ronde. CARTS operates five fixed routes and three flex routes (Dallas, 
Independence/Monmouth, Woodburn, Stayton, etc.). 26 

Yearly ridership on Cherriots increased from 1995-2005, and reached a peak ridership in 
2006 of just over 5.5 million. Numerous expansions in service occurred during this decade, 
from extending bus routes into new areas to running the buses more frequently. The 
addition of service on weekends and in the evening hours allowed more people the option 
of using transit as its availability and convenience increased. Programs designed to 
encourage people to take transit to work, such as employers providing reduced or free bus 
passes, also contributed to the increasing ridership from 1995-2005. 

Since the peak in 2006, there has been a decrease in Cherriots ridership each year. Ridership 
reductions were likely due to service changes in 2009 that eliminated all weekend service, 
reduced service hours, and redesigned the route network. SKT implemented these changes 
as a result of declining operating funds with levy requests defeated by voters and 
elimination of an agreement with the State of Oregon to provide State-paid monthly permits 
for state employees. 

Cherriots Rideshare provides Transportation Demand Management (TDM) services that 
assist people in accessing alternatives to driving alone to work. Rideshare services include a 
region-wide carpool matching service, a vanpool referral service, an emergency ride home 
program, and bus pass discounts. These programs are designed to reduce congestion on the 
region’s roads and to help those that participate in them save time and money. The City of 

                                                      
25 Salem-Keizer Transit, Long-Range Regional Transit Plan, July 2013.  
26 14 routes based on 2015 service. Four of the 14 routes have “branches” (e.g., 9 & 9A at the end of route take a slightly 
different path).  
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Salem supports these programs by offering preferential parking for carpools at locations in 
the Salem downtown core.  

2.2 Summary of Previous Transportation Studies 
Multiple stakeholders in the Salem metropolitan area have discussed ways to relieve traffic 
congestion on the Marion and Center Street Bridges and in bridgehead areas for more than 
thirty years. Brief highlights of some of the relevant transportation studies and key 
outcomes are provided in this section, followed by a summary of the Salem-River Crossing 
EIS in Section 2.4 (page 41).  

More detailed information on the previous studies is included in Chapter 1 (Purpose and 
Need) of the DEIS and excerpts of key studies will be included in the record for the 
consolidated plan amendments (with links provided on the Salem web site).  

2.2.1 Wallace Road Local Access and Circulation Study (1997) 
The purpose of this study was to relieve traffic congestion and improve safety along the 
Wallace Road corridor in west Salem. One cause of traffic congestion along Wallace Road 
was the numerous driveways for commercial properties along the corridor with few or no 
parallel streets for local circulation. Consequently, local traffic was becoming a larger 
percentage of the traffic volume on Wallace Road.  

Key outcomes: Several of the recommendations from the Wallace Road Local Access and 
Circulation Study have been implemented, including:  

• Construction of a median within the north portion of the corridor 
• Salem TSP was amended in 1998 to include planned north-south collector (Marine 

Drive) to help reduce congestion on Wallace Road and improve connectivity for the 
area east of Wallace Road. The alignment has been surveyed, portions of the road 
have been constructed in conjunction with development, and an approved bond 
authorizes acquisition of right-of-way for additional improvements.  

2.2.2 Willamette River Crossing Capacity Study (1999, 2002)  
SKATS initiated the Willamette River Crossing Capacity Study in 1997 as part of the planning 
process required by the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991. 
The study resulted in two planning documents – the Willamette River Crossing Capacity 
Study:  Draft Phase I Report (March 1999) and the Willamette River Crossing Capacity 
Study:  General Corridor Evaluation (June 2002).  The basic premise behind this planning 
process was that before a community makes a major investment in its transportation 
facilities, it must first consider other reasonable alternatives for solving identified 
transportation problems. Before the decision to proceed with the construction of a new 
bridge can be made, a thorough analysis must be undertaken of alternatives that include:  

• Making the existing bridges and connecting transportation system work as 
effectively as possible; and  

• Evaluating non-bridge construction approaches to solving the river crossing capacity 
problem. 
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Key outcome: This study included a robust public process and set the framework for the 
subsequent bridgehead engineering and corridor evaluation studies.  

2.2.3 Bridgehead Engineering Study (1998)  
The primary goal of the Bridgehead Engineering Study was to devise and report on possible 
operational and physical improvements that would improve traffic conditions and prolong 
acceptable levels of service on the Center Street and Marion Street Bridges. The study 
focused on improvements to the bridge ramps and other streets and facilities in the study 
area. Based on analysis of a No Build scenario and five Build options (not including the 
addition of general purpose travel lanes), the study recommended a list of local system 
improvement projects. Most of the simple, relatively low-cost improvements identified in 
the Bridgehead Engineering Study have been implemented and have maximized the efficiency 
and capacity of the existing bridges. 

Key outcomes: Many of the feasible and cost-effective options identified in the Bridgehead 
Engineering Study were included in the RTSP and Salem TSP and have been implemented, 
including but not limited to:  

• Replacement of stop sign with a traffic signal at Center Street NE bridge exit to 
northbound Front Street NE. 

• Construction of stepped pedestrian crossing at Center Street bridge exit to 
southbound Front Street NE.  

• Median built at the Edgewater and Wallace Road intersection which eliminated left 
turns from Edgewater onto Wallace Road. This reduced congestion, especially in the 
more heavily congested AM peak hour. 

2.2.4 General Corridor Evaluation (2002) 
The Willamette River Crossing Task Force was established in 1997 to address longer-term 
river crossing solutions in the Salem-Keizer area. The General Corridor Evaluation was 
completed in 2002 as part of the Willamette River Crossing Study planning process.  It built 
on the findings of the Willamette River Crossing Capacity Study:  Draft Phase I Report (March 
1999) and was designed to: 

1. Analyze the travel demand across the river.  
2. Identify and document the components and problems associated with river crossing 

travel demand.  
3. Identify a wide range of potential “build” and “non-construction” alternatives.  
4. Evaluate the feasibility of the alternatives to meet existing and projected long-term 

travel demand.  
5. Identify alternatives with “fatal flaws” and recommend remaining options for 

consideration in a more detailed corridor alignment EIS.  

The General Corridor Evaluation Report provided an initial framework for identifying 
characteristics necessary for land to be suitable for the identified transportation need. The 
report documents a systems-level evaluation of the no-build condition, fifteen general new 
bridge corridors, plus a “beltway” alternative.   



PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 35 
 

The transportation analysis conducted as part of the General Corridor Evaluation was based 
on a 1995-2015 planning horizon and documented the following findings:  

• Congestion levels on the Willamette River Bridge approaches and connecting 
infrastructure were significant in 1995 (during the peak hours) and will worsen in 
magnitude and duration over time. 

• A new bridge in conjunction with aggressive improvements in the use of alternate 
modes is the only alternative that will provide sufficient river crossing capacity to 
meet future travel demand. 

• No potential location for a new bridge is perfect; all would have some negative 
impacts that would need to be ameliorated. 

• The location for a new bridge that best meets the goals related to reducing traffic 
congestion with the least negative impacts is the Tryon/Pine corridor. 

• The Tryon/Pine corridor should be studied in greater detail to determine whether to 
begin preserving right-of-way in the next twenty years for the long-term eventual 
construction of a new bridge in the corridor. 

Key outcomes: There were several key outcomes of the General Corridor Evaluation: 

• The study included a robust evaluation of non-construction alternatives (including 
alternate modes, transit demand management (TDM), transit system management 
(TSM), parking management, and pricing strategies).  

• The study concluded that non-construction alternatives could not accommodate the 
need for additional river crossing capacity, but must be an important part of any 
new or improved bridge crossing. 

• The General Corridor Evaluation considered potential corridors that were within the 
current UGB (six corridors)27 as well as ten other corridors that were partially or 
largely outside of the UGB. The six corridors within the UGB were dismissed largely 
because: 1) several corridors had significant adverse impacts on Wallace Marine 
Park, 2) several corridors would continue to funnel traffic through congested 
downtown Salem, 3) significant adverse impacts on federally protected historic 
properties (Mission Street corridor), and 4) lack of connections to the arterial street 
system and impacts on established neighborhoods (Cross Street corridor).  

• The City of Salem and SKATS took specific actions to include and reference the 
Tryon/Pine corridor as the priority corridor for a new crossing in the Salem TSP and 
the RTSP, respectively. Salem’s acknowledged TSP specifically referenced the need 
for the additional bridge crossing.  

• The November 2008 Streets and Bridges General Bond package of projects approved 
by Salem voters included approximately $3.6 million for use in acquiring street right-

                                                      
27 The six corridors within the UGB included Market Street, Division Street, Union Street, Pringle Parkway, Mission Street, and 
Cross Street.  
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of-way for a future Willamette River Bridge and Marine Drive, and associated street 
and ramp connections. SKATS included $20 million in its financially constrained 
RTSP for the purpose of preserving and purchasing right‐of‐way associated with the 
new bridge (R001).28 

2.2.5 Alternate Modes Study (2010) 
The Alternate Modes Study was developed on a separate but parallel track with the SRC 
Project DEIS. The Study goals were to:  

• Reduce single occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel across the Willamette River 
• Lengthen the service life of any Salem River Crossing improvements  

The Alternate Modes Study identified specific TSM recommendations relating to bicycle, 
pedestrian and transit modes. It also identified specific TDM recommendations, including 
but not limited to parking concepts, carpool/vanpool concepts, marketing and education 
concepts, etc. Evaluation criteria for concepts included, but were not limited to: 1) 
effectiveness in reducing auto trips, 2) consistency with state and local policy, 3) ease of 
implementation, 4) community and political acceptance, 5) sustainability, 6) cost to user, 
and 7) equity.  

Key outcomes: The Alternate Modes Study was presented to stakeholder groups, including 
but not limited to the City of Salem, the City of Keizer, and SKT.  

• Some of the strategies have been or will be implemented in the near future (e.g., 
sharrows, green bicycle lanes, a safe crossing for Commercial Street at Union Street, 
15-minute transit service connecting the Edgewater District to downtown and east 
Salem). 

• Other strategies are being studied (e.g., undercrossing of Wallace Road; review of 
CARTS routes).  

2.2.6 Long-Range Transit Planning (2013) 
 The Transit District completed a Long-Range Regional Transit Plan (2013) and a Comprehensive 
Service Analysis (2014) in the years following service cuts. The public involvement process 
for the Long-Range Regional Transit Plan revealed several common themes regarding 
existing transit service in the study area: 

• No Weekend Service: The lack of weekend service throughout the system is a major 
issue that reduces mobility, especially for transit-dependent populations that do not 
have viable alternatives to transit when service is not running.  

• Need for Improved Marketing: Many respondents were unaware of the availability 
of existing transit service, suggesting a need to more aggressively market Cherriots 
and CARTS as viable modes of transportation, particularly for commuters who work 
in Salem.  

                                                      
28 2015-2035 RTSP, see Map 5-4 and Committed and Included Projects Table at end of Chapter 5.  
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• Infrequent Service: There are no CARTS routes with more than five roundtrips per 
day, and most respondents felt that the schedule was too inflexible for midday or 
evening travel. Most trips are scheduled to coincide with the morning and afternoon 
peak periods.  

• Increase Travel Opportunities to Portland: Transit-dependent people in all 
communities in Marion and Polk Counties seek more reliable, frequent, and direct 
service to both Salem and Portland.  

The Long-Range Regional Transit Plan and Comprehensive Service Area Analysis resulted 
in Moving Forward, a plan to revamp bus service to create a more robust system (approved 
by Transit Board in February 2015). The first phase of Moving Forward was implemented in 
September 2015 and involved significant changes to routes and frequency throughout the 
service area but did not require new funding. Phase I increased service frequency to 
portions of west Salem, but also significantly reduced coverage to the lower density 
residential areas that occupy most of the west Salem hills.  

Cherriots launched the West Salem Connector in 2015 as a pilot project. The West Salem 
Connector is flexible: the bus comes to a point near your home when you request it, and 
takes you to another Connector point within the service zone, or connects you to regular 
Cherriots bus routes. The West Salem Connector runs from 6 am to 9 pm. Trips can be 
booked from as little as one-half hour in advance to up to two weeks in advance.  

A November 2015 ballot measure proposed an employer payroll tax at 0.21 percent of total 
payroll on businesses in the Salem-Keizer Transit service area. The tax would have raised an 
estimated $5 million in revenue per year to restore weekend bus service, extend bus service 
operating hours and restore the student bus pass program. Voters rejected the ballot 
measure.  

Key outcomes: Long-range transit planning completed since 2013 has:  

• Resulted in increased service frequency to portions of west Salem but reduced 
coverage in other areas. 

• Positioned SKT with clear plans and guidance to improve transit service and 
continue to pursue funding options.  

2.3 History of Improvements to Existing Facilities 
 Over more than 100 years, regular public investments have been made to protect the 
existing bridges over the Willamette River in the Salem area; improve the efficiency of the 
bridges and connecting facilities; and add capacity to the existing bridges. Because of the 
extremely high cost associated with constructing a new bridge and constraints on available 
transportation funding at all levels, the highest priority has always been to maintain and 
enhance the transportation infrastructure that is already in place. A brief summary of the 
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history of the Center and Marion Street bridges and related events is provided in Table 4 
below in chronological order. 29 

Table 4  
History of Center and Marion Street Bridges and Related Events 
 

Year Event 

1886 Wooden truss bridge built over the Willamette in Salem. This bridge was washed out by 
a flood in 1890 and replaced by a steel bridge in 1891.  

1917-18 Construction of the Center Street Bridge.  

1949 West Salem (originally a separate city) voted to become part of the City of Salem.  

1952-53 Construction of the Marion Street Bridge, modifications to the Center Street Bridge. 

1963-77 I-305 was first proposed in 1963 to connect I-5 to the Salem CBD and continue over the 
Willamette River. Opposition to I-305 led the City of Salem and Marion County to opt for 
a trade-in of federal funds in 1976. This trade-in eventually totaled $85 million and was 
used for the following projects:  
Salem Parkway 
North River Road improvements 
South Commercial Street improvements 
Mission Street improvements (12th to 24th Streets) 
Parts of other projects (Front Street Bypass, Marion Street Bridge improvements, 
Kuebler Boulevard)  

1979 Salem Area Mass Transit District created. 

1981 Front Street bypass constructed (including ramps to Center Street Bridge). 

1981-82 Marion Street Bridge widened to four lanes.  

1982-83 Center Street Bridge reconstructed to four lanes.  

1997 Wallace Road Local Access and Circulation Study completed to address capacity, 
safety, congestion and access management issues. Study recommended construction of 
Marine Drive to improve local circulation and relieve congestion on Wallace Road 

1998 Marine Drive collector included in Salem TSP and listed as “high priority” project.  

1998 Bridgehead Engineering Study completed to identify short-term and cost-effective 
improvements to existing bridges. Completed projects include:  
Improvements to Center Street Bridge off-ramp at Court Street (2005) and Front Street 
crossing to Riverfront Park 
Removal of left turn from Edgewater Street to Wallace Road (2006) 
Replacement of stop sign with signal at Center Street Bridge off-ramp to northbound 
Front Street (2009) 

2002 Willamette River Crossing Capacity Study completed, examining the potential of 16 
corridors for a new river crossing. The major finding is that the Tryon/Pine corridor “best 
meets the goals related to reducing traffic congestion with the least negative impacts.”  

2004-05  Salem completes work on Wallace Road local access improvements, including 
construction of new east-west collector (Taggart Street) and moving signal on Wallace 

                                                      
29 Based on handout prepared by the MWVCOG, History of the Bridges and Bridge Facts, December 17, 2012.  
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Table 4  
History of Center and Marion Street Bridges and Related Events 
 

Year Event 
Road from 7th Street to Taggart Street.  

2005 Tryon/Pine corridor identified as the preferred location for the eastern terminus of a new 
bridge across the Willamette River. To protect the right-of-way that might result from the 
EIS process, $20 million was allocated in the RTSP.  

2006 Salem River Crossing EIS work begins. 

2009 Union Street Railroad Bridge converted to a pedestrian/bicycle bridge (with on-going 
improvements to connections on both sides of the river).  

2008-2014 Design and construction work for intersection widening at Glen Creek/Wallace Road, 
including improvements for cyclists and pedestrians. 

2010 Salem River Crossing Alternate Modes Study completed. Some of the recommendations 
and strategies have been or will be implemented in the near future (e.g., sharrows, green 
bicycle lanes, a safe crossing for Commercial Street at Union Street, 15-minute transit 
service connecting the Edgewater District to downtown and east Salem) and others are 
being studied (e.g., undercrossing of Wallace Road; review of CARTS routes).  

2012 Salem River Crossing Project DEIS released. Oversight Team forwarded its preliminary 
recommendation for a preferred alternative (Alternative 4D) to the partner jurisdictions. 

2012-13 Salem City Council conducts work sessions and public hearing on the preferred 
alternative. Council rejects 4D and proposes a revised alternative (Salem Alternative) 
that limits the new bridge to four travel lanes (two in each direction) and eliminates 
grade-separated interchanges and ramp connections in favor of at-grade intersections. 

2014 Oversight Team and partner jurisdictions recommend advancing the preferred alternative 
(as revised) to the FEIS. 

Source: Land Use Technical Report Addendum, Salem River Crossing Project FEIS 

As noted in Section 2.2.3 (page 34), the Bridgehead Engineering Study evaluated a range of 
options to improve the capacity and safety of the existing bridges. Table 5 summarizes the 
status of the projects recommended in the Bridgehead Engineering Study.  

 

Table 5  
Major Improvements to Existing Facilities 

Area Location 
Minimum 

build 
solution 

Maximum 
build 

solution 
Status and Notes* 

1 Center 
Street NE 
bridge exit 
to 
northbound 
Front Street 
NE 

Replace stop 
sign with a 
traffic signal 

Free flow 
ramp with 
third lane on 
northbound 
Front Street 
NE 

Traffic signal added in 2009 and it has helped 
with traffic flow, although queues on ramp and 
bridge still occur. Free flow ramp was not 
pursued due to:  
1. Cost/funding, which in 1998 was an 
estimated $4.4 million, and did not include the 
cost of any improvements north of Union Street 
NE. Without additional improvements, the 
congestion “bottleneck” would occur at 
Division Street NE.  
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2. Recognition that building the free-flow ramp 
would require reconstructing the Marion Street 
NE bridge spans in stages, plus require a 
detour bridge, all of which would have a 
significant effect on traffic during construction.  

2 Commercial 
Street NE at 
Marion 
Street NE 

Change lane 
configuration 
and radius to 
provide two 
right-turn 
lanes 
(instead of a 
right and 
right-
through) 

Same as 
minimum 
build 

The lane configuration has not been 
implemented. It should be noted that the lane 
configuration would make only a minimal 
change to southbound Commercial Street 
capacity.  

3 Center 
Street 
bridge exit 
to 
southbound 
Front Street 
NE 

Stepped 
pedestrian 
crossing 

Remove 
signal, build 
bike and 
ped 
underpass 

The stepped pedestrian crossing was 
constructed. The new crossing plus widening 
the southbound ramp from the Center Street 
bridge has significantly reduced congestion on 
the Center Street bridge, particularly during the 
AM peak hour. The proposed underpass of 
Front Street was considered but rejected by the 
Salem City Council following a public hearing 
on the design. 

4 Marion 
Street NE 
bridge exit 
ramp 

Option lane 
for Marion 
Street NE 
exit ramp to 
Wallace 
Road NW 

New ramp 
from Marion 
Street NE 
bridge to 
Glen Creek 
Road 
NW/Marine 
Drive NW 

Neither solution pursued. Microsimulation of 
option lane showed it would create weaving on 
the option lane. The new ramp to Glen Creek 
Road NW was rejected by ODOT because it 
would create additional weaving on the bridge 
(a safety issue) plus there were concerns about 
the new ramp’s impacts to the adjoining 
Marion Street bridge pedestrian walkway and 
impact to Wallace Marine Park.  

5 Wallace 
Road NW 
at 
Edgewater 
Street NW 

Double lanes 
for 
Edgewater 
Street NW 
on-ramp (to 
eastbound 
bridge) and 
off-ramp 
from 
westbound 
bridge. 
Remove left 
turn from 
Edgewater 
Street NW to 
Wallace 
Road NW 

Round-
about 

A median was built in 2006 at the Edgewater 
and Wallace Road intersection; it prevents left 
turns from Edgewater Street NW to Wallace 
Road NW. This provided more green time for 
southbound Wallace Road NW traffic, reducing 
congestion especially in the more heavily 
congested AM peak hour. More of the 
minimum build solution could still be done, 
but it would have limited improvement on 
capacity.  
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*Updated status provided by Mike Jaffe, Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments, 2013. 

2.4 Salem River Crossing EIS 
A brief overview of the SRC Project EIS30 is included in this section. The build alternatives 
evolved from an iterative process of engineering, planning, and environmental analysis 
combined with review and comment by project stakeholders and public input. The DEIS is 
available on the SRC Project web site.  

2.4.1 Purpose Statement 
The purpose of the Salem River Crossing Project is to improve mobility and safety for 
people and freight for local, regional, and through travel across the Willamette River in the 
Salem-Keizer metropolitan area while alleviating congestion on the Center Street and 
Marion Street Bridges and on the connecting highway and arterial street systems. 

Primary measures to satisfy the purpose statement include:  

• Reducing congestion levels at the existing bridgeheads and 
• Remediating safety and operational deficiencies on the existing bridges and in the 

study area in locations where crash rates are higher than average 

2.4.2 Need Statements 
The following statements identify the need for the Salem River Crossing Project:  

• Need Statement #1. Based on available data, the existing river crossing facilities and 
local bridge system in Salem are inadequate for current and future traffic demand, 
resulting in a need to improve traffic operations in the study area over the No Build 
Alternative conditions. 

• Need Statement #2. Based on available data, the existing river crossing facilities and 
local bridge connections in Salem are inadequate for current and future users 
(vehicles, freight, bicycles, and pedestrians) with regard to safety conditions, 
resulting in a need to improve traffic safety for all these users. 

• Need Statement #3. Based on available data, the existing river crossing facilities and 
local bridge system in Salem are inadequate for current and future freight-vehicle 
capacity, resulting in a need to improve freight mobility in the area of the Center 
Street and Marion Street Bridges. 

• Need Statement #4. Congestion levels on the existing river crossing facilities result 
in unreliable public transportation service, thereby necessitating an improvement in 
transit travel time and reliability from/to West Salem. 

• Need Statement #5. The existing river crossing options in Salem are inadequate to 
accommodate emergency response vehicles in the event of restricted access to 
and/or closure of the existing bridges because of an emergency or other incident, 

                                                      
30 SRC Project DEIS (2012). See Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need for the Project and Chapter 2 – Alternatives.  
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resulting in the need to provide improved crossings or an additional crossing in case 
the Center Street and Marion Street Bridges are closed or limited because of an 
incident. 

Additional background on the Need Statements from DEIS Chapter 1, Purpose and Need is 
provided below.31  

Need Statement #1 
Based on available data, the existing river crossing facilities and local bridge system in 
Salem are inadequate for current and future traffic demand, resulting in a need to improve 
traffic operations in the study area over the No Build Alternative conditions. 

Increased congestion across the river has negatively affected vehicle mobility for local, 
regional, and through trips. Travel demands are expected to increase in the future, which 
would further deteriorate vehicle mobility on the bridges. 

The Center Street and Marion Street Bridges are among the most critical transportation links 
in Salem. A little over half of the bridge traffic (54 percent) originates, or has its destination 
in, West Salem. This indicates that the bridges are a critical link, not only between West 
Salem and the remainder of Salem, but also for regional travel within the Willamette Valley. 

In 2007, average daily traffic (ADT) on the two bridges was approximately 88,000 vehicles, 
which was higher than the ADT on I-5 at Market Street for that year. Local trips (within the 
Salem-Keizer metropolitan area), regional trips (between the urban area and outside the 
urban area), and through trips (originating from a point outside the urban area, through the 
urban area, ending at another point outside the urban area) represent the three major types 
of travel demand across the bridges. 

The region’s growing population and employment has increased travel demand across the 
river. Between 1995 and 2007, the average annual growth in ADT on the bridges was 
approximately 2 percent. Performance at key intersections is at, or exceeds, state or local 
mobility standards. Existing afternoon peak-period traffic exceeds capacity at the 
Commercial Street & Marion Street, Front Street & Center Street, and Liberty Street & Ferry 
Street intersections in downtown Salem, and at the Wallace Road & Glen Creek Road 
intersection in West Salem. 

Afternoon peak-period traffic volumes are forecast to double by 2031, which would increase 
the duration of the peak period considerably. The adopted Oregon Highway Plan (ODOT, 
1999; amended 2006) mobility standard for the bridges is a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.80. 
Year 2031 volume-to-capacity ratios for the bridges are forecast to be 1.07 eastbound and 
1.66 westbound during the afternoon peak period, with approximately 300 vehicle hours of 
delay. These ratios indicate substantially congested conditions. This would require more 
time for the extra traffic to get through the area. Without additional transportation capacity 

                                                      
31 The information that follows is a direct excerpt from the DEIS (SRC Project DEIS (2012), Chapter 1, pages 1-18 to 1-25).. 
The traffic analysis summarized in the statements above draws on the existing conditions and No Build Alternative 
transportation analysis provided in Section 3.1 (Traffic and Transportation) of the DEIS, including Tables 3.1-4 (Existing 
Conditions Operational Results [2008 Analysis Year]) and 3.1-9 (No Build Alternative [Alternative 1] Operational Results [2031 
Analysis Year]).  
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across the river, mobility conditions on the bridge system and the connecting infrastructure 
east and west of the river would continue to deteriorate. 

With the No Build Alternative (2031) conditions, the following four study intersections in 
the West Salem area would fail to meet mobility standards during the PM or both AM and 
PM peak-hour conditions:  

• Wallace Road & Orchard Heights Road (in PM peak-hour) 
• Wallace Road & Glen Creek Road (in both AM and PM peak-hours) 
• Wallace Road & Taggart Drive (in both AM and PM peak-hours) 
• Wallace Road & Edgewater Street (in both AM and PM peak-hours) 

These intersections are all on Wallace Road and carry traffic to/from OR 22 and the existing 
bridges. These intersection failures would be due mainly to increased traffic demand and 
lack of capacity. With the No Build Alternative, the following six study intersections in the 
CBD area would fail to meet mobility standards during the AM, PM, or both AM and PM 
peak-hour conditions (2031):  

• Front Street (northbound) & Center Street (Bridge Off-ramp) (in both AM and PM 
peak-hours) 

• Commercial Street & Center Street (in both AM and PM peak-hours) 
• Front Street & Union Street (in AM peak-hour) 
• Commercial Street & Marion Street (in both AM and PM peak-hours) 
• Liberty Street & Marion Street (in PM peak-hour) 
• Front Street (OR 99E-B) & Front Street (in PM peak-hour) 

Of these intersections, Front Street (northbound) & Center Street (Bridge Off-ramp), 
Commercial Street & Center Street, and Commercial Street & Marion Street have the worst 
operations. These three intersections represent entry/exit locations for the existing bridges, 
which receive heavy traffic with the No Build Alternative.  

With the No Build Alternative, the following four study intersections would fail to meet 
mobility standards in the North Salem area during the PM peak-hour condition:  

• Commercial Street & Market Street  
• Salem Parkway & Liberty Street  
• Salem Parkway & Broadway Street  
• Salem Parkway & Cherry Avenue  

The majority of the failing intersections are located at the northern-most part of the project 
study area on Salem Parkway, with the worst operating intersection located at the 
intersection of Salem Parkway & Broadway Street.  

Need Statement #2 
Based on available data, the existing river crossing facilities and local bridge connections in 
Salem are inadequate for current and future users (vehicles, freight, bicycles, and 
pedestrians) with regard to safety conditions, resulting in a need to improve traffic safety 
for all these users. 
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Increasing congestion has negatively affected safety conditions for passenger and freight 
vehicles on the bridges. ODOT assesses roadway safety using the Safety Priority Index 
System (SPIS). Both the Center Street and Marion Street Bridges scored in the top 10 percent 
of the ODOT 2010 SPIS list. A majority of the crashes reported on the bridges were rear-end 
property-damage-only crashes, a common result of congested conditions. 

Overall in the project study area, the following corridors had segments that were in the top 
10 percent of ODOT Region 2 SPIS scoring: 

• Center Street and Marion Street Bridges 
• Wallace Road corridor 
• Salem Parkway corridor 
• Commercial/Liberty couplet corridor (north of downtown Salem) 

Existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities on the Center Street and Marion Street Bridges are 
minimally adequate and, in some cases, do not meet Oregon Highway Design Manual 
standards for bicycle/pedestrian facilities. Improvements to these facilities would make 
walking and bicycling more feasible travel options in Salem. The existing pedestrian and 
bicycle facility across the river on the north side of the Center Street Bridge is a two-way, 10-
foot-wide, barrier-separated concrete path. In addition, sight distance and illumination are 
limited along the segment of the existing bike path located between Wallace Road and the 
Marion Street Bridge. 

The Marion Street Bridge has no on-street bicycle facilities. It does have a 5-foot-wide 
sidewalk on the north side of the bridge that is separated from traffic lanes by a barrier and 
railing. This width is significantly below ODOT standards. Consequently, the sidewalk 
presents safety hazards to users, such as from two-way traffic or mixed pedestrian-bicycle 
traffic. 

Pedestrian and bicyclist connections to and from the bridges are indirect. On the east side, 
the two ramps from the barrier-separated path on the Center Street Bridge terminate at 
Front Street and Water Street, and do not provide direct connections to the downtown 
Salem street system. The westside connection at the Wallace Road intersection is indirect 
and awkward, in particular for users traveling to and from the west side of Wallace Road. 

The recent conversion of the Union Street Railroad Bridge to a pedestrian/bicycle facility 
(Union Street Pedestrian Bridge) only partially addresses the pedestrian/bicycle needs 
noted previously. This bridge and associated pathways currently stop at Wallace Road 
(at the west end) and Union Street (at the east end). Therefore, no clear and/or convenient 
connections exist to the Edgewater Street corridor in West Salem or to downtown Salem. 

Need Statement #3 
Based on available data, the existing river crossing facilities and local bridge system in 
Salem are inadequate for current and future freight-vehicle capacity, resulting in a need to 
improve freight mobility in the area of the Center Street and Marion Street Bridges. 

Increased congestion across the river has negatively affected freight mobility for local, 
regional, and through trips. Travel demands are expected to increase in the future, which 
would further deteriorate freight mobility on the bridges. 
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Truck mobility and circulation across the bridges are critical to the local, regional, and state 
economy. The existing bridges are designated as Freight Routes in the Oregon Highway 
Plan (ODOT, 1999; amended 2006) and as Regional Freight Roadways in the RTSP. These 
designations recognize the importance of the bridges’ role as an access and circulation route 
for the delivery of goods and services into, out of, and within the Salem-Keizer metropolitan 
area. 

In 2009, truck trips accounted for 4.5 percent of traffic flow across the bridges. Because of the 
region’s growing population and employment, freight travel demand across the river 
increased an average of approximately 1.8 percent per year between 1995 and 2009. High 
traffic levels are resulting in increasing levels of delay. The cost of freight movement is 
directly related to the time required to deliver goods: delays increase transportation costs, 
which, in turn, increase the costs of the goods being transported. Increasing congestion 
jeopardizes the efficiency of freight movement over the Willamette River bridges in Salem. 
Performance at key intersections is at, or exceeds, state or local mobility standards, and 
existing afternoon peak-hour traffic exceeds capacity at several intersections. Afternoon 
peak-period traffic volumes on the bridges are forecast to double by 2031, which would 
increase the duration of the peak period considerably. 

Need Statement #4  
Congestion levels on the existing river crossing facilities result in unreliable public 
transportation service, thereby necessitating an improvement in transit travel time and 
reliability from/to West Salem. 

Existing afternoon congestion negatively affects transit service reliability between West 
Salem and the remainder of Salem. During afternoon and early evening hours, 36 percent of 
the trips on Cherriots Route 25 (connecting West Salem and downtown Salem) are more 
than 5 minutes late because of congestion. Afternoon peak-period congestion is forecast to 
double by 2031. With no other options to cross the river in the Salem area, congestion would 
occur over a longer period of the day. The reliability of existing, and any planned, 
improvements to transit service between West Salem and the remainder of Salem would be 
negatively affected by increased congestion. This would negatively affect transit ridership 
across the river, which would seriously undermine efforts to increase the proportion of trips 
taken by public transit. 

Need Statement #5 
The existing river crossing options in Salem are inadequate to accommodate emergency 
response vehicles in the event of restricted access to and/or closure of the existing bridges 
because of an emergency or other incident, resulting in the need to provide improved 
crossings or an additional crossing in case the Center Street and Marion Street Bridges are 
closed or limited because of an incident. 

Limited options to cross the river require long detours if either bridge were closed. Past 
events have closed one or both bridges, which disrupted traffic for emergency vehicles, 
passenger vehicles, public transportation, and freight. 

The Center Street and Marion Street Bridges are critical east–west transportation links for 
local travel, regional travel, and emergency vehicle response. Polk County has designated 
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these bridges as Priority 1 Lifeline Routes, which means they are considered essential for 
emergency vehicle response during the first 72 hours after an event. 

Within the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area, there are no parallel vehicle-bridge connections 
across the Willamette River meant to function as emergency response routes. The Union 
Street Pedestrian Bridge was designed to handle a 20,000-pound vehicle (H-10 truck) or a 
40,800-pound fire engine. However, this assumes that these vehicles would use the bridge 
infrequently at low speed. Vehicles would only use this bridge under extreme 
circumstances, such as catastrophic failure of the existing bridges. The only hospital in the 
Salem-Keizer metropolitan area, the City of Salem Police Department, and 9 of the 
11 existing City of Salem fire stations are located east of the river (two fire stations are in 
West Salem). 

When either bridge is restricted or closed because of an emergency or other event, the 
options to cross the river are limited and require long detours. The nearest bridge designed 
to carry heavy vehicles across the river requires an approximately 25-mile detour south to 
Independence via Oregon State Route 51 (OR 51) and River Road South. The nearest bridge 
across the river to the north is an approximately 60-mile detour through Dayton, Dundee, 
and Newberg. 

The ferry at Wheatland Crossing northwest of Keizer (an approximately 30-mile detour) and 
the Buena Vista Ferry south of Independence (an approximately 40-mile detour) are other 
river crossing options, provided the ferries are operating. The Wheatland Road Ferry 
operates 16 hours per day year-round, except holidays and times of high river flow (16 feet 
or higher). The Buena Vista Ferry only operates 5 days a week, 10 hours per day, April 
through October. Plans are underway to substantially expand the Buena Vista Ferry’s 
operating season and hours; this, however, would not be an adequate alternative for 
emergency response vehicles in the event of the closure of the existing Salem bridges. 

2.4.3 Goals and Objectives 
Through a comprehensive public involvement process, a diverse group of stakeholders 
defined the goals for the project. A project Task Force (comprising public agency 
representatives; residents and business owners from adjacent neighborhoods; bicycle and 
pedestrian users; freight and transit advocates; citywide business and community interests; 
and natural resource protection supporters) articulated the perspectives of their 
constituencies during this process. In addition to the need to meet federal and state 
regulatory requirements, the project Oversight Team approved the Salem River Crossing 
Project DEIS goals and objectives listed in Table 6. The DEIS analysis of impact, the 
mitigation for impacts and the project designed addressed the goals and objectives. 
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Table 6  
Goals and Objectives of the Salem River Crossing Project 
Goal 1: Improve mobility and safety for people and freight across the Willamette River in the Salem-
Keizer metropolitan area 

Objectives 

Improve vehicle and freight mobility for local travel 

Improve vehicle and freight mobility for regional travel 

Improve vehicle and freight mobility for through travel 

Improve safety for people, vehicles, and freight 

Improve transit reliability across the Willamette River in the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area 

Improve pedestrian facilities across the Willamette River in the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area 

Improve bicycle facilities across the Willamette River in the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area 

Improve emergency vehicle response across the Willamette River in the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area 

Goal 2: Preserve or improve natural and cultural resources 

Objectives 

Avoid, minimize, or improve direct and indirect impacts to wetlands, and mitigate any unavoidable adverse 
impacts 

Avoid, minimize, or improve direct and indirect impacts to Threatened and Endangered and other fish species, 
and mitigate any unavoidable adverse impacts 

Avoid, minimize, or improve direct and indirect impacts to terrestrial Threatened and Endangered species, and 
mitigate any unavoidable adverse impacts 

Preserve or enhance ecological connectivity 

Preserve or improve the existing floodplain and fluvial processes 

Preserve air quality 

Avoid direct and indirect impacts to historic resources, and mitigate any unavoidable adverse impacts  

Avoid direct and indirect impacts to cultural and archaeological resources, and mitigate any unavoidable 
adverse impacts 

Avoid or minimize impacts to, or improve, tree cover, and mitigate any unavoidable adverse impacts 

Avoid or minimize impacts to, or improve, native plant communities, and mitigate any unavoidable adverse 
impacts 

Preserve, maintain, or improve water quality 

Goal 3: Preserve the quality of life in communities on both sides of the river 

Objectives 

Minimize impacts to businesses 

Minimize impacts to residences 

Minimize impacts to non-displaced businesses 

Minimize other impacts to non-displaced residences 
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Table 6  
Goals and Objectives of the Salem River Crossing Project 
Minimize traffic intrusion onto residential streets 

Minimize noise in residential areas 

Maintain neighborhood cohesion 

Stimulate economic development, consistent with adopted land use plans 

Reduce through freight traffic in downtown  

Support adopted land use and transportation plans 

Minimize construction duration and traffic impacts 

Enhance public access to the river 

Minimize impacts to recreational facilities  

Minimize impacts to schools 

Goal 4: Provide a cost-effective and timely solution 

Objectives 

Minimize construction cost 

Minimize operations and maintenance cost 

Minimize implementation timeline 

Maximize incremental benefits 

Maximize congestion-reduction benefits over the planning period 

Maximize likelihood of funding 

Goal 5: Ensure that any structural solution is aesthetically pleasing (if applicable) 

Objectives 

Enhance pedestrian/bicycle experience  

Provide a structure that instills a sense of community pride and complements the surrounding environment 

Preserve, enhance, or create views from the crossing 

Provide opportunities for productive use under the bridge structure (if applicable) that serves as a community 
asset 

Source: DEIS Table 1.6-1, page 1-19.  

2.4.4 Evaluation Framework and Criteria 
Threshold criteria for screening Salem River Crossing Project concepts and evaluating 
alternatives were developed in 2007.32 The threshold criteria, linked directly to the project 
needs identified in the Purpose and Need statement and applicable regulatory mandates, 
represented the minimum set of requirements that all concepts must meet to be considered 
feasible and subsequently developed into project alternatives. Concepts that did not meet 

                                                      
32 CH2M Hill, Salem River Crossing Project Evaluation Framework Technical Memorandum, 2007.  
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the threshold criteria were dropped from further consideration. Threshold criteria included 
the following:  

• Increasing safety for all modes. Concept must be designed to enhance safety by 
meeting the applicable geometric requirements for passenger vehicles, transit 
vehicles, trucks, emergency vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. (Additional 
discussion of the need to improve safety for all modes is provided in Section 2.4.2, 
Need Statement #2 (page 41).) 

• Improving emergency access across the river. Concept must improve emergency 
access across the Willamette River. (Additional discussion of the need to improve 
emergency access across the river is provided in Section 2.4.2, Need Statement #5 
(page 41).) 

A threshold criterion related to mobility was established but not applied. Concepts were 
grouped into those that met ODOT’s mobility standards and those that would require an 
alternate mobility standard. This approach ensured maximum flexibility as the City of 
Salem and ODOT continued to develop an appropriate approach to measuring the ability of 
alternatives to meet mobility standards.  

Prior to deciding on the alternatives to advance to the DEIS, the City of Salem and ODOT 
resolved the question of whether mobility standards should be a threshold criterion for the 
project. The two agencies concluded that, while meeting mobility standards is still ODOT 
and City of Salem policy for construction of new projects, the adopted standards would not 
be used as threshold criteria for the Salem River Crossing Project. Instead, in response to 
concerns about the high cost of the alternatives and the value of conducting a robust study 
of a wider range of alternatives, they concluded that scaled back or partial versions of the 
alternatives already developed to meet mobility standards should be studied in the DEIS. 33 

2.4.5 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed Prior to the DEIS 
As shown in , alternatives considered but dismissed were eliminated from further 
consideration for one or more of the following four key reasons: 

• Did not meet Purpose and Need 
• Economically infeasible 
• Environmentally or technically infeasible 
• Redundant with other alternatives being studied in this DEIS 

Table 7  
Alternatives Dismissed and the Primary Reason for Their Dismissal 

Preliminary Name Primary Reason for Dismissal 

Tunnel Alternative Economically infeasible (10 times the cost of other alternatives) 

Double-decks for the Existing Bridges 
Alternative 

Technically infeasible (bridge connections and street grid system) 

                                                      
33 See DEIS, Sections 2.2.3, 2.2.4 and 2.2.5.  
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Table 7  
Alternatives Dismissed and the Primary Reason for Their Dismissal 

Preliminary Name Primary Reason for Dismissal 

Two 2-Way Bridges Alternative Technically infeasible (bridge connections and street grid system) 

Transportation System Management 
and Transportation Demand 
Management Alternative 

Did not meet Purpose and Need (congestion relief) 

Yellow + Red Alternatives Environmentally infeasible (Section 4[f] impacts on Wallace Marine 
Park) 

Green + Red Alternative Environmentally infeasible (Section 4[f] impacts on Wallace Marine 
Park) 

New Bridges Farther North or South of 
the Alternatives identified in the Study 
Area Refinement Memorandum 
(CH2M HILL, 2006) 

Did not meet Purpose and Need (congestion relief) 

Source: DEIS Table 2.2-1, page 2-9.  

Additional details are provided in Section 2.2.6 of the DEIS (pages 2-28 through 2-26) to 
support dismissal of these alternatives. 

During the alternatives development process, a stand-alone Transportation System 
Management and Transportation Demand Management (TSM/TDM) alternative was 
studied and determined not to meet the project Purpose and Need by itself. Instead, the 
project team recommended that appropriate TSM/TDM elements (including transit) be 
included as part of each alternative in the DEIS.  

After further study, it was clear that many of the strategies that would accomplish the 
Transit/TSM/TDM objectives were not within the control of the roadway agencies that 
would implement the alternatives. To make sure the SRC project supports the goal of 
decreasing single-occupancy vehicle travel across the river, the Oversight Team supported 
the following approach.  

• The DEIS will assume that the future demand (year 2031) for vehicle trips across the 
river is 8% less than otherwise forecast. Basing the project design on a reduced traffic 
volume anticipates a high degree of success in increasing non-auto travel across the 
river and also helps prevent the project from being overbuilt.  

• Second, the Oversight Team initiated the SRC Project Alternate Modes Study34 to 
identify potential transit and other alternate mode improvements that could be made 
at the same time or separate from, the Salem River Crossing project. This study will 
help assure that potential TSM/TDM options are fully studied and that they can be 
implemented independent of the SRC Project if needed. 

                                                      
34 See overview of Alternate Modes Study in Section 2.2.5 of this Findings Report (page 32).  
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2.4.6 Overview of DEIS Alternatives  
Section 2.3 of the DEIS describes the No Build Alternative and the eight Build Alternatives 
advanced for evaluation through the NEPA process. Figure 9 shows the three bridge 
crossing locations.  

• Existing Bridges Crossing Location – Alternatives 2A, 2B 
• Hope to Tryon Crossing Location – Alternative 3 
• Hope to Pine/Hickory Crossing Location – 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E 
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Figure 9  
Project Area Bridge Crossing Locations 
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 See Section 2.3 of the DEIS for a detailed description and figures for each alternative. Table 
8 summarizes some of the key elements of each alternative.  

Table 8  
Key Elements of DEIS Alternatives 

Element 

No 
Build 

Alt. (1) Alt. 2A Alt. 2B Alt. 3 Alt. 4A Alt. 4B Alt. 4C Alt. 4D/4E 

River 
crossing 
and highway 

Existing Widen 
existing 
bridges 

New bridge New 
bridge 

New 
bridge 

Widen 
existing 
bridges 
and new 
bridge 

New bridge New bridge 

Crossing 
location 

Existing 
bridges 

Existing 
bridges 

Existing 
bridges 

Hope to 
Tryon 

Hope to 
Pine/ 

Hickory 

Hope to 
Pine/ 

Hickory 

Hope to 
Pine/ Hickory 

Hope to Pine/ 
Hickory 

Connections  Direct 
connections 

to Salem 
Parkway 

and OR 22 

Direct 
connections 

to Salem 
Parkway 

and OR 22 

—  —  —  Direct 
connections 

to Salem 
Parkway and 

OR 22 

Direct 
connections to 
Salem Parkway 

and OR 22 

TDM/TSM Current 
programs 

Current 
programs 

Current 
programs 

Current 
programs 

Current 
programs 

Current 
programs 

Current 
programs 

Current programs 

Total project 
construction 
duration 

—  2 years 3 years 3 years 3 years 5 years  5 years  5 years 

Estimated 
Project Cost 
(year 2015) 

— $148 million $388 million $501 
million 

$306 
million 

$451 
million 

$692 million $687 million/ 
$708 million 

Source: DEIS Table ES-1, page ES-7.  

Key components of the alternatives are briefly summarized below, followed by overview 
figures for each alternative. 
 
Alternative 2A (Widen Existing Bridges) – see Figure 10 

• Add two lanes to the Marion Street Bridge (for a total of six lanes) 
• Add a connection from Marion Street Bridge to Marine Drive 
• Add one new lane to the Center Street Bridge (for a total of five lanes) 
• Addition of new lanes would require removal of bicycle/pedestrian facilities on the 

existing bridges 
• Wallace Road widened to six lanes from bridge intersection to Orchard Heights 

Road 
 
Alternative 2B (New Bridge North of Existing Bridges) – see Figure 11 

• Add new five lane bridge between Marion Street and Union Street 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge 

• Three eastbound lanes and two westbound lanes 
• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities included on new bridge 
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• No changes to existing bridges aside from closing the eastbound to northbound 
ramp to Front Street 

Alternative 3 (Hope to Tryon Crossing) – see Figure 12 
• Add new six lane bridge 
• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities included on new bridge 
• No changes to existing bridges 
• Connection to Tryon Avenue and Salem Parkway on the east 

 
Alternative 4A (Hope to Liberty via Pine/Hickory) – see Figure 13 

• Add new six lane bridge 
• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities included on new bridge 
• No changes to existing bridges 
• Connection to Pine and Hickory Streets at Commercial Street on the east  

 
Alternative 4B (New Bridge + Widening Existing Bridges) – see Figure 14 

• Includes elements of 2A and 4A  
• Widening existing bridges – adding three lanes 
• Adding new six lane bridge with bicycle/pedestrian facilities  

 
Alternative 4C (Hope to Pine/Hickory Crossing Location) – see Figure 15 

• Add new six lane bridge 
• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities included on new bridge 
• No changes to existing bridges 
• Elevated viaduct on west side to provide direct connection to OR 22 
• Direct connection to Salem Parkway on the east side 

 
Alternative 4D (Hope to Pine/Hickory Crossing Location) – see Figure 16 

• Add new six lane bridge (same as 4C) 
• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities included on new bridge 
• No changes to existing bridges 
• Pine/Hickory Street couplet would extend to Liberty Street 

 
Alternative 4E (Hope to Pine/Hickory Crossing Location) – see Figure 17 

• Add new six lane bridge (same as 4C) 
• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities included on new bridge 
• No changes to existing bridges 
• Westside viaduct connection to OR 22 would be located further west, minimizing 

impacts to Wallace Marine Park 
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Figure 10  
Overview of Alternative 2A – Widen Existing Bridges 
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Figure 11  
Overview of Alternative 2B – New Bridge from OR 22/Marine Drive to Commercial Street 
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Figure 12  
Overview of Alternative 3 – New Bridge from Hope to Tryon 
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Figure 13  
Overview of Alternative 4A – New Bridge from Hope to Pine/Hickory Couplet 
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Figure 14  
Overview of Alternative 4B – New Bridge from Hope to Pine/Hickory Couplet and Widen Existing 
Bridges 
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Figure 15  
Overview of Alternative 4C – New Bridge from Hope to Pine/Hickory Couplet and Direct 
Connections to Salem Parkway and OR 22; Couplet Extends to 5th Street 
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Figure 16  
Overview of Alternative 4D – New Bridge from Hope to Pine/Hickory Couplet and Direct 
Connections to Salem Parkway and OR 22; Couplet Extends to Liberty Street 



PROJECT BACKGROUND 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 62 
 

Figure 17  
Overview of Alternative 4E – New Bridge from Hope to Pine/Hickory Couplet; Direct Connections to 
Salem Parkway and OR 22; Avoids Direct Impact to West Side of Wallace Marine Park 
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2.4.7 Evaluation of Alternatives & Selection of Preferred Alternative  
Table ES-2 of the DEIS (page ES-27; also included in Section 3.21 as Table 3.21-1, starting on 
page 3-515) summarizes major comparative impacts between the 2031 No Build Alternative 
and each of the Build Alternatives by social or natural environment disciplines and 
elements. This table played an important role in the Oversight Team consideration of the 
alternatives and balancing of benefits and impacts.  

Highlights of each alternative are summarized below for key comparative metrics.  

2.4.7.1 Overall Summary of Impacts for the No Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative would have the highest Vehicle Hours of Delay (AM/PM) in 2031 
at 674 and 371 hours. 35 Traffic flow conditions would be worse in the CBD, along the 
southern part of Wallace Road (PM peak) and in the North Salem area overall.36 The No 
Build Alternative would have increased emergency services response times associated with 
greater congestion.37 The Annual VMT (millions) would be higher for the No Build (1,097 
VMT) than all other Build Alternatives.38 The No Build Alternative would not have 
displacements or other social or environmental impacts associated with the Build 
Alternatives.39  

2.4.7.2 Overall Summary of Impacts for Alternative 2A  
See Table ES-2 of the DEIS for a summary of the impacts of Alternative 2A (which is the 
only Build Alternative inside the UGB) relative to other Build Alternatives that are outside 
of the UGB. Alternative 2A expands vehicle capacity on the existing bridges and would 
allow them to accommodate a greater number of river crossings during the AM and PM 
peak hours. Alternative 2A traffic patterns would remain largely the same as those for the 
No Build Alternative. With the displacement of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities for 
additional vehicle capacity, Alternative 2A does not improve multi-modal access relative to 
the No Build Alternative.  

All traffic would continue to be funneled to the existing bridgehead areas of the Central 
Business District and West Salem. Despite an increase in capacity along the southern end of 
Wallace Road, morning congestion would be worse than with the No Build Alternative at 
many intersections. On the other hand, during the evening peak, congestion on Wallace 
Road would generally improve with 2A, and would be better than with the No Build 
Alternative. 40  

Access from the Center Street Bridge onto OR 99E/Front Street would be seriously 
congested in both AM and PM peak hours with Alternative 2A, with several intersections 
worse than conditions with the No Build Alternative.41  

                                                      
35 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27. 
36 DEIS Table ES-2, pages ES-27 to ES-29. 
37 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-30. 
38 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-32. 
39 DEIS Table ES-2, pages ES-29 to ES-32. 
40 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27. 
41 DEIS, Section 3.1, Table 3.1-33, page 3-123. 
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Alternative 2A fails to add redundancy to the system, and there would be no viable 
alternative in the event of an accident or emergency event affecting the existing bridges. 
There would be a decrease in the Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) with Alternative 2A 
relative to the No Build Alternative.42  

Alternative 2A would require less land for new right-of-way than all other Build 
alternatives.43  Impacts to environmental resources (wetlands, riparian areas, etc.) would 
also be lower.44 The estimated total project cost of Alternative 2A is $148 million (in 2015 
dollars), substantially lower than all other Build Alternatives.45 The estimated cost does not 
include seismic upgrades that would allow the existing bridges to withstand a Cascadian 
subduction zone earthquake.  

Alternative 2A is estimated to have the highest level of construction impacts relative to all 
other Build Alternatives.46 This is due to the significant amount of modifications that need 
to be made to the road system infrastructure on and in the vicinity of the existing bridges. 
Alternative 2A has the difficult challenge of widening or re-constructing major portions of 
OR 22 and Wallace Road while simultaneously accommodating traffic, which is already at 
high levels of congestion. The effects of this construction would cause major short-term 
impacts to regional and local traffic while also significantly affecting downtown Salem 
during the period of construction.  

2.4.7.3 Overall Summary of Impacts for Alternative 2B  
See Table 15 for a summary of the impacts of Alternative 2B relative to other build 
alternatives outside of the UGB. Alternative 2B would require the least amount of right-of-
way acquisition (32 acres)47 and would also impact the least amount of land outside of the 
existing UGB (4.2 acres)48. The residential and business displacement impacts of Alternative 
2B would be higher than Alternatives 3 and 4A but lower than Alternatives 4B through 
4E.49 The estimated project cost for Alternative 2B ($388 million) is higher than Alternative 
4A, but lower than all other build alternatives outside the UGB.50 

In terms of transportation performance, Alternative 2B generally performs better than 
Alternatives 3 and 4A relative to system vehicle hours of delay in the AM peak hour, but 
performs worse than Alternatives 4B through 4E on those same metrics51. In terms of 
percentage of intersections that meet standards, Alternative 2B performs better than 
Alternatives 4A and 4B, but performs worst compared to Alternatives 4C through 4E.  

                                                      
42 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27. 
43 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-29. 
44 DEIS Table ES-2, pages ES-31 to ES-32. 
45 DEIS Table ES-1, page ES-7. 
46 Technical Memorandum form WHPacific, Inc., Salem River Crossing Project Construction Activities and Impacts, February 
2010.  
47 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-29. 
48 DEIS Section 3.2, Table 3.2-9, page 3-161. 
49 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-29. 
50 DEIS Table ES-1, page ES-7. 
51 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27 
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Adverse park impacts associated with Alternative 2B set it apart from the other build 
alternatives outside of the UGB. Alternative 2B would permanently incorporate 8.7 acres of 
parkland at Wallace Marine Park and would have a substantial negative impact on certain 
recreational functions of the park.52 In addition, the construction of Alternative 2B might 
necessitate the temporary occupation of the Union Street Bridge pedestrian and bicycle trail 
during project construction. Alternative 2B would also have a visual impact on the setting of 
the pedestrian bridge.53 None of the other build alternatives outside of the UGB would have 
this significant adverse impact on park and recreational resources.  

2.4.7.4 Overall Summary of Impacts for Alternative 3 
See Table 15 for a summary of the impacts of Alternative 3 relative to other build 
alternatives outside of the UGB. Alternative 3 would displace about 43 acres for the 
acquisition of right-of-way, more than Alternative 2B and 4A, but less than Alternatives 4B 
through 4E.54 Alternative 3 would have the lowest business displacements (10-20) of the 
alternatives and residential displacements (45-55 units) would also be at the lower range of 
the alternatives.55 The estimated project cost for Alternative 3 ($501 million) is higher than 
Alternatives 2B, 4A and 4B, but lower than Alternatives 4C through 4E.56 The higher cost is 
associated with the longer bridge span. 

In terms of transportation, Alternative 3, 2B and 4A have similar performance relative to 
system vehicle hours of delay, but Alternative 3 performs worse than Alternatives 4B 
through 4E on this same metrics.57 Alternative 3 performs in about the middle of the pack 
relative to the percentage of intersections that meet standards during AM and PM peak 
periods.58  

Alternative 3 is the only alternative outside of the UGB that displaces an important 
community facility, the Shekina Fellowship Iglesia.59 However, as noted earlier, Alternative 
3 is the only build alternative outside the UGB that completely avoids impacts to Wallace 
Marine Park.60  

2.4.7.5 Overall Summary of Impacts for Alternative 4A 
See Table 15 for a summary of the impacts of Alternative 4A relative to other build 
alternatives outside of the UGB. Alternative 4A would displace about 37 acres for the 
acquisition of right-of-way, slightly more than Alternative 2B but less than all other 
alternatives.61  

                                                      
52 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-31 
53 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-31 
54 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-29 
55 DEIS Table ES-2, pages ES-29 & ES-31 
56 DEIS Table ES-1, page ES-7 
57 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-29 
58 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-29 
59 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-30 
60 DEIS page ES-20 
61 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-29 
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Alternative 4A would have the lower business displacements (13) relative to the other 
alternatives and residential displacements (30-40) would also be at the lower range of the 
alternatives.62 Alternative 4A would also displace less parkland than other alternatives with 
the exception of Alternative 3.The estimated project cost for Alternative 4A ($306 million) is 
the lowest of all other build alternatives outside the UGB.63 The lower cost is associated 
with the stubbed ramp to facilitate a future connection to OR 22 and the absence of direct 
ramp connections to OR 22 and Salem Parkway.  

In terms of transportation, Alternative 4A does not perform as well as other alternatives 
relative to the percentage of intersections that meet standards during AM and PM peak 
periods.64 In addition, Alternative 4A does not reduce system vehicle hours of delay to the 
degree of Alternatives 4B through 4E.65  

2.4.7.6 Overall Summary of Impacts for Alternative 4B 
See Table 15 for a summary of the impacts of Alternative 4B relative to other build 
alternatives outside of the UGB. Alternative 4B would displace about 50 acres for the 
acquisition of right-of-way, about the mid-range of all the build alternatives outside the 
UGB.66 As can be seen in Table 15, Alternative 4B generally falls in the mid-range of the 
alternative for the full range of impacts – including but not limited to business and 
residential displacements, parking impacts, estimated noise receptors and estimated project 
cost.  

However, Alternative 4B falls at the high end of all alternatives in terms of total parkland 
acquired (7.2 acres), only Alternative 2B displaces more parkland.67 It is important to note 
that the area under the existing Center Street and Marion Street Bridges, and the parking lot 
for the boat launch, are located almost entirely within ODOT right-of-way and subject to a 
lease agreement between the City of Salem and ODOT. The land under the lease agreement 
from ODOT is not subject to Section 4(f).68 

In terms of transportation, Alternative 4B does not perform as well as other alternatives 
relative to the percentage of intersections that meet standards during AM and PM peak 
periods.69 Alternative 4B performs in the mid-range of alternatives in terms of reducing 
system vehicle hours of delay.70  

2.4.7.7 Overall Summary of Impacts for Alternative 4C, 4D and 4E  
See Table 15 for a summary of the impacts of Alternatives 4C, 4D and 4E relative to other 
build alternatives outside of the UGB. These alternatives would require the largest amount 

                                                      
62 DEIS Table ES-2, pages ES-29 & ES-31 
63 DEIS Table ES-1, page ES-7 
64 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27 
65 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27 
66 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-31 
67 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-31 
68 Salem River Crossing Project, Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.  
69 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27 
70 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27 
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of acquisition of right-of-way of all build alternatives (about 75 acres for each).71 They 
would also include the largest footprint (about 32 acres) outside of the UGB relative to the 
other alternatives. Business and residential displacements would be substantially higher (up 
to double) the impacts of other alternatives.72 Impacts on riparian habitat would also be 
almost double the impacts of other alternatives.73 Estimated project costs for Alternatives 
4C ($692 million), 4D ($687 million) and 4E ($708 million) are 2 to 3 times higher than the 
other build alternatives.74  

However, these alternatives would provide the most extensive connectivity and the greatest 
benefit to regional/through-traffic of all the build alternatives. Alternatives 4C, 4D, and 4E 
would provide a more convenient connection from West Salem to north Salem, Keizer, and 
I-5 northbound.75 With any of them, the full length of Marine Drive would be constructed, 
which could improve north-south local circulation within West Salem. Alternatives 4C, 4D, 
and 4E would reduce congestion in the CBD for nearly all intersections compared to the No 
Build Alternative.76 Relative to the other build alternatives, Alternatives 4C, 4D, and 4E 
would perform the best in terms of the percentage of intersections meeting standards, and 
the greatest reduction in system vehicle hours of delay.77  

Traffic volumes across the existing bridges would be among the lowest of all the build 
alternatives. Little congestion would remain, even during peak hours, which would make it 
easier for commuters and shoppers to access the downtown area. On the other hand, the 
new bridge would also make it easier for the same drivers to avoid downtown and would 
significantly reduce through-traffic, thereby decreasing visibility for downtown retailers.78  

2.4.8 Factors that Shaped the Preferred Alternative  
The existing transportation system that connects west Salem with the rest of the city relies 
on a single crossing location with two bridges; one serving each direction of travel. The 
result is a transportation network that funnels all traffic to one point of connectivity over the 
river, creating a bottleneck on each side of the river crossing, where signalized intersections 
slow traffic. In 2014, the existing bridges carried an average daily traffic volume of 
approximately 86,700 vehicles per day, comparable to daily traffic volumes on I-5 (91,400 at 
Market Street) through north Salem.79  

In general, transportation systems that broadly distribute traffic over a network of streets 
result in less congestion and provide options when one route is congested or shut down. By 
comparison, the City of Eugene, with a population similar to Salem, has four 2-way bridges 
over the Willamette River that serve vehicles and five additional bridges for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. These bridges are spaced over a distance of 5 river miles and provide multiple 

                                                      
71 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-29 
72 DEIS Table ES-2, pages ES-29 & ES-31 
73 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-31 
74 DEIS Table ES-1, page ES-7 
75 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-28 
76 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-28 
77 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27 
78 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-30 
79 http://gis.odot.state.or.us/TransGIS/ 



PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 68 
 

options for multi-modal connectivity across the river and distributing traffic over a larger 
geographic area. Additional information regarding Willamette River crossings in the five 
metropolitan areas in the Willamette Valley is provided in Section 3.1.4.2 (page 94).  

The SRC project DEIS alternatives addressed the purpose and need with varying degrees of 
traffic performance and environmental impact. Again, the broad goal was to provide 
increased river crossing capacity and reduce congestion at the existing bridgeheads. Six of 
the eight DEIS build alternatives proposed construction of a bridge at a new crossing 
location north of the existing bridges, which results in a redistribution of traffic to the new 
crossing and a corresponding decrease in traffic on and around the existing bridges and in 
downtown Salem.  

Following publication of the DEIS, Alternative 4D was initially recommended as the 
Preferred Alternative by the Project Oversight Team. This alternative provided the largest 
increase in vehicle carrying capacity, but it also created larger environmental impacts and 
had a higher cost.  

After the initial selection of Alternative 4D, the Salem City Council conducted a public 
hearing and convened a series of four work sessions between November 2012 and February 
2013 to discuss the preliminary recommendation of 4D, its potential impacts, and various 
options and alternatives. A city website, www.cityofsalem.net/salemrivercrossing, was 
established to provide public access to the information provided to Council at these work 
sessions and subsequent public meetings.  

Ultimately, the City Council rejected Alternative 4D and instead proposed a hybrid 
alternative (Salem Alternative). The Council concluded that the social, economic and fiscal 
costs of Alternative 4D outweigh the benefits that the recommend improvements provide.80 
The revised alternative was intended to focus transportation improvements on what is most 
important to the City of Salem, and to minimize the negative impacts associated with the 
project.  

As articulated by City Council, the most important goal of this project is improvement of 
multi-modal access and connectivity between the east and west parts of the City. 
Specifically, the Salem Alternative:  

• Provides regional mobility through its inclusion of ramps connecting Marine Drive 
and Highway OR 22, and direct surface street connections from the east bridgehead 
to the Salem Parkway.  

• Improves Salem area street connectivity by providing residents with direct access 
between north and west Salem. Refinements were made to the “Salem Alternative” 
before it became the “Preferred Alternative.” Specifically, the Rosemont exit is closed 
to avoid the otherwise substantial impacts to the businesses along the south 
(highway) side of Edgewater. By relocating the OR 22 interchange at Rosemont 

                                                      
80 Salem City Council packet for June 24, 2013, Salem River Crossing Preferred Alternative – Input from City Council to 
Regional Partners, Agenda Item 4(d).  

http://www.cityofsalem.net/salemrivercrossing


PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 69 
 

Avenue to Eola Drive, west Salem residents will be provided with direct access to 
the commercial districts of west Salem.  

• Improves cross-river bicycle and pedestrian access and connectivity by providing for 
complete multi-modal facilities that will allow citizens in neighboring areas access to 
regional parks and commercial areas on both sides of the Willamette River. The 
Salem Alternative also prioritizes maintaining multi-modal connectivity for Front 
Street traffic.  

The Salem Alternative also seeks to minimize potential negative impacts by limiting the size 
of the bridge (4 lanes instead of 6 lanes) and the amount of elevated structure on both sides 
of the river. Following refinements to the “Salem Alternative”, the Oversight Team and 
partner jurisdictions endorsed the alternative recommended by the City of Salem as the 
Preferred Alternative (see Figure 1) for the Final EIS (FEIS). For example, a primary 
refinement to the Salem Alternative is to defer the proposed relocation of the Rosemont 
Interchange to Eola, pending development of a Facility Plan for OR 22 prepared by ODOT 
improvement. 

Because the Preferred Alternative included important refinements and differences from any 
of the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, additional analysis of the Preferred Alternative has 
been prepared for the FEIS.  This analysis is captured in Technical Report Addendums, 
some of which are still in draft form as of the writing of these findings.  The updated 
technical reports generally focus on the preferred alternative, and do not revisit the other 
alternatives.81   

2.4.8.1 Overall Summary of Impacts for the Preferred Alternative 
See Table 15 for a summary of the impacts of the Preferred Alternatives relative to other 
build alternatives outside of the UGB.82 The Preferred Alternative would displace about 56 
acres for acquisition of right-of-way, more than Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A and 4B, but less than 
Alternatives 4C, 4D and 4E.83  

Residential displacements (45-50) would be in a similar range with Alternatives 2B, 3, and 
4A; but would be significantly less than residential displacements associated with 
Alternatives 4B through 4E (ranging from 80-120 units displaced).84 The Preferred 
Alternative would displace 55-65 businesses, within the general range of other 

                                                      
81 For the transportation and air quality technical reports, the addenda also updated the horizon year for the analysis from 
2031 to 2040 in order to comply with FHWA requirements.    The transportation technical report addendum for the FEIS 
includes a 2040 evaluation for all the original alternatives, as well as the preferred alternative, in order to allow for direct 
comparison to the original alternatives.   
82 Information for the Preferred Alternative is based on Technical Report Addendums for the FEIS, 2016. 
83 Preferred alternative data from FEISFIES Right-of-Way Technical Report Addendum, 2016, page 4-4. Comparison to 
original alternatives based on DEIS Table ES-29. 
84 Preferred alternative data from FEISFIES Right-of-Way Technical Report Addendum. 2016, Table 5.2-1 page 5-2. 
Comparison to original alternatives based on DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-31. 
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Alternatives.85 The Preferred Alternative would displace less parkland (1.4 acres) than all 
other Alternatives, with the exception of Alternative 3. 

The estimated project cost for the Preferred Alternative is $425 million (in year 2020), higher 
than Alternative 2B and 4A, but lower than all other Alternatives (ranging from $451 for 4B 
to $708 million for 4E). It is also important to note than estimated project costs for the DEIS 
alternatives were based on year 2015 dollars instead of 2020 dollars. 

In terms of transportation performance, most intersections in the CBD area and southern 
Wallace Road improve over No Build 2040 conditions.86 Key bridgehead intersections that 
are entry and exit points in downtown Salem for the existing bridges indicate improved 
conditions with less congestion in the CBD with the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative would have the effect of redistributing traffic north to the new bridge. This 
result demonstrates the redistribution of the traffic volumes from the existing bridges with 
the No Build Alternative to the new bridge with the Preferred Alternative.  

In North Salem, three study intersections will fail to meet mobility targets during the AM 
and PM peak-hour. Overall, volume/capacity (v/c) ratios increase for intersections in North 
Salem relative to the No Build Alternative.87 Again, this reflects the introduction of a new 
bridge crossing and distribution of traffic over a larger geographic area. Other Build 
alternatives that include a northerly bridge crossing have a similar impact.  

The overall effect of the Preferred Alternative (2040) is to distribute traffic over a broader 
network, in some cases decreasing volume levels (particularly in the vicinity of the existing 
bridgeheads) and in some cases increasing volumes compared to the No Build Alternative 
(particularly in the vicinity of the new bridgeheads). Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) would 
decrease in 2040 for the Preferred Alternative relative to the No Build Alternative, 
particularly in the AM peak (12% reduction).88  

2.4.9 Key Outcomes 
The DEIS process for the SRC project resulted in a number of key outcomes:  

• Definition of purpose and need for the Project in the context of NEPA and with the 
broad input from citizens, stakeholder groups, and local, regional and state 
jurisdictions and agencies.  

• Consideration and documentation of broad range of alternatives within the current 
UGB and whether they could meet the purpose and need (including but not limited 
to tunnel, converting existing bridges to two-way facilities, and revisiting other 
bridge crossing alternatives).  

                                                      
85 Preferred alternative displacement data from Universal Field Services, Salem River Crossing Project Right-of-Way 
Technical Report Addendum, August 2016, Section 4.2.  Comparison to original alternatives is based on DEIS Table ES-2, 
page ES-29. 
86 CH2M Hill, Traffic and Transportation Report Addendum for FEIS, August 2016. The proposed UGB amendment is based 
on traffic analysis data for the 2015-2035 planning period. See findings in Section 3.1.4.2 (page 89). 
87 FEIS Traffic Technical Report Addendum, 2016, Table 4.2-2, page 4-6 and Table 4.2-3, page 4-18 
88 FEIS Traffic Technical Report Addendum, 2016, Table 4.4-2, page 4.30 
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• Robust consideration of whether alternative modes and strategies (including transit, 
bicycle, pedestrian, TDM and TSM) could meet the purpose and need as a “stand-
alone” alternative.  

• Building an assumed 8 percent increase in use of alternative modes and strategies 
into the transportation modeling for the project to assure that the project is not over-
designed for vehicle capacity and supports reduced reliance on the auto.  

• Full disclosure of impacts associated with all DEIS alternatives.  
• Refinement of the Preferred Alternative to reduce the size and scale of the project 

relative to 4D (4 lane bridge instead of 6 lane bridge; elimination of 
structures/viaduct) to reduce adverse community impacts and project costs and 
achieve the primary goals articulated by the Salem City Council to improve multi-
modal connectivity between Northeast and West Salem.  

2.5 Salem Urban Growth Boundary Background and Context 
In 1974, the first UGB in Oregon was jointly adopted by the city of Salem, Marion County 
and Polk County. The 1974 UGB was not acknowledged. The Land Conservation and 
Development Commission (LCDC) subsequently made UGBs a mandatory component of 
land use planning throughout the State with the adoption of Statewide Planning Goal 14 
(Urbanization). Figure 18 shows the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan adopted by Salem 
City Council in 1975. This 1975 Plan Map illustrates the more than 40-year history of study 
and planning for an additional bridge crossing of the Willamette River. 

• In 1975, the floodway/floodplain area west of the Willamette River and north of 
Wallace Marine Park was included in the UGB and designated for Conservation & 
Open Space. 

• A proposed northerly arterial crossing of the Willamette River was shown across this 
Conservation & Open Space area in the same general location as the Preferred 
Alternative for the SRC project.  

• A proposed north-south collector roadway to the east of Wallace Road was shown in 
the same general location as Marine Drive. 

• In addition, the 1975 Plan Map also showed a proposed southerly arterial crossing of 
Minto Brown Island and the Willamette River.89  

After the Statewide Planning Goals were adopted in 1974, the City of Salem began a process 
to revise the Comprehensive Plan and implementing ordinances to comply with the 
Statewide Goals. The floodplain/floodway area west of the river that had been included in 
the UGB in 1974 was not included in the 1982 UGB that was acknowledged by LCDC, 
appealed, and ultimately reduced by 2,400 acres as required by the Court of Appeals. The 
138-foot floodplain contour was used to define the 1982 UGB in the area of the proposed 
amendment for the Preferred Alternative. In 2001, Salem and Polk County worked jointly to 

                                                      
89 The southern crossing is no longer feasible given the conservation easement that was applied to the 307-acre portion of 
Minto-Brown Island Park that the City acquired from Boise Cascade in 2013. 
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survey the 138-foot contour line for this area and submitted the legal description to the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD).  

The City of Keizer incorporated within the boundaries of the Salem UGB in 1982, creating a 
joint Salem-Keizer UGB. With the dissolution of Eugene and Springfield’s joint UGB, Salem 
and Keizer are the only cities in the state, outside of the Metro region, to share a UGB. 
Changes to the Salem-Keizer UGB must be approved by four jurisdictions (Salem, Keizer, 
Marion County and Polk County). 

As noted in Chapter 1 of this Findings Report, the UGB has been amended two times in the 
34 years since it was acknowledged by LCDC in 1982. In 1988, the UGB was amended to 
remove about five acres on Croisan Ridge Way S at the request of the property owner. In 
2014, the UGB was amended to add 58 acres of parkland (Keizer Rapids Park) at the request 
of the City of Keizer.  
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Figure 18  
1975 Salem Area Comprehensive Plan Map
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3 Findings in Support of Urban Growth 
Boundary Amendment 

This chapter considers and makes findings addressing: 

• Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization) 
• OAR 660, Division 24 (Urban Growth Boundaries) 
• Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation) and relevant portions of OAR 660-012-

0030 (Determination of Transportation Needs)  
• Goals and policies in the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan and Polk County 

Comprehensive Plan relevant to the UGB Amendment.  

Findings to address other statewide planning goals relevant to the UGB Amendment are 
provided in Chapter 6. Findings to address applicable procedures for the consolidated plan 
amendments (UGB Amendment, TSP Amendments and Greenway Goal Exception) are 
provided in Chapter 7.  

3.1 Findings Addressing Relevant Portions of Goals 12 and 14 
and Related Statutes and Administrative Rules  

3.1.1 Applicability 
3.1.1.1 Division 24 Applicability (660-024-0000) 
Criteria - 660-024-0000(1): 

(1) The rules in this division clarify procedures and requirements of Goal 14 
regarding a local government adoption or amendment of an urban growth boundary 
(UGB). The rules in this division do not apply to the simplified UGB process under 
OAR chapter 660, division 38.  

Findings - 660-024-0000(1): 
The proposal to expand the UGB by about 35 acres to accommodate the components of the 
Preferred Alternative that are outside the UGB addresses the rules in 660-024 (effective 
January 1, 2016). The simplified UGB process under OAR 660, division 38 is not applicable.  

Criteria - 660-024-0000(2): 
(2) The rules in this division interpret Goal 14 as amended by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC or commission) on or after 
April 28, 2005, and are not applicable to plan amendments or land use decisions 
governed by previous versions of Goal 14 still in effect.  

Findings - 660-024-0000(2): 
The proposed UGB amendment is subject to the provisions of OAR 660-024 that took effect 
on January 1, 2016 and previous versions of Goal 14 are not applicable.  
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Criteria - 660-024-0000(3): 
(3) The rules in this division adopted on October 5, 2006, are effective April 5, 2007. 
The rules in this division amended on March 20, 2008, are effective April 18, 2008. 
The rules in this division adopted March 13, 2009, and amendments to rules in this 
division adopted on that date, are effective April 16, 2009, except as follows:  

(a) A local government may choose to not apply this division to a plan amendment 
concerning the evaluation or amendment of a UGB, regardless of the date of that 
amendment, if the local government initiated the evaluation or amendment of the 
UGB prior to April 5, 2007;  

(b) For purposes of this rule, "initiated" means that the local government either:  

(A) Issued the public notice specified in OAR 660-018-0020 for the proposed plan 
amendment concerning the evaluation or amendment of the UGB; or  

(B) Received LCDC approval of a periodic review work program that includes a 
work task to evaluate the UGB land supply or amend the UGB;  

(c) A local government choice whether to apply this division must include the entire 
division and may not differ with respect to individual rules in the division.  

Findings- 660-024-0000(3): 
The City of Salem and Polk County jointly initiated the proposed UGB amendment with 
submittal of a post-acknowledgement plan amendment (PAPA) notice to DLCD on 
September 7, 2016.90 Earlier versions of the Goal 14 administrative rule are not applicable. 

Criteria - 660-024-0000(4): 
 (4) The rules in this division adopted on December 4, 2015, are effective January 1, 
2016, except that a local government may choose to not apply the amendments to 
rules in this division adopted December 4, 2015 to a plan amendment concerning 
the amendment of a UGB, regardless of the date of that amendment, if the local 
government initiated the amendment of the UGB prior to January 1, 2016.  

Findings - 660-024-0000(4): 
As noted above, the City of Salem and Polk County jointly initiated the proposed UGB 
amendment on September 7, 2016. The division 24 rules adopted on December 4, 2015, and 
effective on January 1, 2016, are applicable.  

3.1.1.2 Applicability of Statewide Planning Goals to a UGB Amendment (660-024-0020) 
(1) All statewide goals and related administrative rules are applicable when 
establishing or amending a UGB, except as follows:  

Findings- 660-024-0020(1): 
Findings of compliance with applicable statewide planning goals address the consolidated 
plan amendments package as a whole (UGB Amendment, Greenway Goal Exception and 
TSP Amendments). The statewide goal findings are included in Chapter 6 of this Findings 
Report and are incorporated by this reference. 
                                                      
90 PAPA Notice submitted to DLCD on September 7, 2016. Notice for UGB amendment submitted jointly with Keizer, Marion 
and Polk Counties.  
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(a) The exceptions process in Goal 2 and OAR chapter 660, division 4, is not 
applicable unless a local government chooses to take an exception to a particular goal 
requirement, for example, as provided in OAR 660-004-0010(1);  

Findings - 660-024-0020(1)(a): 
The UGB amendment does not trigger the exceptions process and Goal 2 is not applicable. 
However, the portions of the Preferred Alternative that are within the Willamette River 
Greenway require a Greenway goal exception. The findings for the Greenway goal 
exception are included in Chapter 5 and are incorporated by this cross-reference.  

(b) Goals 3 and 4 are not applicable; 

Findings - 660-024-0020(1)(b): 
As noted, Goals 3 and 4 are not directly applicable to a UGB amendment. When considering 
a UGB amendment, a local government must determine which land to add by evaluating 
alternative boundary locations. This determination must be consistent with the following 
priority of land specified in statute and rule91: 1) designated urban reserve, 2) exception 
lands adjacent to the UGB, 3) designated marginal lands, and 4) resource lands – looking 
first to lands of lower productivity. The findings in Section 3.1.5 (page 118) supporting the 
Boundary Location Alternatives Analysis and consideration of statutory land priorities are 
incorporated by this reference.  

 (c) Goal 5 and related rules under OAR chapter 660, division 23, apply only in 
areas added to the UGB, except as required under OAR 660-023-0070 and 660-023-
0250;  

Findings - 660-024-0020(1)(c): 
As shown on Figure 3, the proposed UGB amendment includes segments of the Preferred 
Alternative that extend outside of the current UGB (westerly portion of new bridge west of 
the river and portions of Marine Drive). A portion of the bridge will extend on structure 
over a mineral aggregate site that is designated as a significant Goal 5 resource in the Polk 
County Comprehensive Plan.  

Findings addressing the significant mineral aggregate site, Goal 5 and OAR chapter 660, 
division 23 are provided in Section 6.2.5 of Chapter 6 (Statewide Goal Findings, page 232) 
and are incorporated by this cross-reference. 

No other areas included in the proposed UGB amendment have been identified or 
designated by the City or County as Goal 5 resources and trigger applicability of Goal 5. 

 (d) The transportation planning rule requirements under OAR 660-012-0060 need 
not be applied to a UGB amendment if the land added to the UGB is zoned as 
urbanizable land, either by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to inclusion 
in the boundary or by assigning interim zoning that does not allow development 
that would generate more vehicle trips than development allowed by the zoning 
assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary;  

                                                      
91 ORS 197A and OAR 660-024-0067(2), for cities outside of Metro. 
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Findings - 660-024-0020(1)(d): 
The UGB amendment will authorize transportation improvements to connect and support 
development of lands that are already within the UGB. No land is being added for 
residential or employment uses that would generate vehicle trips. The city proposes to 
apply a Parks/Open Space/Outdoor Recreation (POS) plan designation to the land added 
to the UGB, as provided for in OAR 660-024-0020(6) (see below). However, the existing Polk 
County zoning (Exclusive Farm Use) will be retained until annexation, which may not occur 
for many years.  (Annexation and application of urban zoning consistent with the POS plan 
designation will be required prior to construction of the transportation improvements on 
land added to the UGB.) Therefore, the provisions of the TPR in OAR 660-012-0060 are not 
triggered by the UGB amendment for transportation improvements.  Notwithstanding this, 
OAR 660-012-0060 is addressed in conjunction with the TSP amendments due to changes to 
functional classifications; see Section 4.1.2.9 (beginning on page 160).  

(e) Goal 15 is not applicable to land added to the UGB unless the land is within the 
Willamette River Greenway Boundary;  

Findings - 660-024-0020(1)(e): 
Portions of the Preferred Alternative are within Salem’s Willamette River Greenway 
Boundary (see Figure 4). The findings to address Goal 15 are included in Chapter 5 and are 
incorporated by this cross-reference. 

(f) Goals 16 to 18 are not applicable to land added to the UGB unless the land is 
within a coastal shorelands boundary;  

(g) Goal 19(Ocean Resources) is not applicable to a UGB amendment.  

Findings - 660-024-0020(1)(f)-(g): 
The coastal goals are not applicable to amendment of the Salem-Keizer UGB.  Goal 19 does 
not apply to a UGB amendment, as stated in the rule.  

3.1.2 Land Need 
3.1.2.1 Goal 14 – Land Need: 

Goal 14: Urbanization  
To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to 
accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth 
boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communities. 

Land Need 
Establishment and change of urban growth boundaries shall be based on the 
following:  

(1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population, consistent 
with a 20-year population forecast coordinated with affected local governments; and  

(2) Demonstrated need for housing, employment opportunities, livability or uses 
such as public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or open space, or any 
combination of the need categories in this subsection (2). 
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In determining need, local government may specify characteristics, such as parcel 
size, topography or proximity, necessary for land to be suitable for an identified 
need.  

Prior to expanding an urban growth boundary, local governments shall demonstrate 
that needs cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the urban 
growth boundary.  

Goal 14 Findings: 
Goal 12 (Transportation) and the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0030) set the 
context for a UGB amendment based on a specific transportation need. Chapter 2 of this 
Findings Report provides the project background, including a history of earlier 
transportation studies, a description of alternatives considered in the SRC project DEIS, and 
reasons for selection of the Preferred Alternative. Findings to address the proposed TSP 
amendments and address other relevant sections of the TPR are provided in Chapter 4. The 
background information in Chapter 2 and the findings in Chapter 4 are incorporated by 
reference to support the UGB amendment.  

Suitability Characteristics 
Two particular studies set the context for the local government(s) to specify characteristics 
necessary for land to be suitable for the identified transportation need:  

• The General Corridor Evaluation (2002) identified and evaluated a total of fifteen new 
bridge corridors and a “beltway” alternative. Ten of the sixteen corridors were 
located within or in close proximity to the UGB. Three of the corridors were located 
further north of the UGB and two of the corridors were located south of the existing 
bridges and outside of the UGB. See Section 2.2.4 of this Findings Report for 
additional details on the General Corridor Evaluation.  

• In 2006, additional analysis was conducted for thirteen of the corridors included in 
the General Corridor Evaluation summarized in Section 2.2.4 (page 34). Chapter 2 of 
the DEIS (Alternatives) documents that the corridors that provide the most system 
benefit are serving demand in west Salem and downtown. The top six performing 
corridors were geographically clustered between the existing bridges on the south 
and Tryon Street on the north. See Section 2.2.6 of the DEIS for additional details on 
alternatives considered but dismissed from further evaluation in the DEIS.  

Based on these studies, suitability characteristics for the identified transportation need 
include the following:  

• To be suitable, the transportation corridor must cross the Willamette River and link 
to primary north-south arterial roadways on the east and west sides of the river (for 
example, Liberty/Commercial on the east and Wallace Road/OR 22 on the west)  

• The greatest impact in terms of system performance results from corridors that 
reduce VHD in Downtown and west Salem.  

• Top performing corridors are geographically clustered between the existing bridges 
and Salem Parkway. Therefore, the general area bounded by the existing bridges on 
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the south and Salem Parkway on the north has the characteristics necessary to be 
suitable for the identified transportation need. Alternative 2A is within the current 
UGB, Alternative 2B includes a small segment outside the UGB, and the remaining 
Alternatives are in proximity and extend across a “notch” in the UGB (see Figure 9).  

These suitability characteristics will be applied in Section 3.1.5 findings relating to 
establishment of a Study Area to evaluate land for inclusion in the UGB (page 119).  

3.1.2.2 660-024-0040 Land Need 
The applicable sections of OAR 660-024-0040 to a UGB amendment for a specific 
transportation need are (1), (2), (3), and (7). The remaining sections address other land 
needs. 

Criteria – 660-024-0040(1): 
(1) 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 20-year need 
determinations are estimates which, although based on the best available information 
and methodologies, should not be held to an unreasonably high level of precision.  

Findings – 660-024-0040(1): 
Population Forecast 
The Population Research Center (PRC), which now has coordinated population forecasting 
responsibilities for all counties in the state, has organized the 36 counties into three regions 
for the first forecasting cycle. Marion County and Polk County are included in forecast 
Region 3. The PRC is scheduled to finalize the population forecasts for counties and cities in 
Region 3 in June 2017. OAR 660-032-0040 outlines a process for interim forecasts. This 
section is applicable to local governments initiating a UGB amendment before the date the 
PRC issues a final population forecast for the local government.  

(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.  

(2) The authorization to use the forecast described in section (1) applies only to a 
periodic review or a legislative review of the comprehensive plan that concerns:  
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(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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The 2035 population forecast for the Keizer portion of the UGB (42,577) included in the 2035 
RTSP and the 2035 Salem TSP is lower than Keizer’s acknowledged population forecast 
(48,089) for 2032.97  The lower forecast population for Keizer in the 2035 RTSP was based on 
a “build out” of available residential land within Keizer’s portion of the UGB.  

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 magnitude of the difference in the 20-year population 
forecast for the City of Keizer is not substantial, and it results in a more conservative 
forecast of future traffic under the regional travel demand model. Therefore, the legal 
standard in OAR 66-024-0040(1) that requires that the UGB amendment be based on the 
appropriate 20-year population forecast for the urban area has been met.  

Category of Land Need 
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. OAR 660-024-0040(1) provides that a UGB 
amendment may be based on a need for transportation facilities (streets and roads). The 
specific findings relating to the transportation need are addressed in Section 3.1.3 below. 

Criteria – 660-024-0040(2): 
(2) If the UGB analysis or amendment is conducted as part of a periodic review work 
program, the 20-year planning period must commence on the date initially 
scheduled for completion of the appropriate work task. If the UGB analysis or 
amendment is conducted as a post-acknowledgement plan amendment under ORS 
197.610 to 197.625, the 20-year planning period must commence either:  

(a) On the date initially scheduled for final adoption of the amendment specified by 
the local government in the initial notice of the amendment required by OAR 660-
018-0020; or  

(b) If more recent than the date determined in subsection (a), at the beginning of the 
20-year period specified in the appropriate coordinated population forecast for the 
urban area as determined under Rules in OAR 660, div 32, unless ORS 197.296 
requires a different date for local governments subject to that statute.  

Findings – 660-024-0040(2): 
The UGB amendment is being conducted as a post-acknowledgement plan amendment 
(PAPA) as allowed by OAR 660-024-0040(2). The findings in Section 6.1 (page 223) 
addressing compliance with the PAPA procedures are incorporated by this cross-reference.  

Transportation modeling for the SRC Project DEIS was based on a planning horizon to the 
year 2031. Updated population forecasts have been prepared and adopted since the DEIS 
was published and now extend to the 2035 planning horizon. The 2015 update of the 
Regional Transportation Plan is based on population and employment forecasts for the 2015-

                                                      
97 Keizer adopted the 20-year population forecast in 2012 as part of periodic review.  
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2035 planning horizon. Amendments to the Salem TSP were initiated late in 2015 and 
adopted in January 2016 to incorporate and adopt the 2035 population and employment 
forecasts included in the 2015 update of the RTSP.  

In addition, the City of Salem recently completed an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) 
and a Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) for the 2015-2035 planning period that were also 
coordinated with population forecasts for 2035. Transportation modeling for the proposed 
UGB amendment was also based on the RTSP and Salem TSP population and employment 
forecasts for 2035.  

The City of Salem initially hoped to initiate the UGB amendment late in 2015. However, that 
was not achievable because many of the FEIS technical reports that provide evidence to 
support the UGB amendment were not yet complete. The PAPA notice identifies that final 
adoption of the UGB amendment is scheduled in 2016.  

Using a planning period of 2015-2035 based on acknowledged population forecasts complies 
with OAR 660-024-0040(2)(b) and provides a 19-year planning period for the proposed UGB 
amendment. 

Criteria - 660-024-0040(3): 
(3) A local government may review and amend the UGB in consideration of one 
category of land need (for example, housing need) without a simultaneous review 
and amendment in consideration of other categories of land need (for example, 
employment need).  

Findings - 660-024-0040(3): 
The proposed UGB amendment is based on one category of land need 
(transportation), as allowed by OAR 660-024-0040(3). No land is being included 
for employment, housing or other urban land needs. As noted above, Salem 
recently completed and adopted an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA)98 
and concluded that the city had sufficient buildable land within the current UGB 
to meet land needs for employment over the 2015-2035 planning horizon.  

In addition, Salem completed a HNA99 and concluded that the city had 
sufficient buildable residential land within the current UGB to meet land needs 
for housing over the 2015-2035 planning period. However, the HNA identified 
that the city had a surplus of land designated for single-family housing and a 
deficit (about 200 acres) of land designated for multi-family housing. Salem is 
proceeding with a work program (including potential code and map 
amendments) to address Salem’s deficit of land for multifamily housing.  

The UGB amendment and the transportation improvements included in the 
Preferred Alternative are intended to support development of residential, 
employment and other lands within the current UGB. The 20-year planning for 
Salem’s employment and housing needs and the transportation planning and 
                                                      
98 Salem Economic Opportunities Analysis, 2015 to 2035. Prepared by ECONorthwest for the City of Salem. Adopted by City 
Council on October 26, 2015 with related amendments to the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan.  
99 Salem Housing Needs Analysis, 2015 to 2035. Prepared by ECONorthwest for the City of Salem. Approved by City Council 
on February 8, 2016.  
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modeling for the Preferred Alternative are all based on the same planning 
horizon (2015-2035) and coordinated population and employment forecasts in 
the adopted 2035 RTSP and the acknowledged Salem TSP (see Table 9).  

Criteria - 660-024-0040(7): 
(7) The determination of 20-year land needs for transportation and public facilities 
for an urban area must comply with applicable requirements of Goals 11 and 12, 
rules in OAR chapter 660, divisions 11 and 12, and public facilities requirements in 
ORS 197.712 and 197.768. The determination of school facility needs must also 
comply with 195.110 and 197.296 for local governments specified in those statutes.  

Findings - 660-024-0040(7): 
The UGB amendment is based on a need for an additional bridge across the Willamette 
River in the Salem-Keizer region over the 20-year planning horizon (2015-2035). The 
applicable requirements are Goal 12 and the rules in OAR chapter 660, division 12. The 
sections of Division 12 relevant to determining needs for transportation are addressed in 
Section 3.1.3 below.  

3.1.3 Transportation Need 
3.1.3.1 660-012-0030 Determination of Transportation Needs 
Criteria – 660-012-0030(1)-(2): 

(1) The TSP shall identify transportation needs relevant to the planning area and 
the scale of the transportation network being planned including:  

(a) State, regional, and local transportation needs;  

(b) Needs of the transportation disadvantaged;  

(c) Needs for movement of goods and services to support industrial and commercial 
development planned for pursuant to OAR chapter 660, division 9 and Goal 9 
(Economic Development).  

(2) ... Local governments preparing local TSP's shall rely on the analyses of state 
and regional transportation needs in adopted elements of the state TSP and adopted 
regional TSP's.  

Findings – 660-012-0030(1)-(2): 
The identified transportation need is both local and regional in nature.   

Regional Need 
As described in Section 2.1 (Project Context, History & Purpose, page 18), the existing 
bridges play a critical role in regional traffic and freight movements:  

• OR 22 carries pivotal truck freight traffic movements between I-5 on the east and 
the Oregon Coast on the west, as well as to businesses in the Salem-Keizer 
metropolitan area, and mid-Willamette Valley region.  

• OR 22 provides key access for mid-Willamette Valley and north-Willamette 
Valley recreationists bound for the Oregon Coast, two of the state’s major 



FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENT 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 84 
 

gaming casinos100, and a growing number of wineries - all of which are top 
recreation destinations in the state.  

• The existing two bridges are the only Willamette River crossings within the 
Salem-Keizer metropolitan area. The next closest bridges are at Independence 
(approximately 11.5 miles southwest) and Newberg (approximately 23 miles 
north). The result is that traffic from a large area has only one point to cross the 
Willamette River. 

Peak hour congestion at the existing bridgehead areas is increasing and projected to reach 
severely congested conditions by 2035 under the No Build scenario (see Table 11, Table 12, 
and Figure 19).  As a result, the existing crossing has become a “choke point” in the regional 
system. A lack of alternate routes means that local, regional and statewide trips are all 
competing for the same capacity to cross the river. The existing bridges carry over 80,000 
vehicles per day and all those vehicles are funneled through Salem’s downtown core area. 

In addition, as described in Section 2.1.3.2 (page 21), the existing bridges provide a critical 
east–west transportation link for regional emergency vehicle response. Polk County has 
designated these bridges as Priority 1 Lifeline Routes, which means they are considered 
essential for emergency vehicle response during the first 72 hours after an event. The only 
hospital in the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area, the City of Salem Police Department, and 9 
of the 11 existing City of Salem fire stations are located east of the river (two fire stations are 
in west Salem, only one of which is currently in full time operation). When traffic incidents 
or other issues require closure of one or both bridges, traffic for emergency vehicles, 
passenger vehicles, public transportation, and freight is substantially disrupted due to the 
lack of alternate routes. The existing bridges can be converted to two-way operation only 
with significant time, effort, work crews, and equipment (see pages 21 to 22 for details). This 
is particularly troublesome because, due to their age, neither of the existing bridges is 
designed to withstand a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake.  Thus, there is a compelling 
regional need to improve the resilience of the transportation system in the Salem region in 
the event of an emergency. 

The SKATS 2015-2035 RTSP (amended June 28, 2016) identifies the constraint created by the 
existing system: “Only two bridges cross the river (at Marion Street and Center Street in 
downtown Salem) resulting in congestion and significantly reduced connectivity between 
West Salem and the rest of the metropolitan area” (p. 3-3). It also includes a conceptual 
alignment for a new bridge crossing (project number R001), and includes the related surface 
street improvements to support a new crossing in the financially constrained project list 
(Marine Drive and related connections – project S297; Front Street widening and 
realignment - project S096). 

Further, all regional partners - Salem, Keizer, Polk County and Marion County - include 
discussion of and/or policies relating to planning for a new bridge crossing in their 

                                                      
100 Spirit Mountain Casino in Grand Ronde and Chinook Winds near Lincoln City are both linked to the Salem area via 
Highway 22. 
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acknowledged TSPs.101 The multi-year EIS process has also included consideration of state, 
regional and local transportation needs and extensive coordination with ODOT and regional 
partners. 

Further discussion of consistency with the RTSP is provided in Section 4.2.4 (page 177) and 
those findings are incorporated by this cross-reference. 

Local Need 
Many of the issues outlined above under regional need are equally pressing at the local 
level, including the lack of alternate routes, the limited multimodal connectivity between 
West Salem and the rest of the city, and the challenge of maintaining emergency response 
capabilities in the event of a bridge closure.  

The Salem City Council articulated the following as two of the most important (and 
interrelated) factors for the Salem River Crossing Project: 

• The importance of redundancy in the transportation system to reduce 
vulnerability and distribute traffic. In general, transportation systems that broadly 
distribute traffic over a network of streets result in less congestion and provide 
options when one route is congested or shut down.  

• The importance of connectivity for all modes. More specifically, the Salem City 
Council identified the most important goal of this project as “improvement of multi-
modal access and connectivity between the east and west parts of the City.”102  

The lack of connectivity across the river creates a particular local safety and connectivity 
concern for pedestrians and bicyclists, who have few options to get across the river. The 
existing bicycle and pedestrian system is described in Section 2.1.6 (page 30): 

• Existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities on the Center Street and Marion Street 
Bridges are minimally adequate and, in some cases, substandard.  

• A barrier-separated, 10-foot-wide concrete path on the north side of the Center Street 
Bridge provides pedestrian and bicycle access across the bridge.  

• The Marion Street Bridge has a 5-foot-wide sidewalk separated from traffic lanes by 
a barrier and railing, but no designated bicycle lanes. The Marion Street Bridge 
accommodations do not meet Highway Design Manual (ODOT, 2003) bridge cross-
section standards for bicycle/pedestrian facilities.103  

                                                      
101 The  existing Salem TSP includes a discussion of the Salem River Crossing in the Street System Element, pages 3-22 and 
3-23, “Long-range Transportation Strategy” chapter, including on pages 16-3 and 16-6 and the “Issues Requiring Future Study” 
chapter, page 18-1. The Polk County TSP includes policy 3.6, which states: “Polk County supports planning for and 
construction of, a third bridge over the Willamette River.”  The Keizer TSP discusses the Salem River Crossing Project and 
UGB expansion in the chapter on “Outstanding Actions, Steps, or Refinements” on page 10-2.  The SKATS 2035 RTSP 
references the Salem River Crossing Project in Chapters 5 & 7, including on pages 5-9 to 5-16 and 7-4 to 7-5.  The Marion 
County Rural TSP discusses “Additional Crossings of the Willamette River in Chapter 13 – Long Term Transportation Issues 
(pages 13-5 to 13-6). 
102 Salem City Council packet for June 24, 2013, Salem River Crossing Preferred Alternative – Input from City Council to 
Regional Partners, Agenda Item 4(d). 
103 DEIS Chapter 3, Traffic and Transportation, page 3-17.  
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• The conversion of the Union Street Railroad Bridge to a pedestrian and bicycle 
facility (Union Street Pedestrian Bridge) has greatly enhanced pedestrian/bicycle 
access across the river in the vicinity of the existing bridges since it was opened in 
2009. The bridge crossing, and associated trail spurs, connect to Wallace Road and 
Glen Creek Road on the west side of the river and to Union Street and Front Street 
on the east side of the river (plus other connections via Salem Riverfront Park), 
where the trail provides a connection to the network of bicycle lanes in Salem’s 
downtown.  

With two closely-spaced facilities in the Center Street Bridge and the Union Street Railroad 
Bridge, plus an inadequate sidewalk on the Marion Street Bridge, connectivity across the 
river is limited for bicyclists and pedestrians.  Bicyclists and pedestrians, who are most 
sensitive to out-of-direction travel, have essentially one location in which to cross the river.  
This discourages walking and biking between the two parts of the City, resulting in a need 
to enhance multimodal connections across the river. 

The congestion at the existing bridgeheads also impacts buses that use the existing bridges 
to provide service between the Downtown Transit Center and Glen Creek Transit Center. 

In addition, the congestion at the bridgeheads creates a particular problem for enhancing 
walkable business districts in the downtown (the eastern bridgehead) and in the Edgewater 
/West Salem historic commercial area (the western bridgehead). Both areas have urban 
renewal districts that are working to enhance streetscapes and improve connectivity and 
circulation for alternative modes. There is a need to maintain and improve the vitality of 
these areas through balancing the impacts of vehicular through-traffic and improving multi-
modal access and connections. 

The overview of existing land uses and urban renewal plans in Section 2.1.5 (page 26) is 
incorporated by this cross-reference. In addition, discussion of consistency with local 
transportation system plans is provided in Sections 4.2.2 (page 172) and 4.2.3 (page 176).  

Statewide Considerations 
The existing bridges are part of State Highway 22 (OR 22) and are owned, managed, and 
maintained by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). The bridges are part of 
the National Highway System, on a state designated freight route, State-designated 
Expressway, and have a statewide level of importance. Freight movement is very sensitive 
to congestion and time delays. With a spreading of peak hour congestion, it becomes more 
difficult for freight vehicles to shift to non-peak periods and avoid delays. With the single 
bridge crossing location, all freight vehicles must travel through the Central Business 
District to reach I-5, even if they are heading north bound.  

 The Oregon Highway Plan does not specifically reference a need for an improved 
Willamette River crossing on OR 22. However, the adopted Oregon Highway Plan (ODOT, 
1999; amended 2006) mobility target for the bridges is a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.80. 
Year 2035 volume-to-capacity ratios for the bridges are forecast to be 1.07 eastbound and 
1.66 westbound during the afternoon peak period. In adopting the Preferred Alternative, 
some intersections on the State roadway system will not meet the State mobility targets. The 
State proposes to adopt Alternate Mobility Targets into the Oregon Highway Plan following 
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approval of the consolidated plan amendments. The City of Salem and ODOT support a 
greater level of peak hour congestion in order to reduce the physical impact to surrounding 
neighborhoods and business districts.  

In addition, the Oregon Highway Plan includes a policy “to provide a secure lifeline 
network of streets, highways, and bridges to facilitate emergency services response and to 
support rapid economic recovery after a disaster” (Policy 1E). This indicates that the 
transportation need has implications for the state highway system as well.  

Further discussion of consistency with statewide transportation plans is provided in Section 
4.2.5 (page 178) and is incorporated by this cross-reference. 

Needs of the Transportation Disadvantaged 
Peak hour congestion on the existing bridges and in the bridgehead areas also impacts the 
needs of the transportation disadvantaged, primarily those dependent on transit. With the 
single bridge crossing location and increased congestion in the peak hours, transit travel is 
subject to same delays that affect vehicle and freight travel.  

Criteria – 660-012-0030(3): 
(3) Within urban growth boundaries, the determination of local and regional 
transportation needs shall be based upon:  

(a) Population and employment forecasts and distributions that are consistent with 
the acknowledged comprehensive plan, including those policies that implement Goal 
14. Forecasts and distributions shall be for 20 years and, if desired, for longer 
periods; and  

(b) Measures adopted pursuant to OAR 660-012-0045 to encourage reduced 
reliance on the automobile.  

Findings – 660-012-0030(3): 
As noted in earlier findings, the determination of local and regional transportation needs for 
the Preferred Alternative is based on population and employment forecasts for 2015-2035 
that are consistent with Salem’s acknowledged comprehensive plan. The population and 
employment forecasts in the RTSP and Salem TSP for the 2015-2035 planning horizon are 
coordinated and consistent. OAR 660-012-0030(3)(a) indicates that forecasts and 
distributions for transportation needs may be longer than 20 years.  

While Oregon’s UGB planning framework is based on a 20-year planning horizon, 
transportation facilities such as major highways and bridges are typically planned and 
designed for a much longer horizon and infrastructure life of at least 50-100 years. 
Information in Chapter 2 of this Findings Report documents that study of the need for an 
additional river crossing has gone on for more than 30 years, and investments in the existing 
bridges have taken place over more than 100 years (see Table 4).  

However, as required by Goal 14, the proposed UGB amendment is based on acknowledged 
20-year forecasts for the 2015-2035 planning horizon. The travel demand model for the 
Preferred Alternative has been calibrated based on the acknowledged plan designations 
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within the existing UGB. The UGB amendment only adds lands for the transportation 
facility, and does not include additional lands that could be urbanized. 104  

The TPR directs local governments to plan for reduced reliance on the automobile. The rule 
gives MPOs and local governments broad latitude to craft plans to implement the policy. 
Initially, the TPR directed preparation of regional and local transportation system plans that 
would show at least a 10 percent reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per person over 
the life of the plan.  

In 1998, the LCDC amended the TPR to provide more flexibility to local governments to 
show how local and regional TSPs achieved policy objectives of the TPR. Amendments to 
the rule lowered the VMT target to five percent and authorized local governments to adopt 
performance measures other than VMT per capita (called “alternative measures”) to 
monitor how well plans reduce reliance on automobiles.  

When a locally developed plan does not contemplate a reduction in VMT per capita as 
called for in the rule, local governments may employ “alternative standards,” or measures 
to gauge reduced reliance on the automobile. Alternative standards are approved by LCDC 
and must show they have a comparable positive effect on reducing reliance on the 
automobile and providing for alternative modes as the VMT per capita standard.  

As part of its process of periodically reviewing and updating its Comprehensive Plan and 
other planning efforts, the City adopted various plans, code amendments, plan 
amendments, and programs to achieve the TPR’s goal of reducing reliance on the 
automobile, including, but not limited to overlay zones, Fairview Mixed Use Zone, Mixed 
Use Overlay, Employment Center Zone and Plan Designation, Development Design 
Handbook, Mixed-Use Comprehensive Plan Designation, Riverfront/Downtown Core Area 
Master Plan, North Downtown Plan, Fairview Master Plan, SINALACS, SREC Mater Master 
Plan, and the Toolbox Loan and Grant Program.105 T 

                                                      
104 As noted in Section 1.1, FHWA required update of the transportation modeling for the Preferred Alternative (and all DEIS 
alternatives) from the DEIS planning horizon of 2031 to the year 2040 for the FEIS. Because the UGB rule is based on a 20-
year planning horizon, CH2M Hill updated transportation forecasts to 2035 for the No Build Alternative, Alternative 2A and the 
Preferred Alternative. See Engineering Assessment for UGB Amendment Analysis Memo, March 31, 2016. 
105 Resolution No. 2005-51, Adopting Land Use and Transportation Strategies and Integrated Land Use and Transportation 
Alternative Standard and Benchmarks, adopted by Salem Council July 5, 2005.  
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Table 10  
Benchmarks for Implementation of Transportation Policies in Salem Area Comprehensive Plan 

Measure Description Measurement 
Previous 

Years 2010 2015 2020 2025 
Benchmark 

(2030) 

1a  New dwelling units 
(d.u.) within 1/4 mile 
of transit stops  

Ratio of new d.u. within 1/4-mile 
walking distance of transit stops (with 
frequency of service of 30 minutes) to 
all new d.u. in the city  

22.8% 
(‘98-’08) 

23% 27% 31% 36% 41% 

1b  New dwelling units 
(d.u.) within 1/4 mile 
of transit stops  

Ratio of new d.u. within 1/4-mile 
walking distance of transit stops (with 
frequency of service of 15 minutes in 
peak hour) to all new d.u. in the city  

3.2% 
(‘98-’08) 

3.5% 4.5% 6.5% 8.5% 10.5% 

2  Jobs in Activity 
Nodes and Corridors  

Ratio of total jobs in Activity Nodes and 
Corridors to all jobs in the city, 
excluding industrial zones 

61.28% 
(2005) 

61.0% 62.0% 63.0% 64.0% 65.0% 

3  New d.u. in Activity 
Nodes and Corridors  

Ratio of new d.u. in Activity Nodes and 
Corridors to all new d.u. in the city  

12.1% 
(‘98-’08) 

12.5% 14.5% 16.5% 18.5% 20.5% 

4  Bicycle lanes  Percentage of streets designated to 
have bike lanes that are striped with 
bike lanes  

53% 
(2008) 

54.0% 58.0% 62.0% 66.0% 70.0% 

5  Growth in Mid-Valley 
rideshare database  

Number of people in database using 
alternative modes  

945 Double rate 
of 
population 
increase 

Double rate 
of 
population 
increase 

Double rate 
of 
population 
increase 

Double rate 
of 
population 
increase 

Double rate 
of 
population 
increase 

Note: 
d.u. = dwelling unit(s) 
Source: Salem Area Comprehensive Plan, Table 1.  
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The City of Salem has alternative standards and benchmarks in place to encourage reduced 
reliance on the automobile. In addition, approval of the consolidated plan amendments for 
the Preferred Alternative will improve multi-modal connectivity between Northeast and 
West Salem and will support development of land within the current UGB, including land 
in designated Activity Nodes and Corridors in the Central Business District, the proposed 
Northeast bridgehead area, and the West Salem urban renewal area in the southerly portion 
of Wallace Road and along Edgewater Street.  

Criteria – 660-012-0030(4): 
(4) In MPO areas, calculation of local and regional transportation needs also shall 
be based upon accomplishment of the requirement in OAR 660-012-0035(4) to 
reduce reliance on the automobile. 

Findings – 660-012-0030(4): 
As the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Salem-Keizer Area 
Transportation Study (SKATS), the Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments 
(MWVCOG) is responsible for planning, programming, and coordinating federal 
transportation improvement investments throughout the region.  

A total of $14,409,898 of FHWA and FTA federal funds were obligated in Federal Fiscal Year 
2015 on 20 regionally significant transportation improvement projects and programs within 
SKATS. 106 

• 31% was invested in transit and transportation demand management 
(TDM)/rideshare projects 

• 11% was invested in bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects 
• 16% was invested in bridge projects 
• 32% was invested in roadway projects 
• 10% was invested in intelligent transportation systems (ITS) and planning projects 

While “safety” is not one of the specified categories, it should be noted that most projects 
also contain a multi-modal safety component.  

Clearly, a substantial portion of FHWA and FTA federal funds in the MPO are targeted to 
projects that reduce reliance on the automobile. As summarized above, Salem’s 
Comprehensive Plan has alternative standards and benchmarks in place to encourage 
reduced reliance on the automobile. The City of Keizer has included comparable standards 
and benchmarks in its’ Comprehensive Plan. The 2015 Regional Transportation System Plan 
references the Salem and Keizer alternative standards and benchmarks and the City of 
Salem, City of Keizer and SKATS will coordinate in the upcoming review of progress 
toward meeting the interim benchmarks for 2015.  

                                                      
106 SKATS, 2015 Obligation Report, December 17, 2015.  
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3.1.4 Meeting Identified Land Needs 
3.1.4.1 660-024-0050 Land Inventory and Response to Deficiency 
The applicable sections of OAR 660-024-0050 to a UGB amendment for a specific 
transportation need are (1), (4), (5), (6) and (7).  

Criteria - 660-024-0050(1): 
(1) When evaluating or amending a UGB, a local government must inventory land 
inside the UGB to determine whether there is adequate development capacity to 
accommodate 20-year needs determined in OAR 660-024-0040. For residential 
land... For employment land... 

Findings - 660-024-0050(1): 
The land inside the UGB that is presently planned and available to meet the 20-year 
transportation needs includes the existing road network, existing street right-of-way, and 
existing bridges, as well as new transportation facilities already identified in a financially 
constrained Transportation System Plan project list. All other land within the existing UGB 
is planned for other urban uses (e.g., residential, commercial, industrial, parks, etc.). The No 
Build Alternative evaluated as part of the FEIS (see Traffic and Technical Report Addendum, 
2016) documents the capacity of the existing road network (including programmed roadway 
projects from the City of Salem TSP107) and existing bridges to accommodate transportation 
needs to 2040 (as required by FHWA) with planned improvements. 

Note that a separate transportation analysis was prepared specifically to address the 
proposed UGB amendments, focusing on the preferred alternative, the No Build 
Alternative, and Alternative 2A through 2035.  This supplemental analysis memorandum 
provides a sub-set of the data and intersections studied in the technical report addendum 
referenced above.  This analysis is discussed in section 3.1.4.2.  Because the Traffic and 
Technical Report Addendum provides more extensive data on the No Build Alternative, 
that information has been summarized in this section; however, both documents support 
the same conclusion and should be considered part of the factual base of these findings.   

With the No Build Alternative, roadways surrounding the Center Street and Marion Street 
Bridges experience congestion during the AM and PM peak hours. This congestion is 
associated with people getting on and off the bridges. Projected volumes on the Center 
Street Bridge during the AM peak are 6,400 vehicles per hour, well above the Existing 
Conditions (2012) volume of 4,090 vehicles per hour. During the PM peak, projected 
volumes are 4,960 vehicles per hour, also above the Existing Conditions volume of 3,950 
vehicles per hour. This reflects the commuting pattern of eastbound travel from West Salem 
being heavier in the mornings than in the evenings.  Projected volumes during the AM peak 
on the Marion Street Bridge are 3,060 vehicles per hour, above the Existing Conditions 
volume of 2,490 per hour. During the PM peak, projected volumes increase to 8,210 vehicles 
per hour, well above the 5,620 vehicles per hour under Existing Conditions. This reflects the 
commuting pattern of westbound travel from the Central Business District, North Salem 

                                                      
107 See Table 4.2-1 of the Traffic and Technical Report Addendum, 2016, for a list of programmed projects assumed within 
the Future No Build Alternative.  
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(and travel originating from other places east of the bridges) being heavier in the evenings 
than in the mornings.108   

The heavy traffic volumes on the existing bridges and existing and planned road system are 
projected to result in 16 out of 33 study area intersections failing to meet mobility targets or 
standards during at least one peak period (AM, PM, or both).  In the downtown area, with 
the No Build Alternative, six study intersections would fail to meet mobility targets or 
standards during the AM Peak, PM Peak, or both. The entry/exit locations for the existing 
bridges have the worst operations due to heavy traffic under the No Build Alternative. Six 
intersections on Wallace Road would fail during the AM Peak, PM Peak, or both peaks due 
to increased travel demand and lack of capacity.  Marine Drive would have limited ability to 
act as a parallel route to Wallace Road because it would terminate at Glen Creek Road.  In 
addition, three intersections located at the northern most part of the project study area on 
Salem Parkway would fail to meet mobility standards during the PM Peak.109 

Based on the analysis of the No Build Alternative, the existing land inside the UGB that is 
presently planned to meet 20-year transportation needs (25 year needs for the FEIS 
analysis), with planned improvements and adopted policies, does not provide adequate 
capacity to meet the identified transportation needs.  

Alternative 2A is within the current UGB. The evaluation of whether Alternative 2A can 
reasonably accommodate the identified transportation need is set out in the findings 
addressing 660-024-0050(4) below.  

Criteria - 660-024-0050(4): 
(4) If the inventory demonstrates that the development capacity of land inside the 
UGB is inadequate to accommodate the estimated 20-year needs determined under 
OAR 660-024-0040, the local government must amend the plan to satisfy the need 
deficiency, either by increasing the development capacity of land already inside the 
city or by expanding the UGB, or both, and in accordance with ORS 197.296 where 
applicable. Prior to expanding the UGB, a local government must 
demonstrate that the estimated needs cannot reasonably be accommodated 
on land already inside the UGB. If the local government determines there is a 
need to expand the UGB, changes to the UGB must be determined by evaluating 
alternative boundary locations consistent with Goal 14 and applicable rules at OAR 
660-024-0060 or 660-024-0065 and 660-024-0067.  

Findings - 660-024-0050(4): 
Alternatives Inside the UGB Considered but Dismissed Prior to DEIS Alternatives 
As summarized in Chapter 2 (Project Background), the need to address long-term capacity 
issues associated with a single bridge crossing location in the Salem-Keizer area has been 
the subject of various technical studies and related planning efforts for more than 30 years. 
Early studies focused on maximizing the efficiency of the existing transportation system and 
resulted in the completion of several capacity improvement projects, including: 1) 
construction of the Front Street bypass (1981); 2) widening the Marion Street Bridge from 

                                                      
108 See Section 4.2.1.2 of the Traffic and Technical Report Addendum, 2016. 
109 See Section 4.2.1.1 of the Traffic and Technical Report Addendum, 2016. 
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two to four lanes (1982); 3) complete replacement of the Center Street Bridge from a two-
lane structure to a four-lane structure (1983); and 4) completion of the Bridgehead 
Engineering Study (1997) to identify lower-cost solutions to improve traffic operations and 
prolong acceptable levels of service for traffic using the Marion and Center Street bridges.  

Although the existing Marion and Center Street bridge structures represent a two-fold 
increase in transportation capacity over what existed prior to 1983 (more than 30 years ago), 
the SKATS RTSP adopted in 1996 specifically identified the need to develop additional 
transportation capacity across the Willamette River as an “outstanding issue” that required 
further detailed analysis and consensus building in order to evaluate and select a preferred 
package of alternatives.  

Two key transportation studies were completed after this “outstanding issue” was included 
in the 1996 RTSP. The General Corridor Evaluation was completed in 2002 (see overview in 
Section 2.2.4, page 34) and the Salem River Crossing Project DEIS was released in 2012 (see 
overview in Section 2.4, page 41).  

Both of these transportation studies included a robust evaluation of alternate modes, 
transportation system management measures and improvements to existing facilities to 
determine whether they could, alone or in combination, reasonably meet the transportation 
need. The No Build and all Build Alternatives evaluated in the DEIS were designed 
assuming that the future peak-hour traffic volumes (2031) across the river would be 8 
percent less than those forecasted with the SKATS traffic model.110 By using this approach 
the transportation analysis ensures that the future need for highway capacity is not 
overstated.  

See Section 2.4.5 (page 49) and Table 7 for additional discussion of alternatives inside the 
UGB that were considered but not advanced to the DEIS. That information is incorporated 
by this cross-reference.  

Improvements within Existing Bridge Footprint 
As discussed in Section 2.3 (page 37), ODOT and the local jurisdictions have maximized the 
efficiency and capacity of the existing bridges and connecting infrastructure over the +30 
years since the Marion and Center Street bridges have been in place in their existing 
configuration. Over the past 20 years, regional transportation partners have focused on 
investments to maximize the efficiency of the existing transportation system, including 
completion of feasible projects identified in the Bridgehead Engineering Study and increased 
attention to improvements for alternate modes (such as the conversion of the Union Street 
Railroad crossing to a bicycle/pedestrian bridge, as well as both completed extensions of 
this bicycle-pedestrian path in Wallace Marie Park, funding for a signal at Commercial St @ 
Union St., and adopted plans or planning work to extend this path on both sides of the 
river).  

The information in Section 2.3 (page 37) is incorporated by this cross-reference to document 
that improvements within the existing bridge footprint cannot reasonably meet the 
identified purpose and need for the project and the primary measures to satisfy the purpose 
statement:  
                                                      
110 DEIS Chapter 3, Traffic and Transportation, page 3-23. 
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• Reducing congestion levels at the existing bridgeheads and 
• Remediating safety and operational deficiencies on the existing bridges and in the 

study area in locations where crash rates are higher than average.  

The question remains whether the addition of new travel lanes to the existing Center Street 
and Marion Street Bridges (Alternative 2A) can reasonably accommodate the identified 
transportation need. This question is addressed in Section 3.1.4.2 below.  

3.1.4.2 Can Alternative 2A Reasonably Accommodate the Transportation Need?  
Alternative 2A, which was evaluated as part of the DEIS, emerged from years of 
engineering studies evaluating potential solutions to increase capacity and reduce 
congestion within the existing river crossing location as the best solution to modify the 
existing bridges and maximize the existing transportation infrastructure.  

Alternative 2A (see Figure 10) adds capacity to the transportation network by widening the 
existing Marion and Center Street bridges. As part of 2A, two lanes are added to the existing 
Marion Street Bridge (westbound) and one lane is added to the existing Center Street Bridge 
(eastbound). In addition, a new connection would be added from the west end of the 
Marion Street Bridge to Marine Drive. Wallace Road would also be widened from four lanes 
to six lanes between the existing bridges and Orchard Heights Road, with additional turn 
lanes at the intersection of Wallace Road and Glen Creek Road.  

It was important to the DEIS evaluation, as well as to consideration of alternatives that did 
not require new facilities to be located outside the current UGB, to have an alternative 
evaluated in detail that did not add a new crossing location.111 However, Alternative 2A 
has several significant issues that ultimately make it an unreasonable solution to the 
transportation need identified in the DEIS, supplemented by community goals articulated 
by Salem City Council, and described in the findings in Section 3.1.3.1 (page 83). These 
issues are summarized in brief below and discussed in further detail on the following pages: 

• Reducing congestion in Downtown Salem. The existing system funnels traffic to 
one crossing location – and while capacity was added at the bridgehead intersections 
with 2A, the adjacent intersections within the downtown grid are also capacity-
limited and are not likely to be modified, thus broadening the congestion further 
into Downtown Salem. 

• Distributing traffic within the transportation system. The population of west Salem 
will grow significantly (by nearly 60%) over the next 20 years (see Table 9), and that 
growth will occur primarily on residential land located 1 to 2 miles north of the 
existing bridges (see Figure 7). Alternative 2A requires that growth to funnel to the 
existing sole river crossing, concentrating more traffic along Wallace Road and 
requiring widening and access restrictions within commercial sections of west 
Salem. With Alternative 2A, Wallace Road was proposed to be widened from four 

                                                      
111 DEIS, Chapter 2, page 2-8 and Salem City Council packet for June 24, 2013, Salem River Crossing Preferred Alternative – 
Input from City Council to Regional Partners, Agenda Item 4(d). 
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lanes (two each direction) to six lanes (three in each direction) between Edgewater 
and Orchard Heights Road, with additional necessary turn lanes. 

• Providing alternate routes for emergency responders. Alternative 2A does not 
provide another option for emergency vehicles to travel (in the event the existing 
crossing is not available).  

• Providing an alternate route for regional trips. Alternative 2A maintains the 
existing connections that require all trips to cross the river at one location.  

• Enhancing multimodal connectivity. Alternative 2A would require removal of 
existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities on the Marion and Center Street bridges, 
which would further exacerbate existing multimodal safety and connectivity issues 
across the river. 

• Supporting planned land uses in Downtown Salem and the Wallace Road / 
Edgewater area. Alternative 2A reinforces the challenges faced by these key areas in 
balancing the needs of through-traffic with the adopted plans and desire for 
walkable business districts. 

Reducing Congestion in Downtown Salem 
CH2M Hill prepared an Engineering Assessment to support the UGB Amendment (CH2M 
Hill Technical Memo: Salem River Crossing EIS: Engineering Assessment for UGB Amendment 
Analysis Effort, March 31, 2016). One purpose of the memo was to determine if either of the 
alternatives studied in the DEIS that are entirely within the Salem-Keizer UGB (No Build 
and Alternative 2A) can reasonably meet the purpose and need for the project.   The traffic 
analysis results from this memo are based on 2035, rather than 2031 (as in the DEIS) or 2040 
(as in the FEIS) in order to best align with the 20 year population forecast and planning 
horizon for the UGB. 

Expanding the existing bridges under Alternative 2A would allow them to accommodate a 
greater number of river crossings during the AM and PM peak hours (see Table 11 and 
Figure 19; No Build and Preferred Alternative included for reference / comparison). 
Compared with the No Build Alternative in 2035, the Marion Street Bridge (WB) would 
carry 400 additional trips in the AM peak hour and 400 additional trips in the PM peak 
hour. The Center Street Bridge (EB) would carry 200 additional trips in the AM peak hour 
and 400 additional trips in the PM peak hour relative to the No Build in 2035.  
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Table 11  
Willamette River Crossing Traffic Volumes by Location, Direction and Peak Hour 

Direction Location 

2011 Existing 
Conditions 

2035 
Alternative 1: 

No Build 

2035               
Alternative 2A 

2035 Preferred 
Alternative 

AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

Westbound 
(WB) 

Marion 
Street Br. 2,100 5,000 2,500 6,600 2,900 7,000 1,900 4,900 
North Bridge 
(New) 

n/a (no new 
bridge) 

n/a (no new 
bridge) 

n/a (no new 
bridge) 1,000 2,600 

Eastbound 
(EB) 

Center Street 
Br. 5,100 3,200 6,900 4,100 7,100 4,500 4,700 3,100 
North Bridge 
(New) Does not exist Does not exist Does not exist 2,700 1,800 

Totals 

Total WB 
Volumes 2,100 5,000 2,500 6,600 2,900 7,000 2,900 7,500 
Total EB 
Volumes 5,100 3,200 6,900 4,100 7,100 4,500 7,400 4,900 
Total Volumes  7,200 8,200 9,400 10,700 10,000 11,500 10,300 12,400 

Source: CH2M Hill Technical Memorandum: Salem River Crossing EIS: Engineering Assessment for UGB Amendment Analysis Effort, 
March 31, 2016, Table 2. 

Figure 19  
Willamette River Crossing Traffic Volume by Alternative Scenario, Peak Hour 

 
 

However, the expanded bridges, with a total of 11 travel lanes, would still tie into the same 
street system at the bridgeheads and there would be no opportunity to distribute traffic to a 
broader geographic area. In addition, adopted land use, urban renewal and transportation 
plans for Downtown Salem are focused on maintaining and enhancing the character of a 
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walkable, mixed use downtown. It isn’t reasonable to expand the existing bridges to a total 
of 11 travel lanes and expect to achieve a balance of through traffic with downtown 
livability.  

The traffic analysis associated with the UGB amendment focused on a total of twelve study 
intersections within the area of influence of bridge traffic. The following seven intersections 
that are in close proximity to the bridge and/or expected to be impacted by queuing from 
the bridge were categorized as “1st Tier” intersections.  

• Wallace Road/Taggart Road 
• Wallace Road/OR 22-Edgewater Street 
• Center Street Off-Ramp/Northbound Front Street 
• Marion Street/Commercial Street 
• Marion Street/Liberty Street 
• Center Street/Commercial Street 
• Center Street/Liberty Street  

Table 12 provides a detailed summary of the number of study intersections meeting 
mobility targets by alternative. Detailed operational analysis results are included in 
Appendix B of the Salem River Crossing EIS: Engineering Assessment for UGB Amendment 
Analysis Effort technical memo.  

Four out of seven of the key intersections meet the mobility targets under the No Build 
Alternative in 2035. For Alternative 2A, performance declines to three out of the seven key 
intersections. Performance improves for the Preferred Alternative with six of the seven key 
intersections meeting the mobility targets in 2035.  

Table 12  
Number of Key Intersections Meeting Mobility Standards 

Intersection 
Category 

2011 
Existing 

Conditions 

2035 
Alternative 1: 

No Build 

2035 
Alternative 

2A 

2035 
Preferred 

Alternative 
1st Tier 4 1 1 2 
2nd Tier 3 3 2 4 

Total 7 4 3 6 
Notes:  
- Results from this table are based on traffic analysis results and mobility standards presented in Table B.1 of 
Appendix B to the Salem River Crossing EIS: Engineering Assessment for UGB Amendment Analysis Effort 
technical memo, dated March 31, 2016. 

The intersection analysis results indicate that Alternative 2A performs worse than the No 
Build Alternative in 2035 at the Center Street Off-Ramp to northbound Front Street in both 
the AM and PM peak. The magnitude of the difference is not large, but it still performs 
worse.  
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Distributing Traffic within the Transportation System  
Figure 7 of this Findings Report shows the distribution of buildable residential and 
employment land within Salem’s portion of the UGB. In addition, Table 9 summarizes the 
population forecast for the 2015-2035 planning period for the Salem portion of the UGB.112  
The population of west Salem will grow significantly over the next 20 years, and that 
growth will occur primarily on residential land located 1-2 miles north of the existing 
bridges. Alternative 2A requires that growth to funnel to the existing sole river crossing, 
concentrating more traffic along Wallace Road and requiring widening and access 
restrictions within the commercial section of West Salem. With Alternative 2A, Wallace 
Road was proposed to be widened to six lanes between the existing bridges and Orchard 
Heights Road. 

Every community is unique, and it is not possible to apply a “one size fits all” approach to 
an issue of the magnitude of a major new bridge crossing. However, looking at the 
characteristics and conditions of other metropolitan areas in the Willamette Valley does 
provide insights and help to tell the story of some of the key considerations for a new bridge 
crossing in the Salem-Keizer region. Figure 20 and Figure 21 provide an overview of the 
metropolitan areas located along the Willamette River. Vehicular bridges across the 
Willamette River in the Salem-Keizer, Albany, Corvallis, Eugene-Springfield, and Portland 
metropolitan areas are shown on Figure 22 through Figure 26, respectively. The following 
information is included on the figures for each metropolitan area:  

• Location of the UGB relative to the Willamette River and major highways113 
• Identification of Willamette River bridges in each metropolitan area  
• Information on the number of travel lanes and 2014 annual average daily traffic 

(AADT) on each bridge 
• Reference to the highway carried by the bridge 

 

  

                                                      
112 SKATS Regional Transportation System Plan (2015) and Salem Transportation System Plan. 
113 The UGB isn’t shown for the Portland metro area; instead the focus is on the Portland downtown.  
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Figure 20  
Regional Context: Willamette Valley 
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Figure 21  
Regional Context: Salem-Keizer, Albany, Corvallis, and Eugene-Springfield 
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Figure 22  
Regional Context: Salem-Keizer 
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Figure 23  
Regional Context: Albany 
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Figure 24  
Regional Context: Corvallis 
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Figure 25  
Regional Context: Eugene-Springfield 
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Figure 26  
Regional Context: Portland 
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Table 13 summarizes key information for each of the metropolitan areas.  

In terms of population, the Salem MSA is most comparable to the Eugene-Springfield MSA. 
The Salem-Keizer MSA had about 45,000 more people than the Eugene-Springfield MSA in 
2014. The Willamette River bisects the UGB in both the Salem-Keizer and Eugene-
Springfield metro areas. The combined Eugene and Springfield UGBs are larger (by about 
5,000 aces) than the Salem-Keizer UGB and the amount of land on both sides of the river is 
more evenly balanced in Eugene-Springfield than in Salem-Keizer.  

As shown on Figure 22 and Figure 25, there is a major difference between the Salem-Keizer 
and Eugene-Springfield metropolitan areas in terms of connectivity across the Willamette 
River. In the Eugene-Springfield area, there are five vehicular crossings of the Willamette 
River,114 with 20 travel lanes, over a distance of approximately 7 river miles. By comparison, 
the couplet bridges in the Salem-Keizer area, with 8 travel lanes, provide the only 
connectivity across the Willamette River in the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area.  

In terms of average daily traffic, only the Hwy 569 Beltline Bridge in Eugene (81,400 ADT) 
comes close to the average daily traffic on the Marion and Center Street Bridges in Salem 
(84,600 ADT). ODOT has initiated an EIS for the Beltline Highway to evaluate expanding or 
replacing the existing bridge or constructing a parallel arterial bridge to address congestion 
and safety issues.  

Average daily traffic on the other bridges in the Eugene-Springfield area ranges from 21,500 
to 55,400 vehicles (compared to ADT of 84,600 on the Marion and Center Street Bridges). 
While all bridges across the Willamette River from Portland to Springfield carry a mix of 
traffic (local, regional, and statewide), the availability of multiple bridge crossings in the 
Eugene-Springfield area provides the opportunity to focus on different transportation 
functions. For example, the I-5 Bridge is intended to accommodate longer-distance regional 
and statewide trips, the Beltline Bridge is intended to largely accommodate regional trips, 
and the Washington/Jefferson, Ferry and Springfield Bridges are intended to accommodate 
local and regional trips. With only a single crossing location in the Salem-Keizer area, the 
Marion and Center Street Bridges must accommodate the full mix of local, regional and 
statewide trips.  

Figure 26 shows similar patterns in the downtown Portland area. The freeway bridges 
(Fremont and Marquam) are intended to carry longer-distance through trips (although 
much of the peak hour traffic is local or regional) and they convey traffic via ramps rather 
than connecting directly to the local street system. The six downtown Portland bridges 
connect to the established street system on one or both sides of the river at signalized 
intersections. All six bridges accommodate traffic in both directions and four of the six are 
four lane facilities. The number of bridges and the level of connectivity in downtown 
Portland play a very important role in distributing traffic, as can be seen in the data on 
average daily traffic in Table 13. In addition, the six bridges in downtown Portland shown 
on Figure 26 provide a very important function in providing alternative and redundant 
routes as a “relief valve” when individual bridges or routes (including the freeway bridges) 

                                                      
114 In addition, Salem currently has one bicycle/pedestrian bridge across the river and Eugene has five bicycle/pedestrian 
bridges.  
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are congested; blocked in whole or in part due to an accident or other event; or are under 
repair.  
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Table 13  
Vehicle Bridge Crossings of the Willamette River: Metropolitan 

Metropolitan Area 
(MSA) 

MSA Population 
(2014) 

UGB Extends on both 
side of Willamette River? 

Number of Bridges 
(one way/two way) 

Number of Travel 
Lanes (total) 

AADT per lane  

Salem-Keizer 403,885 Yes 2 (each one way) 8 10,575 

Albany  119,705 Yes 2 (each one way) 4 8,350 

Corvallis 88,740 No 3 (2 one-way and 1 
two-way) 

5 6,860 

Eugene-Springfield 358,805 Yes 5 (all two way) 20 12,495 

Portlanda 2,326,397 Yes 6 (all two way) 27 8,000 
a Figure 26 for the Portland MSA focuses only on the downtown bridges that are connected to the arterial street system at the bridgeheads. Data are not 
included for the two interstate bridges (Fremont/I-405 and Marquam/I-5) or the two bridges located outside of the downtown area (Sellwood and St. John’s). 
These other bridges provide additional capacity and connectivity across the Willamette River in the Portland metropolitan area. 

Sources: Portland Center for Population Research (MSA Population), ODOT TransGIS, and City of Portland (http://Portlandmaps.com). 

 

http://portlandmaps.com/
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Providing Alternate Routes for Emergency Responders 
Alternative 2A does not provide another option for emergency vehicles to travel across the 
river (in the event the existing crossing is not available). Section 2.1.3.2 provides additional 
background on emergency response that is incorporated by this cross-reference.  

“Redundancy” refers to a duplication of river crossings to provide for the continued 
function of the overall transportation system in case either or both of the existing bridges are 
rendered unusable.  

The existing bridges are very difficult to convert to two-way operation in the event of an 
emergency because of their design as one-way bridges with several directional ramps 
feeding and off-loading traffic from the bridge spans. The one-way street pattern on the east 
side of the bridge adds to the complexity of a conversion to two-way operation.  

The addition of two travel lanes to the Marion Street Bridge with Alternative 2A would be 
separated by a barrier from the existing travel lanes. Potentially, these additional travel 
lanes could be converted to use for emergency responders only during an emergency 
(assuming the emergency didn’t involve these lanes or the entire Marion Street Bridge). 
While this would increase the capacity to address emergency traffic during a specific 
situation, it would not result in an alternate or redundant route in the event of failure of the 
existing bridge. 

However, Alternative 2A does nothing in terms of providing an alternate or redundant 
route for emergency responders. The findings and figures of Willamette River bridge 
crossings in other metropolitan areas, particularly in Eugene and downtown Portland, 
underscore the importance of having multiple bridges, with fewer travel lanes, to distribute 
traffic and also to provide redundancy in the event of an emergency or other event. 115   

                                                      
115 The new bridge would be built to standards that can handle a major subduction earthquake, thus increasing Salem and the 
region’s resiliency to such an event, since the existing bridges do not meet those standards. 
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Providing an Alternate Route for Regional Trips 
The existing transportation system that connects West Salem with the rest of the Salem-
Keizer UGB relies on a single motor vehicle crossing with two bridges (one serving each 
direction) and a bicycle/pedestrian-only bridge. The existing vehicle crossing serves both 
local trips and regional through trips to and from OR 22. The result is a transportation 
network that funnels all traffic to one point of connectivity over the river, creating a 
bottleneck on each side of the river crossing, where intersections slow traffic. The existing 
bridges carry over 80,000 vehicles per day and all those vehicles are funneled through 
Salem’s downtown core area.  

Alternative 2A does not provide an alternate route for regional trips that do not want or 
need to travel through the downtown core area, including trips from the west side of the 
river that are destined to northeast Salem or Keizer, the Salem Parkway and north on I-5. It 
is not reasonable to expand the existing bridges to 11 lanes and expand and reinforce the 
existing mix of local, regional and statewide trips through the downtown core. This is in 
part because the increased traffic would continue to flow into the same roads and 
intersections on either side of the bridge which have limited capacity to accept the 
additional traffic.  Resulting impacts on the system would be contrary to urban 
development goals for Salem’s central business district. 

Enhancing Multimodal Connectivity  
Alternative 2A would require removal of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities on the 
Marion and Center Street bridges, which would further exacerbate existing multimodal 
safety and connectivity issues across the river.  

Many cyclists are sensitive to out-of-direction travel, and they may continue to use the 
existing bridges with Alternative 2A, even with removal of the existing bicycle facilities. 
This result could not be considered reasonable in terms of improving safety for bicycle 
travel, given safety issues associated with mixing bicyclists with automobiles and freight 
traffic, given traffic conditions on the bridge, including relatively high speeds and multiple 
merging on and off-ramps..  

In addition, Alternative 2A does nothing to enhance multimodal connectivity – which is a 
major goal of local, regional and statewide transportation plans. Alternative 2A only 
expands capacity for vehicles, which is counter to the goals of Oregon’s land use program 
and is not reasonable.  

Supporting Planned Land Uses in Downtown Salem and West Salem/Edgewater Districts 
Background information in Section 2.1.5 of this Findings Report (page 26) is incorporated by 
this cross-reference to highlight existing uses and urban renewal plans adopted for the 
Central Business District and the West Salem/Edgewater areas.  

Alternative 2A expands the capacity of the existing bridges for vehicles only, and reinforces 
the challenges faced by these key areas in balancing the needs of through-traffic with the 
desire for walkable business districts. Primary objectives of the adopted urban renewal 
plans for downtown area are to: 

• Encourage a variety of mixed uses and river-oriented uses 
• Sustain and improve the economic vitality of the Central Business District 
• Relieve traffic congestion and railroad conflicts  
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• Encourage the use of transit and alternate modes 

Primary objectives of the adopted urban renewal plans for the West Salem/Edgewater 
Districts are to:  

• Enhance the streetscape 
• Promote new opportunities for housing 
• Develop commercial and mixed-use areas that encourage people to live near 

shopping, neighborhood services and employment  
• Improve local and regional connectivity. In particular, improve bicycle and 

pedestrian connections to Downtown Salem and the riverfront 

When compared to the 2035 No Build Alternative, total traffic volumes crossing the 
expanded bridges in both directions under Alternative 2A are forecast to increase during the 
peak hours. Again, this increased volume of vehicle traffic would tie into the same 
bridgehead areas where the Salem River Crossing Project is trying to relieve congestion and 
support adopted land use and urban renewal plans for the bridgehead areas.  

Conclusion Regarding Alternative 2A 
In summary, Alternative 2A does not reasonably meet the identified transportation need set 
out in the EIS and summarized in the findings in Section 3.1.3.1 (page 83).  

By comparison, the Preferred Alternative represents a transportation solution that provides 
increased multi-modal capacity with a new river crossing that:  

• Reduces congestion around the existing bridgeheads and within downtown Salem  
• Draws traffic away from the existing crossing and redistributes it over a broader 

geographic area 
• Provides a new emergency vehicle response route  
• Improves multi-modal connectivity 
• Supports adopted land use and urban renewal plans for the CBD and West 

Salem/Edgewater districts  

Because the Preferred Alternative provides an additional bridge crossing of the river and 
improves transportation system connectivity, thereby allowing for the greater distribution of 
traffic through the study area, it reduces peak hour volumes and congestion on the existing 
bridges (relative to existing conditions and Alternative 2A) and also reduces congestion at 
Tier 1 bridgehead intersections relative to the No Build Alternative. The improved 
transportation connectivity associated with a new bridge facility will also include new 
facilities and connections for bicyclists and pedestrians, as well as providing a wider range 
of options for new transit routes in the future. 

Information from the 2035 traffic and engineering analysis supporting the UGB Amendment 
is presented in Table 14 and Figure 19.116 

                                                      
116 CH2M Hill, Engineering Assessment for UGB Amendment Analysis Effort Memo, March 31, 2016; Table 2 and Figure 4. 
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Table 14  
Willamette River Crossing Traffic Volumes by Location, Direction and Peak Hour 

Direction Location 

2011 Existing 
Conditions 

2035 
Alternative 1: 

No Build 

2035        
Alternative 2A 

2035 Preferred 
Alternative 

AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

AM 
Peak 
Hour 

PM 
Peak 
Hour 

Westbound 
(WB) 

Marion 
Street Br. 2,100 5,000 2,500 6,600 2,900 7,000 1,900 4,900 
North Bridge 
(New) 

n/a (no new 
bridge) 

n/a (no new 
bridge) 

n/a (no new 
bridge) 1,000 2,600 

Eastbound 
(EB) 

Center Street 
Br. 5,100 3,200 6,900 4,100 7,100 4,500 4,700 3,100 
North Bridge 
(New) Does not exist Does not exist Does not exist 2,700 1,800 

Totals 

Total WB 
Volumes 2,100 5,000 2,500 6,600 2,900 7,000 2,900 7,500 
Total EB 
Volumes 5,100 3,200 6,900 4,100 7,100 4,500 7,400 4,900 
Total Volumes  7,200 8,200 9,400 10,700 10,000 11,500 10,300 12,400 
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Evaluation of Alternative Boundary Locations 
Findings regarding the evaluation of alternative boundary locations, demonstrating 
compliance with OAR 660-024-0065 and -0067 are provided in Sections 3.1.5.2 (page 119) 
and 3.1.5.3 (page 125), respectively. 

Criteria - 660-024-0050(5): 
(5) In evaluating an amendment of a UGB submitted under ORS 197.626, the 
director or the commission may determine that a difference between the estimated 
20-year needs determined under OAR 660-024-0040 and the amount of land and 
development capacity added to the UGB by the submitted amendment is unlikely to 
significantly affect land supply or resource land protection, and as a result, may 
determine that the proposed amendment complies with section (4) of this rule.  

Findings - 660-024-0050(5): 
The size of the UGB amendment (35 acres) will not trigger review by the Director or LCDC. 
However, the amendment is consistent with the intent of this criterion.  

As summarized in Section 1.3.1 (page 7) and shown on Figure 1, the majority of the 
Preferred Alternative is located within the existing UGB and maximizes use of existing 
transportation facilities and right-of-way. The proposal to expand the UGB by about 35 acres 
is intended to accommodate the portions of the Preferred Alternative that extend outside of 
the existing UGB (westerly portion of bridge and segments of Marine Drive). As required by 
the Salem Revised Code, a legal description has been prepared for the proposed UGB 
amendment. 117 

The surveyed area for the UGB amendment is close enough to the minimum area needed for 
the transportation facilities, given the preliminary state of the design and level of detail 
available on topography, etc. The City of Salem will apply a Parks/Open Space/Outdoor 
Recreation (POS) plan designation to the 35 acres added to the UGB. Polk County’s current 
EFU zoning will be retained on an interim basis.  

The UGB amendment is needed for a transportation facility, and the amount of land added 
between the existing UGB and the Marine Drive alignment (which is already included in 
Salem’s TSP) is unlikely to significantly affect urban land supply or resource land protection 
for the following reasons:  

• Much of the northerly area between the existing UGB and the Marine Drive 
alignment (about 11.5 acres) is within the floodplain and riparian corridor of Glen 
Creek and development is limited (see Figure 3). 

• In conjunction with the UGB amendment, Salem will include a new policy in the TSP 
to restrict access from the east side of Marine Drive to uses authorized in the EFU 
zone outside of the UGB. In addition, the agricultural lands east of the Marine Drive 
alignment are largely within the floodplain and development is limited. 

• Salem’s POS plan designation and implementing zone only allow a limited range of 
uses (excluding housing).  

                                                      
117 OTAK, Figures and Legal Description for Salem UGB Expansion (July 26, 2016).  
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• A portion of the southerly area between the existing UGB and the Marine Drive 
alignment (6.72 acres) is also within the floodplain. Approval of a plan amendment 
and zone change would be required to develop this relatively small area for urban 
uses and the City recently concluded that there is adequate land in the existing UGB 
to accommodate needed housing over the 2015-2035 planning horizon.  

The land added for the portion of the bridge extending from the west side of the river to the 
Marine Drive extension (16.69 acres) will be elevated over the resource land. As described in 
Section 1.3.1 (page 7), more than half of this bridge segment extends over the southerly 
portion of an approximately 250 acre mineral aggregate site that Polk County has 
authorized as a non-farm use in the EFU zone (see Figure 27). In addition, this segment of 
the bridge will not provide access to or result in urbanization pressures on resource lands. 
Based on the preliminary level of design, the potential for movement of farm vehicles is 
feasible between parcels to the south and north of the bridge before it returns to grade at 
Marine Drive. The standard in 660-024-0050(5) has been met.  
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Figure 27  
Polk County Mineral and Aggregate Overlay Zone 
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Criteria - 660-024-0050(6)-(7): 
(6) When land is added to the UGB, the local government must assign appropriate 
urban plan designations to the added land, consistent with the need determination 
and the requirements of section (7) of this rule, if applicable. The local government 
must also apply appropriate zoning to the added land consistent with the plan 
designation or may maintain the land as urbanizable land until the land is rezoned 
for the planned urban uses, either by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to 
inclusion in the boundary or by applying other interim zoning that maintains the 
land's potential for planned urban development. The requirements of ORS 197.296 
regarding planning and zoning also apply when local governments specified in that 
statute add land to the UGB.  

(7) Lands included within a UGB pursuant to OAR 660-024-0065(3) to provide for 
a particular industrial use, or a particular public facility, must be planned and zoned 
for the intended use and must remain planned and zoned for that use unless the city 
removes the land from the UGB.  

Findings - 660-024-0050(6)-(7): 
As shown in Figure 28, the City of Salem will apply a Parks, Open Space and Outdoor 
Recreation (POS) plan designation to the 35 acres added to the UGB. 

The proposed UGB amendment is based on a specific need for an urban transportation 
planning facility within the 20-year planning horizon. No land is being added to meet other 
urban land needs (such as housing or employment). Under Oregon’s planning framework, 
local jurisdictions do not typically apply specific plan designations or zones to 
transportation facilities (including highways, bridges, roads, bicycle and pedestrian paths, 
etc.). Salem’s zoning designations extend to the centerline of the right-of-way and the zoning 
code does not include a specific “use category” for linear transportation facilities; the use is 
permitted outright in all zones. 118  

The Salem Area Comprehensive Plan description of the POS designation includes parks and 
open space facilities to be managed by the city; designed and natural open space; and 
outdoor recreation. The Comprehensive Plan describes open space as:  

Open space may be categorized as space which is incorporated into the design of a 
development and that which is maintained, at least in part, by natural conditions 
which limits more intensive use.  

The plan specifically references the following under the heading of “Natural Open Space”:  

• Willamette River 
• Agricultural land within the Floodplain 
• Aggregate mining and directly related industrial use in the Floodplain  

  

                                                      
118 Unless otherwise provided in Chapter 400 (Use Categories), activities allowed within the public right-of-way are not 
considered a “use” for purposes of classification under this Chapter. (Salem Revised Code 400.015(e)).  
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Figure 28  
City of Salem Proposed Comprehensive Plan Designations 
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The existing Polk County EFU zoning will be retained as interim zoning and will maintain 
the land for the planned transportation facility. The City’s Public Amusement (PA) zone 
implements the Parks, Open Space, and Outdoor Recreation designation of the Salem Area 
Comprehensive Plan (SRC Chapter 540). Prior to construction of the new bridge and related 
transportation facilities, the City of Salem will annex the land and apply the PA zone that 
implements the Parks, Open Space, and Outdoor Recreation comprehensive plan designation.  

In summary, the Parks, Open Space, and Outdoor Recreation plan designation is the most 
appropriate plan designation to apply to the land added to the UGB for the needed 
transportation improvements. The Polk County EFU zoning will be retained in the interim, 
precluding urban development on the land added to the UGB until the new transportation 
facilities can be built. The standard in 660-024-0060(6) and (7) has been met.  

3.1.5 Boundary Location 
3.1.5.1 Goal 14 – Boundary Location: 

The location of the urban growth boundary and changes to the boundary shall be 
determined by evaluating alternative boundary locations consistent with ORS 
197.298 and with consideration of the following factors: 

(1) Efficient accommodation of identified land needs; 

(2) Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; 

(3) Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; and 

(4) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 

Findings – Goal 14 Boundary Location: 
Every city in Oregon must establish an urban growth boundary to comply with the 
requirements of Goal 14 (Urbanization). Establishment and management of UGB’s are 
generally regarded as key to Oregon’s planning framework. Growth boundaries are 
intended to serve several purposes, including preservation of resource lands, orderly 
transition from urban to rural land uses, and environmental, energy and public facilities 
efficiencies.  

It is important to recognize and understand the unique role that transportation facilities 
such as roads and highways (including bridges) play in Oregon’s land use framework. 
Roads and highways are linear facilities that interconnect to form an overall transportation 
network. The Salem-Keizer urban area, Marion County, Polk County and the State of 
Oregon are traversed by roads and highways that cross both urban and rural lands to form a 
comprehensive transportation system. This connected network is necessary to move people 
and goods locally, regionally, and throughout the state, thereby helping to secure the 
welfare and well-being of Oregon residents and businesses.  

As linear facilities, roads and highways are very different from site-specific land uses such 
as residential, commercial, and industrial uses. It is often not feasible or appropriate to 
preclude the extension or connection of roads or highways outside of UGBs, even if the 
roads predominantly serve the transportation needs of urban residents. Indeed, the need for 
transportation connectivity across urban and rural lands sometimes necessitates such action 
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to achieve the policy objectives of Goal 12 (Transportation) and the Transportation Planning 
Rule (TPR), which requires the state and local governments to plan for the statewide and 
regional as well as local transportation needs of the citizens of Oregon.  

Findings to address the administrative rule provisions implementing the four Goal 14 
factors highlighted above are provided in the response to 660-024-0067(7) in Section 3.1.5.3 
(page 125) and in Table 15 of this Findings Report.  Note that ORS 197.298 is no longer 
applicable to cities outside of the Metro region.  ORS 197A is applicable; however, it directs 
DLCD rule-making, which has been completed and adopted into OAR 660 Division 24.  By 
demonstrating compliance with the version of OAR 660 Division 24 effective January 1, 
2016, in particular OAR 660-024-0067(2) (see findings beginning on page 126), the City is 
also demonstrating compliance with ORS 197A. 

3.1.5.2 660-024-0065 Establishment of Study Area to Evaluate Land for Inclusion in the UGB 
Criteria – 660-024-0065(1): 

(1) When considering a UGB amendment to accommodate a need deficit identified in 
OAR 660-024-0050(4), a city outside of Metro must determine which land to add to 
the UGB by evaluating alternative locations within a “study area” established 
pursuant to this rule. To establish the study area, the city must first identify a 
“preliminary study area” which shall not include land within a different UGB or the 
corporate limits of a city within a different UGB. The preliminary study area shall 
include:  

(a) All lands in the city’s acknowledged urban reserve, if any;  

(b) All lands that are within the following distance from the acknowledged UGB:  

(A) For cities with a UGB population less than 10,000: one-half mile;  

(B) For cities with a UGB population equal to or greater than 10,000: one mile;  

(c) All exception areas contiguous to an exception area that includes land within the 
distance specified in subsection (b) and that are within the following distance from 
the acknowledged UGB:  

(A) For cities with a UGB population less than 10,000: one mile;  

(B) For cities with a UGB population equal to or greater than 10,000: one and one-
half miles;  

(d) At the discretion of the city, the preliminary study area may include land that is 
beyond the distance specified in subsections (b) and (c).  

Findings – 660-024-0065(1): 
The City of Salem has established a “preliminary study area” for the proposed UGB 
amendment as required by OAR 660-024-0065(1). Figure 29 shows a 1 ½ mile buffer around 
the existing Salem-Keizer UGB.  
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Figure 29  
Urban Growth Boundary Study Area
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Criteria – 660-024-0065(3): 
(3) When the primary purpose for expansion of the UGB is to accommodate a 
particular industrial use that requires specific site characteristics, or to accommodate 
a public facility that requires specific site characteristics, and the site characteristics 
may be found in only a small number of locations, the preliminary study area may be 
limited to those locations within the distance described in section (1) or (2), 
whichever is appropriate, that have or could be improved to provide the required site 
characteristics. For purposes of this section:  

(a) The definition of “site characteristics” in OAR 660-009-0005(11) applies for 
purposes of identifying a particular industrial use.  

(b) A “public facility” may include a facility necessary for public sewer, water, 
storm water, transportation, parks, schools, or fire protection. Site characteristics 
may include but are not limited to size, topography and proximity.  

Findings – 660-024-0065(3): 
The primary purpose for expansion of the UGB is to accommodate a “public facility” 
(transportation improvements) that requires specific site characteristics that may only be 
found in only a small number of locations. The preliminary study area may then be limited 
to those locations that have or could be improved to provide the required site characteristics.  

The findings in Section 3.1.2.1 (page 78) identify the Suitability Characteristics necessary for 
land to be suitable for the identified transportation need. Those findings are incorporated by 
this cross-reference and are paraphrased below:  

• To be suitable, the transportation corridor must cross the Willamette River and link 
to primary north-south arterial roadways on the east and west sides of the river.  

• The greatest impact in terms of system performance results from corridors that 
reduce VHD in Downtown and West Salem.  

• Top performing corridors are geographically clustered between the existing bridges 
on the south to the Salem Parkway on the north.  

As shown on Figure 29, the preliminary study area was initially limited to the green areas 
that at least met the first characteristic listed above (within 1.5 miles of current UGB and 
crossing the Willamette River).  

Earlier transportation studies, particularly the Corridor Evaluation Study (2002) and the SRC 
Project DEIS (2012) provide the documentation to support a much more limited focus on an 
area defined by the existing bridges (within the current UGB) on the south and about the 
Salem Parkway on the north. This relatively defined area is noted with a star on Figure 29. 
The Preferred Alternative and all DEIS alternatives outside the UGB are all located in this 
area. 

Criteria – 660-024-0065(4): 
(4) The city may exclude land from the preliminary study area if it determines that:  

(a) Based on the standards in section (7) of this rule, it is impracticable to provide 
necessary public facilities or services to the land;  
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(b) The land is subject to significant development hazards, due to a risk of:  

(A) Landslides: The land consists of a landslide deposit or scarp flank that is 
described and mapped on the Statewide Landslide Information Database for Oregon 
(SLIDO) Release 3.2 Geodatabase published by the Oregon Department of Geology 
and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) December 2014, provided that the deposit or 
scarp flank in the data source is mapped at a scale of 1:40,000 or finer. If the owner 
of a lot or parcel provides the city with a site-specific analysis by a certified 
engineering geologist demonstrating that development of the property would not be 
subject to significant landslide risk, the city may not exclude the lot or parcel under 
this paragraph;  

(B) Flooding, including inundation during storm surges: the land is within the 
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) identified on the applicable Flood Insurance 
Rate Map (FIRM);  

(C) Tsunamis: the land is within a tsunami inundation zone established pursuant to 
ORS 455.446;  

(c) The land consists of a significant scenic, natural, cultural or recreational resource 
described in this subsection:  

(A) Land that is designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan prior to 
initiation of the UGB amendment, or that is mapped on a published state or federal 
inventory at a scale sufficient to determine its location for purposes of this rule, as:  

(i) Critical or essential habitat for a species listed by a state or federal agency as 
threatened or endangered;  

(ii) Core habitat for Greater Sage Grouse; or  

(iii) Big game migration corridors or winter range, except where located on lands 
designated as urban reserves or exception areas;  

(B) Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers and State Scenic Waterways, including Related 
Adjacent Lands described by ORS 390.805, as mapped by the applicable state or 
federal agency responsible for the scenic program;  

(C) Designated Natural Areas on the Oregon State Register of Natural Heritage 
Resources;  

(D) Wellhead protection areas described under OAR 660-023-0140 and delineated 
on a local comprehensive plan;  

(E) Aquatic areas subject to Statewide Planning Goal 16 that are in a Natural or 
Conservation management unit designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan;  

(F) Lands subject to acknowledged comprehensive plan or land use regulations that 
implement Statewide Planning Goal 17, Coastal Shoreland, Use Requirement 1;  

(G) Lands subject to acknowledged comprehensive plan or land use regulations that 
implement Statewide Planning Goal 18, Implementation Requirement 2;  
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(d) The land is owned by the federal government and managed primarily for rural 
uses.  

Findings – 660-024-0065(4):  
As noted above, the preliminary study area was narrowed to areas that would meet the 
suitability characteristics established through analysis in earlier studies. No other areas were 
excluded based on 660-024-0065(4). Because the transportation need relates specifically to a 
crossing of the Willamette River, portions of all alternatives (including 2A) are within the 
FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area. However, City of Salem regulations would require no 
rise in the flood elevation for any build alternative (see findings addressing Statewide 
Planning Goal 7 in Section 6.2.7, page 242). 

Criteria – 660-024-0065(5): 
(5) After excluding land from the preliminary study area under section (4), the city 
must adjust the area, if necessary, so that it includes an amount of land that is at 
least twice the amount of land needed for the deficiency determined under OAR 660-
024-0050(4) or, if applicable, twice the particular land need described in section (3). 
Such adjustment shall be made by expanding the distance specified under the 
applicable section (1) or (2) and applying section (4) to the expanded area.  

Findings – 660-024-0065(5): 
The City of Salem has identified a need to include about 35 acres in the UGB to 
accommodate the portions of the Preferred Alternative that extend outside of the UGB. The 
aggregate of all corridors considered outside of the UGB included at least twice as many 
acres (70 acres) than the identified land need. Therefore, there was no need to modify or 
expand the preliminary study area shown on Figure 29. The consideration of Build 
alternatives outside the UGB focused on a defined “notch” in the existing UGB that links to 
areas within the current UGB east and west of the Willamette River (see Figure 9).  

Criteria – 660-024-0065(6): 
 (6) For purposes of evaluating the priority of land under OAR 660-024-0067, the 
“study area” shall consist of all land that remains in the preliminary study area 
described in section (1), (2) or (3) of this rule after adjustments to the area based on 
sections (4) and (5), provided that when a purpose of the UGB expansion is to 
accommodate a public park need, the city must also consider whether land excluded 
under subsection (4)(a) through (c) of this rule can reasonably accommodate the park 
use.  

Findings – 660-024-0065(6): 
The findings addressing 660-024-0065(3) through (5) above are incorporated by this cross-
reference. The purpose of the UGB expansion is to accommodate a transportation need, not 
a public park need. Therefore, that provision of 660-024-0065(6) is not applicable.  

Criteria – 660-024-0065(7): 
(7) For purposes of subsection (4)(a), the city may consider it impracticable to 
provide necessary public facilities or services to the following lands:  

(a) Contiguous areas of at least five acres where 75 percent or more of the land has a 
slope of 25 percent or greater, provided that contiguous areas 20 acres or more that 
are less than 25 percent slope may not be excluded under this subsection. Slope shall 
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be measured as the increase in elevation divided by the horizontal distance at 
maximum ten-foot contour intervals;  

(b) Land that is isolated from existing service networks by physical, topographic, or 
other impediments to service provision such that it is impracticable to provide 
necessary facilities or services to the land within the planning period. The city’s 
determination shall be based on an evaluation of:  

(A) The likely amount of development that could occur on the land within the 
planning period;  

(B) The likely cost of facilities and services; and,  

(C) Any substantial evidence collected by or presented to the city regarding how 
similarly situated land in the region has, or has not, developed over time.  

(c) As used in this section, “impediments to service provision” may include but are 
not limited to:  

(A) Major rivers or other water bodies that would require new bridge crossings to 
serve planned urban development;  

(B) Topographic features such as canyons or ridges with slopes exceeding 40 percent 
and vertical relief of greater than 80 feet;  

(C) Freeways, rail lines, or other restricted access corridors that would require new 
grade separated crossings to serve planned urban development;  

(D) Significant scenic, natural, cultural or recreational resources on an 
acknowledged plan inventory and subject to protection measures under the plan or 
implementing regulations, or on a published state or federal inventory, that would 
prohibit or substantially impede the placement or construction of necessary public 
facilities and services.  

Findings – 660-024-0065(7): 
The provisions in 660-024-0065(7) are not relevant to the proposed UGB expansion based on 
an identified transportation need that requires particular land characteristics to be suitable.  

Criteria – 660-024-0065(8): 
(8) Land may not be excluded from the preliminary study area based on a finding of 
impracticability that is primarily a result of existing development patterns. 
However, a city may forecast development capacity for such land as provided in 
OAR 660-024-0067(1)(d).  

Findings – 660-024-0065(8): 
No land was excluded from the preliminary study area based on a finding of 
impracticability that is primarily a result of existing development patterns. However, 
community impacts and existing development patterns were a key consideration in the 
earlier General Corridor Evaluation and in the SRC Project DEIS that narrowed the universe of 
alternatives that were advanced for consideration through the NEPA process (see Table 6). 
Ultimately, the Preferred Alternative represented a hybrid of alternatives that were 
evaluated in the DEIS and was the result of a process that balanced a range of benefits and 
impacts, with impacts on existing development patterns a key consideration.  
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Criteria – 660-024-0065(9): 
(9) Notwithstanding OAR 660-024-0050(4) and section (1) of this rule, except 
during periodic review or other legislative review of the UGB, the city may approve 
an application under ORS 197.610 to 197.625 for a UGB amendment to add an 
amount of land less than necessary to satisfy the land need deficiency determined 
under OAR 660-024-0050(4), provided the amendment complies with all other 
applicable requirements.  

Findings – 660-024-0065(9): 
This provision of the rule is not directly applicable to the proposed UGB amendment. The 
proposal to add 35 acres of land to the UGB is based on the preliminary footprint and legal 
description for the components of the Preferred Alternative that extend outside of the 
current UGB.  

3.1.5.3 660-024-0067 Evaluation of Land in the Study Area for Inclusion in the UGB; Priorities 
Criteria – 660-024-0067(1)-(2): 

(1) A city considering a UGB amendment must decide which land to add to the 
UGB by evaluating all land in the study area determined under OAR 660-024-
0065, as follows  

(a) Beginning with the highest priority category of land described in section (2), the 
city must apply section (5) to determine which land in that priority category is 
suitable to satisfy the need deficiency determined under OAR 660-024-0050 and 
select for inclusion in the UGB as much of the land as necessary to satisfy the need.  

(b) If the amount of suitable land in the first priority category is not sufficient to 
satisfy all the identified need deficiency, the city must apply section (5) to determine 
which land in the next priority is suitable and select for inclusion in the UGB as 
much of the suitable land in that priority as necessary to satisfy the need. The city 
must proceed in this manner until all the land need is satisfied, except as provided in 
OAR 660-024-0065(9).  

(c) If the amount of suitable land in a particular priority category in section (2) 
exceeds the amount necessary to satisfy the need deficiency, the city must choose 
which land in that priority to include in the UGB by applying the criteria in section 
(7) of this rule.  

(d) In evaluating the sufficiency of land to satisfy a need under this section, the city 
may use the factors identified in sections (5) and (6) of this rule to reduce the 
forecast development capacity of the land to meet the need.  

(e) Land that is determined to not be suitable under section (5) of this rule to satisfy 
the need deficiency determined under OAR 660-024-0050 is not required to be 
selected for inclusion in the UGB unless its inclusion is necessary to serve other 
higher priority lands.  

(2) Priority of Land for inclusion in a UGB:  

(a) First Priority is urban reserve, exception land, and nonresource land. Lands in 
the study area that meet the description in paragraphs (A) through (C) of this 
subsection are of equal (first) priority:  
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(A) Land designated as an urban reserve under OAR chapter 660, division 21, in an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan;  

(B) Land that is subject to an acknowledged exception under ORS 197.732; and  

(C) Land that is nonresource land.  

(b) Second Priority is marginal land: land within the study area that is designated as 
marginal land under ORS 197.247 (1991 Edition) in the acknowledged 
comprehensive plan.  

(c) Third Priority is forest or farm land that is not predominantly high-value farm 
land: land within the study area that is designated for forest or agriculture uses in 
the acknowledged comprehensive plan and that is not predominantly high-value 
farmland as defined in ORS 195.300, or that does not consist predominantly of 
prime or unique soils, as determined by the United States Department of 
Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA NRCS). In selecting 
which lands to include to satisfy the need, the city must use the agricultural land 
capability classification system or the cubic foot site class system, as appropriate for 
the acknowledged comprehensive plan designation, to select lower capability or cubic 
foot site class lands first.  

(d) Fourth Priority is agricultural land that is predominantly high-value farmland: 
land within the study area that is designated as agricultural land in an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan and is predominantly high-value farmland as 
defined in ORS 195.300. A city may not select land that is predominantly made up 
of prime or unique farm soils, as defined by the USDA NRCS, unless there is an 
insufficient amount of other land to satisfy its land need. In selecting which lands to 
include to satisfy the need, the city must use the agricultural land capability 
classification system to select lower capability lands first.  

Findings – 660-024-0067(1)-(2): 
The top three priorities of land to consider for inclusion in the UGB to meet the identified 
transportation need are not applicable in the Salem-Keizer region. First, the cities of Salem 
and Keizer have not designated an urban reserve under OAR 660, division 21. Second, while 
there are some areas adjacent to the 43,464-acre Salem-Keizer UGB identified in the 
acknowledged Polk County and Marion County Comprehensive Plans as exception areas or 
non-resource land, none of these areas have the characteristics necessary for land to be 
suitable to meet the identified need for additional transportation capacity across the 
Willamette River. The findings in Section 3.1.2.1 (page 78) document the necessary 
characteristics and are incorporated by this reference. Third, Polk County has not 
designated marginal land pursuant to ORS 197.247.  

All of the build alternatives outside of the UGB impact land designated for Agriculture in 
the Polk County Comprehensive Plan.  

The proposed expansion of the UGB to accommodate the portions of the Marine Drive 
Extension (about 19 acres) is common to all build alternatives. The impacts of the new 
bridge crossing on Agricultural land (about 16 acres) show some differences based on the 
three general bridge crossing corridors highlighted in Figure 9.  
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The findings in Section 2.4.7 (page 63) and information in Table 15 evaluate all alternatives 
outside of the UGB, including consideration of the capability classification of designated 
Agricultural land as required by OAR 660-024-0067(2)(d) (see Figure 30). 

That said, it bears mention that for the bridge portion of the UGB amendment, the “urban 
transportation use” will be elevated above the surface of affected rural lands. The only part 
of this use impacting rural lands will be the piers supporting the elevated roadway. For this 
reason, the overall amount of affected rural agricultural land and the overall impacts to such 
land are substantially reduced. Those lands can and will remain zoned for EFU uses, and 
agricultural uses can continue. 

Figure 30 shows the footprint for the Preferred Alternative superimposed over agricultural 
capability classes. As shown in Table 15, Alternative 2B displaces the least amount of 
designated Agricultural land (4.2 acre), the Preferred Alternative and Alternatives 4, 4A and 
4B displace a similar amount of designated Agricultural land (about 20 acres), and 
Alternatives 4C, 4D and 4E each displace about 32 acres.119  

Also, as noted earlier in this Findings Report, about 8 acres associated with the Preferred 
Alternative (and other build alternatives) cross over a large aggregate mining operation 
(+250 acres) approved as a significant aggregate resource site and non-farm use in the EFU 
zone (see Figure 27). 

In summary, the top three priorities of land to consider for conclusion in the UGB are not 
applicable. All of the build alternatives outside the UGB impact designated Agricultural 
land, and the impacts are not substantially different because similar lands are affected. The 
Preferred Alternative, and all of the Build alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, are located in 
close proximity to the current UGB. In contrast to larger blocks of designated Agricultural 
land further north of Riverbend Road, the affected area is a “notch” in the current UGB and 
land use patterns and parcel sizes are already shaped by the proximity of urban 
development to the west of the Marine Drive Extension, and the extensive floodplain and 
the existing and future aggregate extraction area to the east (see Figure 31). 

  

                                                      
119 The acreage figures in Table 15 reflect direct impacts associated with the footprint of each alternative. The proposed UGB 
amendment for the Preferred Alternative incudes an additional 15 acres of EFU land between the existing UGB and the Marine 
Drive alignment (a total of about 35 acres of EFU land).  
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Figure 30  
Impacts Outside the Urban Growth Boundary: Soil Classifications: Preferred Alternative 
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Figure 31  
Impacts Outside the Urban Growth Boundary: Property Ownership and Existing Condition

 
  



FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENT 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 130 
 

Criteria – 660-024-0067(3): 
(3) Notwithstanding section (2)(c) or (d) of this rule, land that would otherwise be 
excluded from a UGB may be included if:  

(a) The land contains a small amount of third or fourth priority land that is not 
important to the commercial agricultural enterprise in the area and the land must be 
included in the UGB to connect a nearby and significantly larger area of land of 
higher priority for inclusion within the UGB; or  

(b) The land contains a small amount of third or fourth priority land that is not 
predominantly high-value farmland or predominantly made up of prime or unique 
farm soils and the land is completely surrounded by land of higher priority for 
inclusion into the UGB.  

Findings – 660-024-0067(3): 
660-024-0067(3) is not applicable to the proposal to expand the UGB by about 35 acres to 
accommodate the transportation need. As shown on Figure 30Figure 30, there are not clear 
pockets of higher or lower priority agricultural lands. Also, the area east of Marine Drive to 
the river is not in large blocks of agricultural land and the extent of aggregate mining within 
the EFU zone and Mineral Aggregate Overlay is clearly visible (see Figure 31).  

Criteria – 660-024-0067(4): 
(4) For purposes of categorizing and evaluating land pursuant to subsections (2)(c) 
and (d) and section (3) of this rule,  

(a) Areas of land not larger than 100 acres may be grouped together and studied as a 
single unit of land;  

(b) Areas of land larger than 100 acres that are similarly situated and have similar 
soils may be grouped together provided soils of lower agricultural or forest capability 
may not be grouped with soils of higher capability in a manner inconsistent with the 
intent of section (2) of this rule, which requires that higher capability resource lands 
shall be the last priority for inclusion in a UGB;  

(c) Notwithstanding subsection (4)(a), if a city initiated the evaluation or 
amendment of its UGB prior to January 1, 2016, and if the analysis involves more 
than one lot or parcel or area within a particular priority category for which 
circumstances are reasonably similar, these lots, parcels and areas may be considered 
and evaluated as a single group;  

(d) When determining whether the land is predominantly high-value farmland, or 
predominantly prime or unique, “predominantly” means more than 50 percent.  

Findings – 660-024-0067(4): 
660-024-0067(4) is not relevant to the proposed UGB amendment. This criterion is more 
applicable to UGB amendments for other urban uses such as housing, commercial or 
residential. The impacts of specific transportation corridors were evaluated in the DEIS, and 
areas were not larger than 100 acres or grouped together and studied as a single unit of land.  

Criteria – 660-024-0067(5): 
(5) With respect to section (1), a city must assume that vacant or partially vacant 
land in a particular priority category is “suitable” to satisfy a need deficiency 
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identified in OAR 660-024-0050(4) unless it demonstrates that the land cannot 
satisfy the specified need based on one or more of the conditions described in 
subsections (a) through (g) of this section: Existing parcelization, lot sizes or 
development patterns of rural residential land make that land unsuitable for an 
identified employment need; as follows:  

(A) Parcelization: the land consists primarily of parcels 2-acres or less in size, or  

(B) Existing development patterns: the land cannot be reasonably redeveloped or 
infilled within the planning period due to the location of existing structures and 
infrastructure.”  

(b) The land would qualify for exclusion from the preliminary study area under the 
factors in OAR 660-024-0065(4) but the city declined to exclude it pending more 
detailed analysis.  

(c) The land is, or will be upon inclusion in the UGB, subject to natural resources 
protections under Statewide Planning Goal 5 such that that no development 
capacity should be forecast on that land to meet the land need deficiency.  

(d) With respect to needed industrial uses only, the land is over 10 percent slope, or 
is an existing lot or parcel that is smaller than 5 acres in size, or both. Slope shall be 
measured as the increase in elevation divided by the horizontal distance at maximum 
ten-foot contour intervals.  

(e) With respect to a particular industrial use or particular public facility use 
described in OAR 660-024-0065(3), the land does not have, and cannot be improved 
to provide, one or more of the required specific site characteristics.  

(f) The land is subject to a conservation easement described in ORS 271.715 that 
prohibits urban development.  

(g) The land is committed to a use described in this subsection and the use is 
unlikely to be discontinued during the planning period:  

(A) Public park, church, school, or cemetery, or  

(B) Land within the boundary of an airport designated for airport uses, but not 
including land designated or zoned for residential, commercial or industrial uses in 
an acknowledged comprehensive plan.  

Findings – 660-024-0067(5): 
Through the NEPA process for the SRC project, the local jurisdictions have specified the 
characteristics that are necessary for land to be suitable for the identified transportation 
need. The findings in Section 3.1.2.1 (page 78) specify the necessary characteristics and are 
incorporated by this reference. The build alternatives evaluated in the EIS are located in 
three general crossing locations shown on Figure 9 that had the necessary characteristics to 
be suitable for the identified transportation need. Maps of all DEIS build alternatives are 
included in Chapter 2 (see Figure 10 through Figure 17).  

Criteria – 660-024-0067(7): 
(7) Pursuant to subsection (1)(c), if the amount of suitable land in a particular 
priority category under section (2) exceeds the amount necessary to satisfy the need 
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deficiency, the city must choose which land in that priority to include in the UGB by 
first applying the boundary location factors of Goal 14 and then applying applicable 
criteria in the acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use regulations 
acknowledged prior to initiation of the UGB evaluation or amendment. The city may 
not apply local comprehensive plan criteria that contradict the requirements of the 
boundary location factors of Goal 14. The boundary location factors are not 
independent criteria; when the factors are applied to compare alternative boundary 
locations and to determine the UGB location the city must show that it considered 
and balanced all the factors. The criteria in this section may not be used to select 
lands designated for agriculture or forest use that have higher land capability or 
cubic foot site class, as applicable, ahead of lands that have lower capability or cubic 
foot site class.  

Findings – 660-024-0067(7): 
The Salem City Council, and all of the project partners, considered and balanced the factors 
that are embedded in Goal 14 as part of the NEPA process and in the subsequent plan 
amendment process. This is consistent with the guidance in OAR 660-024-0060(3) that 
provides:  

The boundary location factors of Goal 14 are not independent criteria. When the 
factors are applied to compare alternative boundary locations and to determine the 
UGB location, a local government must show that all the factors were considered 
and balanced.  

Table 15 summarizes relevant information from the DEIS, organized by its applicability to 
the four Goal 14 location factors.  Note that, as of the writing of these findings, some of the 
data for the Preferred Alternative is not available.  This is indicated in Table 15 where 
appropriate. 
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Table 15  
Comparison of Build Alternatives Outside the UGB based on Goal 14 Factors 
Element Preferred Alternative Alternative 2B Alternative 3 Alternative 4A Alternative 4B Alternative 4C Alternative 4D Alternative 4E 

Factor 1: Efficient Accommodation of Identified Land Needs 

Right-of-way acquired120 56 acres 32 acres 43 acres 37 acres 50 acres 75 acres 75 acres 75 acres 

Right-of-way outside existing 
UGB121 

22.4 acres 
4.2 acres 21.7 acres 20.9 acres 20.9 acres 32.4 acres 32.4 acres 32.1 acres 

Center-line miles outside existing 
UGB122 

1.4 acre 
0.4 acre 1.7 acre 1.2 acre 1.2 acre 2.8 acres 2.8 acres 2.7 acres 

Factor 2: Orderly & Economic Provision of Public Facilities and Services  

Transportation Performance Measures 

Morning peak hour congestion 
(number of intersections meeting 
standard/ total intersections)123 

20/33 intersections 

(61%) 

20/27 intersections    
(74%) 

21/28 intersections (75%) 18/29 intersections  

(62%) 

18/29 intersections (62%) 26/30 intersections (87%) 23/29 intersections (79%) 26/30 intersections (87%) 

Afternoon peak hour congestion 
(number of intersections meeting 
standard/total intersections)124 

16/33 intersections  

(49%) 

19/27 intersections  (70%) 21/28 intersections (75%) 18/29 intersections  (62%) 19/29 intersections (66%) 24/30 intersections (80%) 23/29 intersections (79%) 24/30 intersections 
(80%) 

System Vehicle Hours of Delay 
(AM/PM)125 

Not Available 131/198 144/134 141/125 111/124 87/124 104/136 87/124 

Factor 3: Comparative Environmental, Social, Economic and Energy Consequences  

Topic Area: Economic Consequences 

Commercial land acquired126 8.7 acres 6.2 acres 3.7 acres 8.2 acres 11.1 acres 11.0 acres 11.3 acres 6.2 acres 

Industrial land acquired127 1 acre 3.4 acres 0.3 acre 0.6 acre 1.1 acres 1.1 acres 1.1 acres 3.4 acres 

Business Displacements128 55-65 45-55 10-20 25-35 50-60 65-75 65-75 65-75 

Estimated Project Cost (year 2015) $425 million  

(2020 dollars) 

$388 million 

(2015 dollars) 

$501 million 

(2015 dollars) 

$306 million 

(2015 dollars) 

$451 million 

(2015 dollars) 

$692 million 

(2015 dollars) 

$687 million 

(2015 dollars) 

$708 million 

(2015 dollars) 

Topic Area: Social Consequences 

Estimated number of residential 
units displaced129 

45-55 residential units 50-60 residential units 45-55 residential units 30-40 residential units 80-90 residential units 100-110 residential units 85-95 residential units 110-120 residential units 

                                                      
120 FEIS Right-of-WayTechnical Report Addendum (2016), Section 4.2, page 4-4 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-29 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E) 
121 FEIS Land UseTechnical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-3, page 4.16 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Land Use Technical Report Table 3.2-9, page 3-161 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E) 
122 FEIS Land UseTechnical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-3, page 4.16 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Land Use Technical Report Table 3.2-9, page 3-161 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E) 
123 FEIS Traffic and Transportation Technical Report Addendum (2016) Table 4.2-2, page 4.-6 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E) 
124 FEIS Traffic and Transportation Technical Report Addendum (2016) Table 4.2-2, page 4.-6 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E) 
125 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-27 
126 FEIS Land UseTechnical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-1, page 4.14 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES 29 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
127 FEIS Land UseTechnical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-1, page 4.14 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES 29 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
128 FEIS Right-of-WayTechnical Report Addendum (2016), Table 5.2-1, page 5-2 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES 29 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
129 FEIS Right-of-WayTechnical Report Addendum (2016), Table 5.2-1, page 5-2 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES 29 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
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Element Preferred Alternative Alternative 2B Alternative 3 Alternative 4A Alternative 4B Alternative 4C Alternative 4D Alternative 4E 

Affordable housing displaced 
(Pioneer Village) 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact 16 units displaced No impact 32 units displaced 

Community character and 
cohesion130 

Substantial increases in 
traffic volumes on Pine 
Street would create a 
negative impacts on the 
Highland neighborhood 

No impact No impact Substantial increases in 
traffic volumes on Pine 
Street would create a 
negative impact on the 
Highland neighborhood 

Same as with 
Alternative 4A 

Same as with 
Alternative 4A 

Same as with 
Alternative 4A 

Same as with 
Alternative 4A 

General and particular social 
groups131 

Not Available None None Residential displacements 
within the Highland 
neighborhood, a 

neighborhood with a high 
concentration of elderly 
and disabled residents 

Residential displacements 
within both the Highland 

and West Salem 
neighborhoods; each 

neighborhood has a high 
concentration of elderly 
and disabled residents 

Same as with Alternative 
4B 

Same as with Alternative 
4B 

Same as with Alternative 
4B 

Community facilities132 No impact No impact  Displacement of the 
Shekina Fellowship Iglesia 

No impact No impact • Displacement and 
relocation of three 
non-profit 
organizations 

• Same as with 
Alternative 4C 

• Same as with 
Alternative 4C 

Total area of parkland 
acquired133  

1.44 acres 8.7 acres None 1.9 acres 7.2 acres 4.9 acres 4.9 acres 2.9 acres 

Adverse effects on NRHP-listed 
properties or properties potentially 
eligible for listing in the NRHP 

•  No adverse 
effects to any 
NRHP-listed 
properties 

Adverse effects to 
2 NRHP-eligible 
properties 

• No adverse effects to 
any NRHP-listed 
properties 

• Adverse effects to 
3 NRHP-eligible 
properties 

No impact No impact • No adverse effects to 
any NRHP-listed 
properties 

• Adverse effects to 3 
NRHP-eligible 
properties 

• No adverse effects to 
any NRHP-listed 
properties 

• Adverse effects to 4 
NRHP-eligible 
properties 

• No adverse effects to 
any NRHP-listed 
properties 

• Adverse effects to 4 
NRHP-eligible 
properties 

• No adverse effects to 
any NRHP-listed 
properties 

• Adverse effects to 4 
NRHP-eligible 
properties 

Impacted Noise Receptors134 30 26 36 22 33 62 54 61 

Topic Area: Environmental Consequences 

Riparian habitat directly 
impacted135 

4.4 acres 6.5 acres 7.6 acres 8.6 acres 9.5 acres 16.0 acres 16.0 acres 14.3 acres 

Total pier area of in-stream water 
habitat 

0.10 acre136 0.22 acre 0.54 acre 0.66 acre 0.68 acre 0.68 acre 0.68 acre 0.67 acre 

Total pier area in critical shallow 
water habitat 

0.09 acre137 0.15 acre 0.28 acre 0.46 acre 0.59 acre 0.60 acre 0.60 acre 0.60 acre 

Total project percent increase in 
impervious area138  

17% 
 

17% 19% 14% 22% 35% 34% 35% 

                                                      
130 FEIS Social Resources Technical Report Addendum (2016) (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-30 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
131 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-30 
132 FEIS Social Resources Technical Report Addendum (2016), Figure 2.3-1, page 2-5 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS ES-2, page ES-30 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E).  
133 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-31 
134 FEIS Noise Technical Report Addendum (2016), Appendix A, Table A-1 (Preferred Alterntaive). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-32 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
135 FEIS Aquatic Resources Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-2 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-31 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
136 FEIS Aquatic Resources Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-1 
137 FEIS Aquatic Resources Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-1 
138 FEIS Wetlands and Non-Wetland Waters Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.3-1, page 4.8 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Water Resources Technical Report, Table 3.9-3 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
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Element Preferred Alternative Alternative 2B Alternative 3 Alternative 4A Alternative 4B Alternative 4C Alternative 4D Alternative 4E 

Wetlands directly impacted139 0.01 acres None 0.6 acre 2.3 acres 2.3 acres 2.5 acres 2.5 acres 2.4 acres 

Air quality:140         CO 12.2 13.8 10.8 12.7 8.65 11.4 11.0 11.4 

NOx 7.75 9.82 6.84 8.24 5.23 6.94 6.67 6.94 

VOC 2.10 2.79 1.85 2.24 1.40 1.82 1.75 1.82 

PM10 8.24 11.0 7.33 8.83 5.74 7.03 6.77 7.03 

PM2.5 3.98 5.33 3.51 4.27 2.68 3.44 3.31 3.44 

Topic Area: Energy Consequences 

Percent change in energy 
consumption compared to No Build 
Alternative in 2031141 

Not Available142 -11.1% -20.2% -19.2% -24.8% -21.5% -18.6% -21.5% 

Annual VMT143  in 2031 (millions)  Not Available144 1,022 938 942 890 942 970 942 

Percent change from No Build 
Alternative VMT145 

Not Available146 -7% -14% -14% -19% -14% -12% -14% 

Factor 4: Compatibility of Proposed Urban Uses with Activities Occurring on Farm Land Outside the UGB 

Designated EFU/Prime and Unique 
Farmland Converted to 
Transportation Use147 

20.5 acres 4.2 acres 21.7 acres 20.9 acres 20.9 acres 32.4 acres 32.4 acres 32.1 acres 

Direct Impacts within Surface 
Mining Overlay Zone (yes/no)148 Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

                                                      
139 FEIS Wetlands and Non-Wetland Waters Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-1, page 4-6 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-32 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
140 FEIS Air Quality Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-1, page 4-3 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-32 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
141 DEIS Table ES-2, page ES-32 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
142 Preferred alternative analysis completed with a horizon year of 2040, as opposed to 2031. Due to refinements in methodology as well as extended horizon year, the preferred alternative results are not comparable to other build alternatives. The 2040 projection for the preferred alternative is an 
increase of 16.1% (FEIS Energy Technincal Report Addendum (2016), Table 5.2-1, page 5-3). See Appendix C of the Energy Technical Report Addendum for an explanation of the updated methodology.   
143 DEIS Table Es-2, page ES-32 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
144 Preferred alternative analysis completed with a horizon year of 2040, as opposed to 2031. Due to refinements in methodology as well as extended horizon year, the preferred alternative results are not comparable to other build alternatives. The 2040 projected annual VMT is 109.7 million (FEIS 
Energy Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 5.2-1, page 5-3). See Appendix C of the Energy Technical Report Addendum for an explanation of the updated methodology.  
145 DEIS Table Es-2, page ES-32 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
146 Preferred alternative analysis completed with a horizon year of 2040, as opposed to 2031. Due to refinements in methodology as well as extended horizon year, the preferred alternative results are not comparable to other build alternatives. The 2040 percent change from the No Build alternative is an 
increase of 25.8% (Calculated from FEIS Energy Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 5.2-1, page 5-3). See Appendix C of the Energy Technical Report Addendum for an explanation of the updated methodology.  
147 FEIS Land Use Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-1, page 4-14 (Preferred Alternative). DEIS Land Use Technical Report, Table 3.2-10, page 3-168 (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E). 
148 FEIS Land Use Technical Report Addendum (2016), Figure 2.4-9, page 2-51 (Preferred Alternative).  
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Criteria – 660-024-0067(8): 
(8) The city must apply the boundary location factors of Goal 14 in coordination 
with service providers and state agencies, including the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) with respect to Factor 2 regarding impacts on the state 
transportation system, and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 
and the Department of State Lands (DSL) with respect to Factor 3 regarding 
environmental consequences. “Coordination” includes timely notice to agencies and 
service providers and consideration of any recommended evaluation methodologies.  

Findings – 660-024-0067(8): 
FHWA, ODOT and the City of Salem have been the lead agencies in the NEPA process for 
the SRC Project. The NEPA process is much broader than the Goal 14 amendment process. 
Numerous regional, state and federal agencies were involved in the review of 
methodologies and the EIS evaluation of alternatives and related impacts on the state 
transportation system (ODOT) and environmental consequences (including but not limited 
to ODFW and DSL).  

Chapter 5 of the DEIS provides an overview of the Public Involvement and Coordination 
Process and the SRC Project EIS Public Involvement Summary (July 2016) includes activities 
that occurred after publication of the DEIS in 2012. These documents are hereby 
incorporated into these findings by reference. The City has continued to coordinate with 
ODOT on the consolidated plan amendments, including the proposed UGB amendment.  

Criteria – 660-024-0067(9): 
(9) In applying Goal 14 Boundary Location Factor 2 to evaluate alternative locations 
under section (7), the city must compare relative costs, advantages and 
disadvantages of alternative UGB expansion areas with respect to the provision of 
public facilities and services needed to urbanize alternative boundary locations. For 
purposes of this section, the term “public facilities and services” means water, 
sanitary sewer, storm water management, and transportation facilities. The 
evaluation and comparison under Boundary Location Factor 2 must consider:  

(a) The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, storm water and transportation 
facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB;  

(b) The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already inside 
the UGB as well as areas proposed for addition to the UGB; and  

(c) The need for new transportation facilities, such as highways and other roadways, 
interchanges, arterials and collectors, additional travel lanes, other major 
improvements on existing roadways and, for urban areas of 25,000 or more, the 
provision of public transit service.  

Findings – 660-024-0067(9): 
Because the proposed UGB amendment is based on a specific transportation need, and no 
land is being added to the UGB for other uses such as housing or employment that require 
public sanitary sewer and water services, Goal 14 factor 2 (orderly and economic provision 
of public facilities) and the provisions in OAR 660-024-0060(7) and (8) are generally relevant 
only as they relate to the provision of transportation facilities and related storm water 
management. 
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As described in Section 1.3.1 (page 7) of this Findings Report, the UGB amendment will 
authorize transportation improvements to connect and support development of lands that 
are already within the current UGB. The amendment is based only on the need for 
transportation improvements, and no land is being added to the UGB for housing, 
employment or other forms of urban development. No comprehensive plan designations 
will be changed for land within the current UGB.  

The City of Salem has already adopted multiple public facility plans as part of the Salem 
Area Comprehensive Plan (including but not limited to the Salem TSP, Wastewater 
Management Master Plan, Stormwater Master Plan, and Water System Master Plan) to 
support planned land uses within the current UGB. Additionally, the City has concluded 
that it has adequate land in the current UGB to meet projected land needs for housing and 
employment over the 2015-2035 planning horizon.  

Transportation  
The impacts of the Preferred Alternative and all other alternatives that extend outside the 
UGB on transportation facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB and the 
capacity of those facilities to serve land already inside the UGB were evaluated as part of the 
DEIS and the Technical Report Addendums.  The results are summarized in Table 15, which 
is incorporated by reference.  All of the alternatives evaluated impact existing transportation 
facilities inside the UGB in different ways.  The In considering the Preferred Alternative 
distributes, the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report Addendum for the FEIS identified the 
following advantages and disadvantages and impacts to existing transportation facilities 
inside the UGB:149 

• Overall, the preferred alternative would be able to accommodate a higher number of 
bridge crossings compared to the No Build Alternative. 

• Several intersections and key streetsin the CBD - entry and exit points in downtown 
Salem for the existing bridges -  would have improved conditions with less 
congestion with the preferred alternative, compared to the No Build Alternative. 

• Access to OR 22 from Rosemontwould be altered in order to comply with 
interchange spacing standards. 

• With the preferred alternative, Marine Drive will serve as a parallel route to Wallace 
Road, providing access to the new bridge.  In recognition of  the change in function 
and volumes it would serve, the City is proposing to upgrade the classification of 
Marine Drive from a neighborhood collector to an arterial as part of the proposed 
TSP amendments. 

• With the preferred alternative, several intersections on Wallace Road would be 
widened to accommodate additional traffic across the traveling to and from the 
bridge.  Seven Wallace Road intersections are projected to fail to meet standards or 
targets in 2040 due to the redistribution of traffic volumes from the existing bridges 
with the No Build Alternative to the new bridge with the preferred alternative. 

                                                      
149 Traffic and Transportation Technical Report Addendum for the FEIS, CH2M, July 2016, Section 5.1. 
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• The preferred alternative is projected to result in a 12-percent reduction in Vehicle 
Hours of Delay in the AM Peak and a 3-percent reduction in the PM Peak compared 
to the No Build Alternative in 2040, providing an indication of the reduced level of 
congestion system more broadly, while-wide. 

The Preferred Alternative also provides providingimproved connectivity, redundancy, and 
multi-modal capacity that will enhance the transportation system to serve areas within the 
current UGB consistent with acknowledged plan and zoning designations.  

Stormwater 
The consolidated package of plan amendments for the Preferred Alternative includes 
proposed amendments to the Salem TSP (see findings in Chapter 4). The footprint of the 
Preferred Alternative incorporates preliminary stormwater facilities that meet current City 
standards. Prior to construction, final design of stormwater facilities will comply with the 
standards that are in effect at that time. 

Water and Sewer 
Staff with the Salem Public Works Department reviewed the impact that the bridge for the 
Preferred Alternative may have on City of Salem water and sewer utilities.150 Key 
conclusions are summarized below:  

Sewer: The proposed SRC bridge is not likely to be used for sanitary sewer facilities due to 
the location of major existing facilities and the cost to construct new facilities (pump station, 
force main, gravity pipe, etc.) that would be necessary to use the bridge as a conduit 
between east and west Salem.  

Water: The proposed SRC bridge is very likely to be used for water facilities. A pipeline is 
very likely to be hung on the bridge in order to improve the transmission capacity from east 
to west Salem. Evaluation of the pipeline size will be completed during design of the bridge 
project. It is anticipated that the City will use this opportunity to replace Transmission Line 
2 (36-inch) which is currently located beneath the Willamette River with a new 36-inch line 
on the bridge. The new 36-inch or larger water pipeline will be connected to two existing 16-
inch water pipes at Hickory Street NE and Front Street NE in east Salem. The new 36-inch 
water pipeline will be connected to an existing 12-inch water pipe, and a new 18-inch water 
pipe at Wallace Road NW along with a new 24-inch water pipe between Wallace Road NW 
and Orchard Heights Road NW.  

Summary 
In summary, the opportunity to provide improved transportation connectivity and 
redundancy with a new bridge connection across the river also provides the opportunity to 
improve water system connectivity and redundancy, with associated community benefits 
for the water distribution system, fire flow and reduced maintenance and environmental 
impacts associated with the existing water transmission line under the Willamette River. 

                                                      
150 Memo from Keith Garlinghouse, Utilities Engineer to Julie Warncke, Transportation Planning Manager. Utility Review for 
Salem River Crossing Bridge Project,. June 7, 2016.  
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Therefore, the UGB amendment will have overall positive consequences for transportation, 
stormwater and water facilities to serve existing and planned land uses within the current 
UGB and meets the criteria in 660-024-0067(9). 

Criteria – 660-024-0067(10): 
(10) The adopted findings for UGB amendment must describe or map all of the 
alternative areas evaluated in the boundary location alternatives analysis.  

Findings – 660-024-0067(10): 
Maps of all alternatives evaluated in the boundary location analysis are included in Section 
2.4 of this Findings Report (page 41) and are incorporated by this cross-reference. Each 
alternative is briefly described in Section 2.4.6 of this Findings Report (page 51). Figure 1 
shows the footprint for the Preferred Alternative. Figure 11 through Figure 17 show all other 
Build alternatives that extend outside of the UGB. Alternative 2A (inside the current UGB) is 
shown on Figure 10; although it is not technically considered in the evaluation and 
balancing of all Build alternatives that extend outside the current UGB. The requirement in 
660-024-0067(10) has been met.  

3.1.5.4 660-024-0020 Adoption or Amendment of a UGB 
Criteria - 660-024-0020(2): 

(2) The UGB and amendments to the UGB must be shown on the city and county 
plan and zone maps at a scale sufficient to determine which particular lots or parcels 
are included in the UGB. Where a UGB does not follow lot or parcel lines, the map 
must provide sufficient information to determine the precise UGB location.  

Findings - 660-024-0020(2): 
The PAPA notice for the UGB amendment includes a legal description for the area proposed 
to be added to the UGB. The proposed boundary is based on the “footprint” for the 
transportation improvements instead of lot or parcel lines. OTAK prepared four detailed 
maps with parcel information and descriptions of the three discrete areas included in the 
UGB.151  

Figure 28 and Figure 32 show the City of Salem and Polk County plan designations that will 
be applied to the areas added to the UGB, respectively. These plan designation figures were 
based on the OTAK maps and legal description of the proposed UGB expansion. The 
requirements of 660-024-0020(2) have been met.  

  

                                                      
151 OTAK, Maps and Description of UGB Expansion, July 26, 2016.  
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Figure 32  
Proposed Polk County Comprehensive Plan Designations
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3.2 Findings Addressing Local Comprehensive Plan Policies 
3.2.1 Salem Area Comprehensive Plan 
Findings Regarding Regional Procedures: 
Amending the Salem-Keizer UGB requires concurrence by the City of Salem, the City of 
Keizer, Polk County and Marion County. The Salem Area Comprehensive Plan outlines 
procedures for amending the Regional UGB. The findings in Section 7.1.1 (page 258) and 
7.1.2 ( page Error! Bookmark not defined.) address Jurisdiction, Procedures, and Factors for 
amending the UGB. Those findings are incorporated by this cross-reference.  

3.2.1.1 Salem Urban Area Goals and Policies (SACP, Section IV) 
The findings in this section focus on goals and policies that are most applicable to the 
proposed UGB amendment. Findings to address Salem Area Comprehensive Plan and TSP 
goals and policies that are more relevant to the proposed TSP amendments are provided in 
Sections 4.2.1 (page 162) and 4.2.2 (page 172).  

D. GROWTH MANAGEMENT  
To manage growth in the Salem urban area through cooperative efforts of the City of 
Salem and Marion and Polk Counties, to ensure the quality of life of present and 
future residents of the area, and to contain urban development and to preserve 
adjacent farm lands by:  

(a) Establishing and periodically reviewing an urban growth boundary to identify 
and separate urbanizable land from rural land while insuring sufficient amounts of 
urbanizable land to accommodate population needs.  

(b) Planning and developing a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public 
facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban development. 

Findings – Growth Management: 
The City of Salem, City of Keizer, Marion County and Polk County have all participated in 
the NEPA process for the Salem River Crossing project and are cooperating in the UGB 
amendment process. Salem initiated the consolidated plan amendments and the other 
jurisdictions have passed resolutions to participate in the regional process to consider 
expanding the UGB to accommodate the components of the Preferred Alternative that are 
outside the current UGB. The proposed UGB amendment would add land to Salem’s 
portion of the Regional UGB and is located in Polk County.  

As described in Section 1.3.1 (UGB Amendment, page 7) and Section 2.5 (Salem UGB 
Background and Context, page 71), the Salem-Keizer UGB was acknowledged in 1982 and 
has been amended twice in the last 34 years (with a total net addition of about 50 acres).  

Under Oregon’s planning framework, local jurisdictions are required to monitor buildable 
lands within the UGB to ensure that adequate lands are available to meet projected 20-year 
land needs for housing, employment, and other land uses consistent with coordinated 
population projections. The cities of Keizer and Salem have each completed a Buildable 
Lands Inventory (BLI), Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) and Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (EOA) since 2012.  
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As summarized in the findings in Section 3.1.2.2 (Land Need, page 79), the City of Salem 
adopted coordinated population forecasts for the 2015-2035 planning horizon and 
concluded that there was sufficient buildable land within Salem’s portion of the UGB to 
meet land needs for housing and employment over the 20-year planning horizon.  

The proposed UGB amendment is relatively unique because it involves a specific land need 
for a new bridge and related transportation improvements to connect and support timely, 
orderly and efficient development of urban lands that are within the current UGB. 
Improving multi-modal connectivity and redundancy with the addition of a new bridge 
connection between Northeast and West Salem will help ensure quality of life for present 
and future residents. In addition, the proposed UGB amendment will contain urban 
development and preserve farm lands because the UGB will extend across a “notch” in the 
current UGB and will largely be elevated on structure over designated agricultural lands 
that: 1) are within the floodplain, and 2) include a large aggregate mining operation. The 
proposed UGB amendment is consistent with the Growth Management goal and policies.  

N. NATURAL RESOURCES: 
Waterways  

(5) Waterways shall be protected, preserved, and maintained as drainage courses and 
scenic, recreational, and natural resources. These characteristics shall be considered 
during the development review process. Public access to waterways for maintenance 
purposes should be provided. 

Findings – Waterways: 
As shown on Figure 1 (Preferred Alternative Footprint), the portion of the new bridge 
extending over the Willamette River is within the current UGB. Figure 1 also identifies that 
the structure will extend over a remnant waterway that borders the west side of the 
aggregate operation and Wallace Marine Park. The northerly connection of Marine Drive to 
Riverbend Road on the north is located east of Glen Creek. All waterways will be protected, 
preserved and maintained as drainage courses and scenic, recreational and natural 
resources. The findings in Chapter 5 (Greenway Goal Exception) are incorporated by this 
reference. Prior to construction, a subsequent Greenway Development Review will be 
required and will ensure compliance with all greenway development standards relating to 
protection of the riparian area, stormwater management, design, potential public access, etc. 
The findings in Section 6.2.6 (page 238) address Statewide Planning Goal 6 (Air, Water and 
Land Resource Quality) and summarize the potential effects of the SRC project on water 
resources, wetlands and riparian areas. FEIS technical reports are included in the record to 
provide evidence to support the conclusion that waterways will be protected, preserved and 
maintained and compliance with all applicable local, state and federal standards relating to 
waterways can and will be met.  

Flood Hazards  

(7) Development in the floodplain shall be regulated to preserve and maintain the 
capability of the floodplain to convey the flood water discharges and to minimize 
danger to life and property. 
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Findings - Flood Hazards: 
The 35 acres proposed to be added to the UGB are largely within the 100-year floodplain. 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) addresses floodplain areas at the 
federal level. In addition, goals and policies relating to development in natural hazard areas 
are also addressed in Statewide Planning Goal 7. The findings in Section 6.2.6.2 (page 239) 
addressing water quality and quantity are incorporated by this cross-reference to show 
compliance with the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan policy regarding flood hazards.  

The Preferred Alternative would encroach in the regulatory floodway of the Willamette 
River and the floodplain of Glen Creek, causing minor changes in flood stage and flood 
limits. Subsequent City of Salem floodplain permitting will be required prior to construction 
and the Salem Revised Code requires a “no rise” in floodplain elevations.  According to the 
Hydraulics Technical Report Addendum, the preferred alternative, as modeled, would 
cause a small rise in the 100-year base flood elevation of the Willamette River.  However, the 
report notes that adjustments to the bridge design could minimize the effect on the base 
flood elevation, and additional mitigation measures are identified to address the impacts to 
flood elevations.152   See additional discussion of floodplain impacts in section 6.2.6.2, 
beginning on page 239; the findings in that section are incorporated by this reference.  In 
conclusion, the new bridge crossing and related transportation improvements authorized by 
the UGB amendment and related plan amendments will be able to satisfy relevant local, 
state and federal standards relating to flood hazards. In addition, the Preferred Alternative 
will improve transportation connectivity and redundancy with an additional crossing of the 
Willamette River that will benefit urban and rural areas of the region in the event of a 
natural disaster such as a major flood or earthquake.  

Aggregate Resources  

(9) The location, quality, and quantity of aggregate resources shall be identified. The 
property owner shall plan for the conservation, development, and redevelopment of 
the resource land as appropriate to meet future needs. The map designation of these 
lands shall be Resource Extraction, with a secondary designation established based 
on the redevelopment potential of the residual lands. The secondary designation shall 
not be activated until extraction operations have been terminated. The reclamation 
plans of the individual extraction operations, which are subject to local 
governmental review and approval, shall incorporate secondary land use 
designations for each parcel. 

Findings - Aggregate Resources:  
The proposed UGB amendment extends over a significant aggregate site north of Wallace 
Marine Park. Figure 27 identifies the location of the Preferred Alternative relative to the Polk 
County Mineral Aggregate Overlay Zone. The extent of mining can be seen on the Figure 31 
aerial photo.  

Findings to address the aggregate site are provided in Section 6.2.5 (page 232) and are 
incorporated by this cross-reference. As noted in those findings, Polk County adopted an 
ordinance in 1992 that included the approximately 350-acre Riverbend Road site as a 

                                                      
152 Salem River Crossing Project Hydraulics Technical Report Addendum, prepared by CH2M, July 2016, Chapter 4 
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significant aggregate resource site in the Polk County Comprehensive Plan. This action was 
supported by findings regarding the location, quality, and quantity of aggregate resources 
on the site. The mining use operates under an approved mining and reclamation plan from 
DOGAMI. The mining plan indicates that extraction will be completed first in the southerly 
portion of the site that is closest to Wallace Marine Park.  

The Preferred Alternative will not conflict with long-term plans for reclamation of the 
aggregate site (post-mining water impoundment with an average depth of 30 feet and a 
surface area of approximately 325 acres). Other post-mining beneficial uses noted in the 
reclamation plan include fish and wildlife refuge areas and possible addition of a water 
recreation area to Wallace Marine Park.  

O. WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY 
Findings addressing the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan policies for the Willamette River 
Greenway are provided in Section 5.2.1 of this Findings Report (page 220) and are 
incorporated by this cross-reference.  

3.2.2 Polk County Comprehensive Plan 
3.2.2.1 Section 2 Goals & Policies 
A. Citizen Involvement  

(1) To provide for a wide range of opportunities for citizens to be involved in all 
public phases of the planning process in Polk County. For the purposes of the Polk 
County Citizen Involvement Program, the term “citizen” shall mean property 
owners, land use applicants and the general public.  

(1.5) Polk County will provide notice to those citizens that may be affected by 
proposed and adopted land use decisions and actions including but not limited to: 
amendments to the comprehensive plan and implementing regulations, zone 
changes, land use determinations, variances, conditional use permits, dwelling 
approvals, land divisions and subdivisions.  

(2) To make land use information readily available to the public in an 
understandable form and provided in a timely manner.  

(2.1) Polk County will prepare and make available to the public upon request clear 
and concise information reports, and supporting findings of fact and conclusions of 
law to citizens regarding County land use decisions and actions.  

(2.2) Polk County will, as required by law provide public notices of proposed and 
approved land use decisions that sufficient and concise information to enable citizens 
to provide timely, informed comments.  

Findings - Citizen Involvement: 
Findings addressing Statewide Planning Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement) are provided in 
Section 6.2.1 of this Findings Report (page 228) and are incorporated by this cross-reference. 
As noted in those findings, public outreach and citizen involvement have been a central part 
of the NEPA environmental process for the SRC project for about ten years. The Salem River 
Crossing Project EIS Public Involvement Summary (2016) provides a detailed summary of 
public involvement in three distinct phases: 1) Prior to the DEIS, 2) DEIS Phase, including 
key issues and themes, and 3) following the DEIS and selection of the Preferred Alternative.  
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All four jurisdictions (Salem, Keizer, Polk County and Marion County) must concur in a 
decision to expand the Salem-Keizer UGB. The City of Salem initiated the UGB amendment, 
and the other jurisdictions have passed Resolutions to participate in the regional process, 
including holding a joint public hearing(s) to accept and consider public testimony on the 
consolidated plan amendments. As the lead jurisdiction, the City of Salem has established a 
website to provide public access to all plan amendment materials. All jurisdictions will 
provide public notice prior to the first evidentiary hearing to those entitled to mailed notice 
under the provisions of their respective zoning ordinances. 

B. Agricultural Lands  
(1.1) Polk County will endeavor to conserve for agriculture those areas which exhibit 
a predominance of agricultural soils, and an absence of nonfarm use interference and 
conflicts.  

(1.2) Polk County will place lands designated as agriculture on the Comprehensive 
Plan Map consistent with Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 215 and Oregon 
Administrative Rules Chapter 660, Division 33 in an exclusive farm use zoning 
district. 

Findings - Agricultural Lands: 
The proposal to expand the UGB by about 35 acres impacts designated Agricultural lands 
that are zoned for Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). The “footprint” of the Preferred Alternative 
directly impacts about 20 acres of EFU land for the westerly portion of the bridge structure 
and the portions of Marine Drive that extend outside of the UGB (see Figure 1). The 
proposed UGB amendment includes about 15 additional acres of EFU land located between 
the current UGB and the alignment of Marine Drive (see Figure 2). The Marine Drive 
alignment is included in Salem’s TSP and referenced in the Polk County TSP.  

There are three unique characteristics associated with the proposed UGB amendment, the 
transportation improvements, and the rural land affected.  

• The segment of the new bridge west of the river to Marine Drive will be elevated on 
structure and no direct access will be provided to rural land. While the land under 
the proposed bridge is and will remain zoned for Exclusive Farm Use (EFU), much 
of that land is approved and used for a large aggregate mining operation.  

• From Riverbend Road on the north to about Cameo Street on the south, the Marine 
Drive alignment will largely define the easterly edge of the UGB in the west Salem 
area. Access from Marine Drive to lands outside of the UGB will be limited to uses 
authorized in the EFU zone. 

• Rural lands under the new bridge crossing and east of the Marine Drive extension 
are largely within the floodplain and development is restricted. In addition, as part 
of the set of amendments to the TSP being proposed as part of this process, the City 
of Salem will include a new policy in the Salem TSP to limit access from Marine 
Drive to agricultural lands outside the UGB (as amended) to uses authorized in the 
EFU zone. 

In 1992, Polk County approved and applied the Surface Mining Overlay to about 300 acres, 
with the southerly portion of the overlay under the segment of the bridge west of the 
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Willamette River. At that time, the Polk County Commission concluded that the non-farm 
mining use in the EFU zone would not have a significant adverse impact on the agricultural 
land base in Polk County. Including about 35 acres in the UGB to accommodate the 
Preferred Alternative crosses over some of this land that has already been approved for a 
non-farm use, and the remnant acreage between the current UGB and the approved Marine 
Drive alignment is already fragmented and is not part of a larger block of agricultural land. 
The proposed UGB amendment is justified based on a transportation need and the 
conversion of agricultural land is limited and warranted.  

D. Natural Resources  
(2.3) When adequate information regarding the location, quality and quantity of 
mineral and aggregate resources becomes available, Polk County will make a 
determination of significance and, for significant sites, complete the Goal 5 process 
to provide a suitable level of protection to the resources site (Amended by Ordinance 
91-34, dated September 25, 1991). 

Findings – Natural Resources (Mineral and Aggregate): 
The proposed UGB amendment would authorize a segment of the bridge structure over a 
designated significant aggregate resource site (see Figure 27 and Figure 31). The findings in 
Section 6.2.5 (page 232) addressing Statewide Planning Goal 5 are incorporated by this cross-
reference. Based on conversations with the operator and DOGAMI, it is feasible and likely 
that aggregate extraction in the southerly portion of the Mineral Aggregate Overlay, under 
the segment of the structure extending west of the river to Marine Drive, would be 
completed long before there would be a need to acquire right-of-way in this area and place 
piers within the resulting water impoundment.  

F. Land Capability/Resource Quality  
(1.1) Polk County will cooperate with governmental agencies to protect life and 
property from natural hazards and disasters.  

(1.2) Polk County will review all proposed development in floodplains and may 
prohibit construction of habitable structures in designated floodplains. 

Findings – Land Capability/Resource Quality (Floodplains):  
The 35 acres proposed to be added to the UGB is largely within the 100-year floodplain. The 
findings in Section 6.2.6.2 (page 239) addressing water quality and quantity are incorporated 
by this cross-reference to show compliance with the Polk County Plan policy regarding 
natural hazards. In addition, the Preferred Alternative will improve transportation 
connectivity and redundancy with an additional crossing of the Willamette River that will 
benefit urban and rural areas of the region in the event of a natural disaster such as a major 
flood or earthquake.  

K. Urban Land Development  
(1.1) Polk County and each municipality will contain future urban development 
within the geographical limits of a mutually adopted Urban Growth Boundary.  

(1.3) Polk County and municipalities will base establishment and change of urban 
growth boundaries upon consideration of the following factors:  
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(a) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth 
requirements consistent with LCDC goals;  

(b) Need for housing, employment opportunities and livability;  

(c) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services;  

(d) Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban 
area;  

(e) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; 

(f) Retention of agricultural lands as defined, with Class I being the highest priority 
for retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and,  

(g) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities.  

Change of an adopted Urban Growth Boundary will be a cooperative process 
between Polk County and the affected municipality. 

Findings - Urban Land Development (UGB Amendment): 
Findings in support of the proposed UGB amendment are provided in Chapter 3 and are 
incorporated by this cross-reference to show compliance with Policies 1.1 and 1.3 listed 
above. The findings in Chapter 3 address all applicable standards in the current version of 
Goal 14 and the Goal 14 administrative rule. The term “livability” referenced in the Polk 
County policy 1.3(b) is now defined more specifically in Goal 14 and the Goal 14 rule to 
include uses such as “public facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or open space…” 

 (2.1) Polk County will consider areas lying between unincorporated city limits and 
an adopted urban growth boundary as "urbanizable," available for annexation and 
urban development over time.  

(2.2) Polk County will support the development of land within existing urban areas 
before the conversion of urbanizable lands to urban uses. Expansion of urban areas 
should occur outward from existing development in an orderly, efficient and logical 
manner.  

(2.5) Polk County zoning will reflect and support the intent of a municipality's 
coordinated and adopted land use plan for the urbanizable area in order to protect 
that area from random development actions. 

(2.8) Polk County will encourage the orderly annexation to municipalities of the 
land within the adopted urban growth boundary. 

Findings - Urban Land Development (Urbanizable Lands): 
As summarized in Section 1.3.1 of this Findings Report (page 7), the UGB amendment will 
authorize transportation improvements to connect and support development of lands that 
are already within the current UGB. The UGB is based only on the need for transportation 
improvements and no land is being added to the UGB for housing, employment or other 
forms of urban development.  

The City of Salem and Polk County do not apply a specific plan designation or zone to linear 
transportation facilities such as roads, bridges, or bicycle/pedestrian facilities. The City of 
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Salem proposes to apply the Parks-Open Space-Outdoor Recreation plan designation to the 
35 acres added to the UGB (see Figure 28). Consistent with current practice, Polk County 
would apply an Urban Reserve (UR) plan designation and retain the current EFU zoning 
prior to annexation to reflect and support Salem’s plans for the Preferred Alternative. As 
shown on Figure 32, several parcels in the project area that are currently inside the UGB but 
outside of the Salem city limits are designated Urban Reserve on the Polk County 
Comprehensive Plan Map.  

(3.1) Polk County and each municipality will adopt a plan for the management of 
growth and the provision of services to the urbanizable area. Growth management 
plans are to set forth priorities for the provision of urban services over time, and to 
guide the eventual annexation and development of urbanizable lands. Growth 
management plans should include a process for plan implementation and review. 

(3.3) Polk County and municipalities will utilize policies contained within the 
intergovernmental agreement between the two parties to guide the annexation and 
development of urbanizable lands until specific growth management plans are 
developed. 

Findings – Urban Land Development (Growth Management):  
Polk County and the City of Salem jointly adopted an Intergovernmental Agreement 
Regarding the Urban Growth Boundary and Management of the Urbanized Area on 
September 11, 1991. The adopted Intergovernmental Agreement includes the following 
intent statement and policies that are particularly relevant to the proposed UGB 
amendment:  

• To make economical use of tax dollars in locating facilities and providing services for the 
benefit of all citizens within the urban growth area; since urban services are interrelated, 
coordination is best achieved by a single government unit, the City of Salem in this urban 
growth boundary (Intent Statement 6). 

• The type and form of development within urbanizable areas is to be guided by the Salem Area 
Comprehensive Plan and growth management plans. The City and County will encourage 
development of land within the urbanizable area in accordance with the designated use for 
such land (Policy 5). 

• All land use actions which fall within the urbanizable area of the UGB shall be consistent 
with the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan (Policy 9). 

The adopted Intergovernmental Agreement provides that the Salem Area Comprehensive 
Plan (including the POS designation applied for the designated transportation use) will be 
the controlling plan for the 35 acres added to the UGB following approval and concurrence 
by the City of Salem, Polk County, the City of Keizer and Marion County. 
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4 Findings in Support of Transportation 
System Plan Amendments 

This chapter considers and makes findings addressing: 

• Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation)  
• Relevant portions of OAR 660, Division 12 (the Transportation Planning Rule)  
• Relevant goals and policies in Salem TSP, Polk County TSP, RTSP and State 

Transportation Plans.  

Findings to address other statewide planning goals relevant to the TSP Amendments are 
provided in Chapter 6. Findings to address applicable procedures for the consolidated plan 
amendments (UGB Amendment, TSP Amendments and Greenway Goal Exception) are 
provided in Chapter 7.  

4.1 Findings Addressing Goal 12 and Related Administrative 
Rules 

4.1.1 Goal 12 (Transportation) 
To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system.  

A transportation plan shall (1) consider all modes of transportation including mass 
transit, air, water, pipeline, rail, highway, bicycle and pedestrian; (2) be based upon 
an inventory of local, regional and state transportation needs; (3) consider the 
differences in social consequences that would result from utilizing differing 
combinations of transportation modes; (4) avoid principal reliance upon any one 
mode of transportation; (5) minimize adverse social, economic and environmental 
impacts and costs; (6) conserve energy; (7) meet the needs of the transportation 
disadvantaged by improving transportation services; (8) facilitate the flow of goods 
and services so as to strengthen the local and regional economy; and (9) conform 
with local and regional comprehensive land use plans.  

Goal 12 Findings: 
OAR 660, Division 12 (the Transportation Planning Rule or TPR) implements Goal 12. 
Findings addressing applicable provisions of the TPR are provided in Section 4.1.2 below 
and demonstrate compliance with Goal 12.  

4.1.2 OAR 660, Division 12 (the “Transportation Planning Rule”) 
4.1.2.1 660-012-0015 Preparation and Coordination of Transportation System Plans 
Criteria – 660-012-0015(3): 

(3) Cities and counties shall prepare, adopt and amend local TSPs for lands within 
their planning jurisdiction in compliance with this division:  
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(a) Local TSPs shall establish a system of transportation facilities and services 
adequate to meet identified local transportation needs and shall be consistent with 
regional TSPs and adopted elements of the state TSP; ... 

Findings – 660-012-0015(3): 
All of the jurisdictions in the SKATS MPO have adopted and acknowledged TSPs in place 
for lands within their respective planning jurisdiction. This includes the City of Salem TSP, 
the City of Keizer TSP, the Polk County TSP, and the Marion County TSP. The TSPs have 
been amended on a regular basis to maintain consistency with a variety of regional, state 
and federal rules relating to transportation planning.  

The City of Salem and Polk County have initiated targeted amendments to their respective 
TSPs to incorporate the Preferred Alternative. The joint PAPA notice submitted to DLCD on 
September 7, 2016 includes strike-out/underline amendments to maps and text of the Salem 
and Polk County TSPs. Figure 5 of this Findings Report shows the key Salem TSP map 
amendments for the street system. Amendments to Bicycle and Pedestrian System Maps, 
Tables and Priorities are highlighted in strike-out/underline text in the PAPA notice. As 
described in Chapter 1 of this Findings Report, the TSP amendments will be consolidated 
with the other plan amendments (UGB Amendment and Greenway Goal Exception) and 
will be processed in accordance with legislative procedures set out in local codes. Findings 
to address legislative procedures and criteria for the consolidated plan amendments are 
provided in Section 7.1 of this Findings Report (page 258) and are incorporated by this cross-
reference.  

The SKATS RTSP for the 2015-2035 planning period includes several references to the SRC 
Project and the NEPA process. The RTSP has identified the Tryon/Pine corridor as the 
priority corridor for a new bridge crossing corridor for several years. The adopted 2015 
RTSP includes three components of the Preferred Alternative in the financially constrained 
Plan:  

• Constructing Marine Drive from Glen Creek Road north to bridge ramps at Hope 
Street NW (S297). 

• Widening and realigning Front Street between River Road North and Norway Street 
NE (S096), and reserving $20 million in SKATS STP-U funds for use in preserving 
and purchasing right-of-way associated with the bridge (R001).  

• The other components identified in the Preferred Alternative, including the third 
bridge over the Willamette River and ramp connections on the eastern and western 
sides of the river, are included in the list of illustrative projects shown in Appendix I 
of the RTSP.  

The transportation need for the Preferred Alternative is documented in the Willamette River 
Crossing Capacity Study and General Corridor Evaluation (SKATS, 2002) and in the Salem 
River Crossing Project DEIS (2012). These studies, described in Chapter 2 of this Findings 
Report, included a robust evaluation of the range of alternatives, as required by the TPR and 
in accordance with the priorities in the OHP (Policy 1G), the RTSP and the Salem TSP. The 
findings in Section 3.1.3.1 (page 83) that address transportation need are also incorporated 
by this cross-reference. Detailed descriptions of the Preferred Alternative, including the 
bridge description and transportation distribution networks that are associated with the 
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new crossing on both sides of the Willamette River, are included in the FEIS Traffic and 
Transportation Technical Report Addendum (CH2M HILL, 2016).  

As documented in findings in Section 4.2.4 (page 177) and 4.2.5 (page 178) of this Findings 
Report, the proposed amendments to the Salem TSP and Polk County TSP associated with 
the Preferred Alternative are consistent with the 2035 RTSP and the Oregon Transportation 
Plan. Those findings are incorporated by this cross-reference. 

 Criteria – 660-012-0015(5): 
(5) The preparation of TSPs shall be coordinated with affected state and federal 
agencies, local governments, special districts, and private providers of transportation 
services.  

Findings – 660-012-0015(5): 
The most recent update of the RTSP (2015-2035), and the acknowledged City of Salem, City 
of Keizer, Polk County and Marion County TSPs establish the coordinated transportation 
system plans for the project area. The RTSP and the Salem TSP already include provisions 
that identify the need for a third bridge crossing and identify Tryon/Pine as the priority 
corridor for a new crossing. The Keizer, Marion County and Polk County TSPs also include 
policies that reference and support a third bridge crossing, without identifying a priority 
corridor or general location.  

The proposed Salem TSP and Polk County TSP policy amendments would incorporate and 
authorize the components of the Preferred Alternative that are not already included in the 
acknowledged TSPs. Marine Drive is already included in Salem’s acknowledged TSP as a 
collector extending from Riverbend Road on the north to Glen Creek Road on the south. 
Amendments to the Salem TSP will establish the location, functional classification(s) and 
cross-sections for the Preferred Alternative for the portions of the footprint added to the 
UGB and the portions of the footprint that are already within the UGB. 

As summarized in Section 1.3. (Summary of Plan Amendments, page 6) and Section 3.1 
(UGB Findings, page 74) of this Findings Report, the UGB amendment will authorize the 
Preferred Alternative and related transportation improvements to connect and support 
development of lands that are already within the current UGB. The UGB amendment puts 
the land use decision in a regional context and requires that elected officials in Salem, 
Keizer, Polk County and Marion County all concur in the decision. The NEPA process has 
included extensive coordination between local, regional and state agencies and service 
providers, including Salem Keizer Transit. Coordination has also included the Federal 
Highway Administration. Documentation of public and agency involvement that occurred 
during the NEPA process for the Salem River Crossing Project is found in the Public 
Involvement Summary (CH2M HILL, 2016). This report recaps all outreach conducted before 
and during the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) phase of the project, as well as 
the outreach done after publication of the DEIS in 2012.  

In summary, adopted city, county and regional transportation system plans for the SKATS 
region were prepared and coordinated with affected state and federal agencies, local 
governments, special district, and private providers of transportation services. This 
coordination continued through the NEPA process for the Preferred Alternative and will 
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continue in future implementation phases after the plan amendments are approved and the 
FEIS/Record of Decision for the Preferred Alternative is issued by FHWA.  

4.1.2.2 660-012-0016 Coordination with Federally-Required Regional Transportation Plans in 
Metropolitan Areas 

Criteria – 660-012-0016(1): 
(1) In metropolitan areas, local governments shall prepare, adopt, amend and update 
transportation system plans required by this division in coordination with regional 
transportation plans (RTPs) prepared by MPOs required by federal law. Insofar as 
possible, regional transportation system plans for metropolitan areas shall be 
accomplished through a single coordinated process that complies with the applicable 
requirements of federal law and this division. Nothing in this rule is intended to 
make adoption or amendment of a regional transportation plan by a metropolitan 
planning organization a land use decision under Oregon law.  

Findings – 660-012-0016(1): 
TPR -0016 criteria is not applicable, as the proposal is to amend the City of Salem’s and Polk 
County’s TSPs to include the Preferred Alternative and does not include proposed 
amendments to the RTSP. The Tryon/Pine corridor is included as the priority corridor for a 
new bridge crossing in the RTSP153 and $20 million is included in the financially constrained 
RTSP for the purpose of preserving and purchasing right‐of‐way associated with the new 
bridge (R001).154 

As described in the findings addressing 660-012-0015(3) above, the 2015 RTSP references the 
Salem River Crossing Project in numerous chapters, with the EIS process described in 
Chapters 5 and 7. Three components of the Preferred Alternative are identified in the 
financially constrained Plan - see three bullets under 660-012-0015(3); and the proposed 
amendments to the Salem and Polk County TSPs are consistent with 660-012-0016(1).  

4.1.2.3 660-012-0020 Elements of Transportation System Plans 
Criteria – 660-012-0020(2): 

(2) The TSP shall include the following elements: 

(a) A determination of transportation needs as provided in OAR 660-012-0030; 

(b) A road plan for a system of arterials and collectors and standards for the layout 
of local streets and other important non-collector street connections. Functional 
classifications of roads in regional and local TSP's shall be consistent with 
functional classifications of roads in state and regional TSP's and shall 
provide for continuity between adjacent jurisdictions. The standards for the 
layout of local streets shall provide for safe and convenient bike and pedestrian 
circulation necessary to carry out OAR 660-012-0045(3)(b). New connections to 
arterials and state highways shall be consistent with designated access management 
categories. The intent of this requirement is to provide guidance on the spacing of 
future extensions and connections along existing and future streets which are 

                                                      
153 2015-2035 RTSP, Chapter 5 (5-9) and Chapter 7 (7-5). 
154 2015-2035 RTSP, see Map 5-4 and Committed and Included Projects Table at end of Chapter 5.  
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needed to provide reasonably direct routes for bicycle and pedestrian travel. The 
standards for the layout of local streets shall address: ... 

Findings – 660-012-0020(2): 
Section -0020 of the TPR is focused on the elements of the overall TSP, rather than on 
focused amendments to the TSP. Salem’s TSP was adopted in 1998 and has been amended 
several times over the past 18 years (in 2000, 2001, 2005, 2007, 2010, 2012, 2014, and 2016).155 
A substantial update of the TSP was completed in 2007 and implemented many of the 
requirements outlined in 660-012-0020(2) relating to the layout of local streets, standards for 
safe and convenient bicycle and pedestrian circulation, and access management categories.  

Salem’s acknowledged TSP already includes Marine Drive as a future collector extending 
between Riverbend Road on the north and Glen Creek Road on the south. The 
transportation need for this roadway was documented when the facility was included in 
Salem’s TSP. Salem’s acknowledged TSP also includes the following reference to the river 
crossing:  

“The first phase of the Rivercrossing Capacity Study was completed in 1999. The need for 
additional crossings has been identified, as well as two general crossing alignment areas. 
The northern alignment area (Tryon Avenue NE/Pine Street NE Corridor) has been 
identified as the primary one to be studied and pursued first.”  

Background information in Chapter 2 (particularly Sections 2.2 and 2.4) and supporting 
technical documents provide the evidence to support the need for the additional bridge 
crossing (arterial) to link to existing north-south arterial roadways on the west (Wallace 
Road) and east (Commercial/Liberty couplet). The findings in Section 3.1.3 (Transportation 
Need, page 83) are also incorporated by this cross-reference.  

As described in the proposed text amendments to Salem’s TSP, the future Marine Drive will 
play an important role in distributing traffic to and from the Salem River Crossing bridge at 
Hope Avenue. Marine Drive will also have direct ramp connections to OR 22. With this 
modified role, Marine Drive south of Hope Avenue NW will function as a minor arterial, 
while the section north of Hope Avenue will continue to function as a collector. This change 
in functional classification is included in the package of proposed Salem TSP amendments 
(see Figure 5).  

Similar changes to functional classifications are included in the package of proposed Salem 
TSP amendments for short segments of Pine and Hickory to provide consistent functional 
classifications for roadways in the eastside bridgehead area.  

Proposed amendments to the Salem TSP also amend several maps and tables to incorporate 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities associated with the Preferred Alternative into the TSP and to 
change the priority for bicycle and pedestrian facilities on the new bridge and on ramps 
connecting Marine Drive to Edgewater Street as high priority associated with the Preferred 

                                                      
155 Salem Revised Code, Chapter 64 Comprehensive Planning, 64.005(l).  
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Alternative. Another proposed amendment changes the priority for the multi-use path along 
Marine Drive from Tier 2 to Tier 1.156  

Proposed amendments to the Polk County TSP (see Section 4.2.3) are more focused on 
including and supporting the components of the Preferred Alternative within Polk County’s 
jurisdiction, and ensuring consistent functional classifications across jurisdictional 
boundaries.  

4.1.2.4 660-012-0025 Complying with the Goals in Preparing Transportation System Plans; 
Refinement Plans 

Criteria – 660-012-0025(2): 
(2) Findings of compliance with applicable statewide planning goals and 
acknowledged comprehensive plan policies and land use regulations shall be 
developed in conjunction with the adoption of the TSP.  

Findings – 660-012-0025(2): 
Findings of compliance with applicable statewide planning goals for the consolidated plan 
amendments package are found in Chapter 6 of this Findings Report and are incorporated 
by this cross-reference. Findings of compliance with acknowledged comprehensive plan 
policies and regulations are presented in different Chapters as noted in Section 1.4 (Report 
Organization, page 16) and are incorporated by this reference. 

 660-012-0030 Determination of Transportation Needs 

Criteria – See criteria in Section 3.1.3 (page 83).   

Findings – See findings in Section 3.1.3 (page 83).  

4.1.2.5 660-012-0035 Evaluation and Selection of Transportation System Alternatives 
Criteria – 660-012-0035(1): 

(1) The TSP shall be based upon evaluation of potential impacts of system 
alternatives that can reasonably be expected to meet the identified transportation 
needs in a safe manner and at a reasonable cost with available technology. The 
following shall be evaluated as components of system alternatives:  

(a) Improvements to existing facilities or services;  

(b) New facilities and services, including different modes or combinations of modes 
that could reasonably meet identified transportation needs;  

(c) Transportation system management measures;  

(d) Demand management measures; and  

(e) A no-build system alternative required by the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 or other laws.  

                                                      
156 Transportation System Plan, City of Salem.  Tier 1 projects are described as “Near-Term Priority Network” projects and are 
intended to be implemented within one to 10 years, while Tier 2 projects are medium term projects, intended to be implemented 
in 10-15 years. 
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Findings – 660-012-0035(1): 
The local TSPs that are proposed to be amended have been acknowledged and found to be 
consistent with the TPR. The proposed TSP amendments reflect the Preferred Alternative 
and the package of improvements necessary to meet Salem’s and the region’s transportation 
needs. The selection of the Preferred Alternative was the result of an evaluation of 
alternatives that included the components listed in TPR Section -0035.   

As summarized in Chapter 2 (Project Background) of this Findings Report, the General 
Corridor Evaluation (2002), the Alternate Modes Study (2010), and the SRC Project DEIS (2012) 
included a robust consideration of alternative modes, transportation system management 
measures and demand management measures that could reasonably meet transportation 
needs, alone or in combination. The Bridgehead Engineering Study (1998) focused on 
improvements to the existing bridges that could maximize capacity and efficiency and defer 
the need for new facilities.  

Section 2.4.5 summarizes alternatives that were considered but dismissed prior to the DEIS. 
The findings to address Criteria 660-024-0050(4) (page 92) are incorporated by this cross-
reference and explain why a stand-alone alternate modes/TSM/TDM Alternative could not 
reasonably meet the identified transportation needs set forth in the purpose and need 
statements in the DEIS (see Section 2.4.2). However, the No Build and all Build Alternatives 
evaluated in the DEIS were designed assuming that the future peak-hour traffic volumes 
across the river (year 2031 for the DEIS and year 2040 for the FEIS) would be 8% less than 
those forecast in the SKATS regional traffic model. In other words, assuming a substantial 
increase in alternate modes/TSM/TDM was built into the transportation modeling for the 
SRC project to ensure that the future need of highway capacity was not overstated.  

As summarized in Section 2.4 of this Findings Report (page 41), the DEIS evaluated a No 
Build Alternative as required by NEPA, an alternative that focused on improvements to 
existing facilities within the UGB (Alternative 2A), and seven Build alternatives that 
included associated multi-modal improvements and local street system connections and 
improvements to the highway network already in place (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D 
and 4E). These seven alternatives, and the Preferred Alternative, all include segments that 
extend outside of the current UGB.  

Proposed amendments to the Salem TSP and Polk County TSP capture and reflect the 
process that led to selection of the Preferred Alternative. The findings in Section 3.1.4.2 
(page 94) are incorporated by this reference to explain why Alternative 2A cannot 
reasonably accommodate the identified transportation need. Information in Table 11, Table 
12, and Figure 19  is incorporated by this cross-reference to explain why the Preferred 
Alternative can reasonably accommodate the identified transportation need, taking into 
consideration and balancing the advantages and disadvantages and long-term economic, 
social, environmental and energy (ESEE) consequences of the Build alternatives that extend 
outside of the UGB (see Table 15).  

Criteria – 660-012-0035(2): 
(2) Local governments in MPO areas of larger than 1,000,000 population shall, and 
other governments may also, evaluate alternative land use designations, densities, 
and design standards to meet local and regional transportation needs. 
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Findings – 660-012-0035(2): 
Total Salem-Keizer UGB population as of 2015 was 236,116 (see Table 9); therefore, this is 
section is not applicable.  

Criteria – 660-012-0035(3) – Evaluation and Selection of Transportation System Alternatives: 
(3) The following standards shall be used to evaluate and select alternatives:  

(a) The transportation system shall support urban and rural development by 
providing types and levels of transportation facilities and services appropriate to 
serve the land uses identified in the acknowledged comprehensive plan;  

(b) The transportation system shall be consistent with state and federal standards for 
protection of air, land and water quality including the State Implementation Plan 
under the Federal Clean Air Act and the State Water Quality Management Plan;  

(c) The transportation system shall minimize adverse economic, social, 
environmental and energy consequences;  

(d) The transportation system shall minimize conflicts and facilitate connections 
between modes of transportation; and  

(e) The transportation system shall avoid principal reliance on any one mode of 
transportation by increasing transportation choices to reduce principal reliance on 
the automobile. In MPO areas this shall be accomplished by selecting transportation 
alternatives which meet the requirements in section (4) of this rule.  

Findings – 660-012-0035(3): 
This section applies to the transportation system as a whole, not to individual projects. The 
transportation facilities that make up the Preferred Alternative are proposed to be included 
in acknowledged transportation system plans for the City of Salem and Polk County. The 
proposed TSP amendments are not related to the development of a new transportation 
system plan or a comprehensive update of a transportation system plan for the City of 
Salem or Polk County. However, the selection of the Preferred Alternative for a new 
crossing of the Willamette River considered the standards in TPR -0035(3), as documented in 
the NEPA alternatives analysis and summarized in Section 2.4 of this Findings Report (page 
41).  

The NEPA process included establishment of goals and objectives and evaluation criteria for 
screening Salem River Crossing Project concepts and framing and evaluating alternatives. 
See Section 2.4.4 of this Findings Report for an overview of this process. It is described in 
further detail in Chapter 2 of the DEIS and SRC Project EIS Public Involvement Summary (July 
2016).  

The determination of transportation needs that resulted in the Preferred Alternative is based 
on coordinated 20-year planning forecasts. The Preferred Alternative provides facilities that 
are sized and located to support planned urban development in the City of Salem, consistent 
with the requirements of TPR -0035(3) criteria. Furthermore, FEIS Technical Report 
Addendums for the Preferred Alternative conclude that state and federal standards for 
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protection of air, land and water quality are met or can be met. 157 Additionally, findings to 
address Statewide Planning Goal 6 (see Section 6.2.6 and 6.2.7) are incorporated by this 
cross-reference. The FEIS Technical Report Addendums detail design and construction 
practices to mitigate project impacts in conformance with federal and state regulatory 
requirements.   

Table 15 of this Findings Report captures key economic, social, environmental, and energy 
(ESEE) consequences of the seven Build alternatives evaluated in the DEIS that would also 
require a UGB amendment. When compared with other alternatives that would also require 
a UGB amendment, the ESEE consequences for the Preferred Alternative (cost, 
displacements, park impacts, natural resource impacts, noise impacts, etc.) fall in the low to 
mid-range and are not significantly more adverse than other Build alternatives under any 
category The ESEE analysis for the Greenway Goal Exception (Goal 15) is provided in 
Section 5.1.2.4 of this Findings Report (page 209) and incorporated by this cross-reference.  

Criteria – 660-012-0035(4): 
(4) In MPO areas, regional and local TSPs shall be designed to achieve adopted 
standards for increasing transportation choices and reducing reliance on the 
automobile. Adopted standards are intended as means of measuring progress of 
metropolitan areas towards developing and implementing transportation systems 
and land use plans that increase transportation choices and reduce reliance on the 
automobile. It is anticipated that metropolitan areas will accomplish reduced reliance 
by changing land use patterns and transportation systems so that walking, cycling, 
and use of transit are highly convenient and so that, on balance, people need to and 
are likely to drive less than they do today.  

Findings – 660-012-0035(4): 
The proposed amendments to the acknowledged Salem and Polk County TSPs are designed 
to increase transportation choices and reduce reliance on the automobile. As discussed 
earlier, the DEIS and FEIS transportation analysis assumes that the increase in transit, 
ridesharing, other demand management techniques, and bicycle and pedestrian use for trips 
across the existing bridge will reduce peak-hour vehicle volumes by 8 percent compared to 
volumes if these efforts were not implemented. The Preferred Alternative analysis also relies 
on these assumptions to compare the impacts of vehicular traffic; the distinction with the 
Preferred Alternative related to alternative modes is that it offers more travel choices for all 
modes relative to the No Build Alternative or Alternative 2A.  

Reducing reliance on the automobile is also the focus of 660-012-0030(3). The findings in 
Section 3.1.3.1 (page 87) that address this provision of the TPR are incorporated by this 
cross-reference and summarize policies and benchmarks in Salem’s Comprehensive Plan 
that have been acknowledged by DLCD. The benchmarks are tied to new dwelling units 
built in proximity to transit stops and within activity nodes and corridors, jobs in activity 
nodes, rideshare growth, and increases in critical non-motorized and transit improvements.  

The Preferred Alternative will include construction of new bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
on the new bridge, along with connections to facilities off the bridges. The improvements in 

                                                      
157 See FEIS Technical Reports for the Preferred Alternative (2016) entered in the public hearing record.  
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connectivity and redundancy gained with an additional bridge across the Willamette River 
will also expand connectivity and redundancy for bicycle, pedestrian, and transit travel that 
can help reduce reliance on the auto. As set out in the proposed Salem TSP amendments, the 
Preferred Alternative includes a new facility that provides infrastructure for transit and non-
motorized modes of transportation. The proposed TSP amendments increase transportation 
choices and make walking, cycling and use of transit more convenient with infrastructure 
that provides new access for these modes to areas around the bridgeheads, consistent with 
the requirements of the TPR.  

Criteria – 660-012-0035(10)-(12): 
(10) Transportation uses or improvements listed in OAR 660-012-0065(3)(d) to (g) 
and (o) and located in an urban fringe may be included in a TSP only if the 
improvement project identified in the Transportation System Plan as described in 
section (12) of this rule, will not significantly reduce peak hour travel time for the 
route as determined pursuant to section (11) of this rule, or…  

(11) An improvement project significantly reduces peak hour travel time when, 
based on recent data, the time to travel the route is reduced more than 15 percent 
during weekday peak hour conditions over the length of the route located within the 
urban fringe. For purposes of measuring travel time, a route shall be identified by 
the predominant traffic flows in the project area.  

(12) A "transportation improvement project" described in section (10) of this rule:  

(a) Is intended to solve all of the reasonably foreseeable transportation problems 
within a general geographic location, within the planning period; and  

(b) Has utility as an independent transportation project. 

Findings – 660-012-0035(10)-(12): 
These criteria are not applicable. While a UGB amendment is proposed as part of the 
consolidated plan amendments package (see Section 1.3), the UGB amendment will connect 
two urbanized areas of Salem and is not building new transportation capacity at the fringe 
of the region. Rather, the Preferred Alternative will improve transportation connectivity 
within the existing UGB to serve existing and planned land uses and forecast 20-year 
growth.  

4.1.2.6 660-012-0040 Transportation Financing Program 
Criteria – 660-1012-0040: 

(1) For areas within an urban growth boundary containing a population greater 
than 2,500 persons, the TSP shall include a transportation financing program.  

(2) A transportation financing program shall include the items listed in (a)-(d):  

(a) A list of planned transportation facilities and major improvements;  

(b) A general estimate of the timing for planned transportation facilities and major 
improvements;  

(c) A determination of rough cost estimates for the transportation facilities and 
major improvements identified in the TSP; and  
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(d) In metropolitan areas, policies to guide selection of transportation facility and 
improvement projects for funding in the short-term to meet the standards and 
benchmarks established pursuant to 0035(4)-(6). Such policies shall consider, and 
shall include among the priorities, facilities and improvements that support mixed-
use, pedestrian friendly development and increased use of alternative modes.  

Findings – 660-012-0040: 
The adopted and acknowledged City of Salem TSP includes a relatively brief Transportation 
Finance Element (Chapter 15). The Transportation Finance Element includes the required 
items listed in (2) (a) – (d) above.  

Federal regulations require that the financial plan for metropolitan planning organizations 
demonstrate “financial constraint.” Therefore, the Regional Transportation System Plan must 
identify which improvements can be implemented using “committed funding sources, “ 
which improvements can be implemented using “reasonably anticipated” resources, and 
which improvements will require the development of “new funding sources.”  

The SKATS 2015-2035 RTSP (amended June 28, 2016) identifies the constraint created by the 
existing system: “only two bridges cross the river (at Marion Street and Center Street in 
downtown Salem) resulting in congestion and significantly reduced connectivity between 
West Salem and the rest of the metropolitan area” (p. 3-3). It also includes a conceptual 
alignment for the new bridge crossing (project number R001), and includes related surface 
street improvements to support the new bridge crossing in the financially constrained 
project list (Marine Drive and related connections – project S297; Front Street widening and 
realignment – project S096).  

Proposed Salem TSP amendments state: Portions of the project will likely be under the 
jurisdiction of the State (ODOT), while other portions will be maintained and operated by 
the City. The overall project is a high priority for the City of Salem, but given the significant 
costs, it will likely be designed and constructed in phases. Costs associated with the Salem 
River Crossing Preferred Alternative ($425M) are noted in the High Priority Street 
Improvement Projects Table of the proposed Salem TSP amendments, with a footnote that 
costs will be shared by Local, State, and Regional partners.  

4.1.2.7 660-012-0050 Transportation Project Development 
Criteria – 660-012-0050(4): 

 (4) Except as provided in section (1) of this rule, where an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, project development shall be coordinated with the preparation of the EIS. All 
unresolved issues of compliance with applicable acknowledged comprehensive plan 
policies and land use regulations shall be addressed and findings of compliance 
adopted prior to issuance of the Final EIS. 

Findings – 660-012-0050(4): 
As outlined in Section 1.3 of this Findings Report (page 6), a consolidated package of plan 
amendments to support the Preferred Alternative is being developed on a parallel path with 
the FEIS. See Section 1.2 (page 5) for an overview of the timing of the plan amendments and 
how they relate to ODOT’s coordination procedures (OAR 731-015-0075) for adopting plans 
for projects carried out under NEPA.  
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The findings of fact and conclusions in this Findings Report draw from the DEIS and other 
evidence. Technical reports developed for the Preferred Alternative/FEIS will be entered 
into the public hearing record to support the consolidated plan amendments. Table 1 of this 
Findings Report identifies the land use decision authorities for the SRC Project plan 
amendments. Local adoption of all plan amendments, including findings to address 
applicable statewide planning goals, will occur prior to issuance of the FEIS/FHWA Record 
of Decision (ROD) for the Preferred Alternative as required by OAR 731-015-0075(3) and 
660-012-0050(4).  

4.1.2.8 660-012-0055 Timing of Adoption and Update of Transportation System Plans; 
Exemptions 

Criteria – 660-012-0055(8): 
(8) Portions of TSPs and implementing measures adopted as part of comprehensive 
plans prior to the responsible jurisdiction's periodic review shall be reviewed 
pursuant to OAR chapter 660, division 18, Post Acknowledgment Procedures. 

Findings – 660-012-0055(8): 
The City of Salem and Polk County will be amending their respective TSPs through a post 
acknowledgment plan amendment (PAPA) procedures. A joint PAPA notice was submitted 
on September 7, 2016. The findings in Section 6.1 (page 223) that address compliance with 
PAPA procedures are incorporated by this cross-reference.  

4.1.2.9 660-012-0060 Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments 
Criteria – 660-012-0060(1): 

 (1) If an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or 
a land use regulation (including a zoning map) would significantly affect an 
existing or planned transportation facility, then the local government must put in 
place measures as provided in section (2) of this rule, unless the amendment is 
allowed under section (3), (9) or (10) of this rule. A plan or land use regulation 
amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it would: 

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation 
facility (exclusive of correction of map errors in an adopted plan); 

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or 

(c) Result in any of the effects listed in paragraphs (A) through (C) of this subsection 
based on projected conditions measured at the end of the planning period identified 
in the adopted TSP. As part of evaluating projected conditions, the amount of traffic 
projected to be generated within the area of the amendment may be reduced if the 
amendment includes an enforceable, ongoing requirement that would demonstrably 
limit traffic generation, including, but not limited to, transportation demand 
management. This reduction may diminish or completely eliminate the significant 
effect of the amendment. 

Findings – 660-012-0060(1): 
The City of Salem will apply a Parks/Open Space/Outdoor Recreation comprehensive plan 
designation to the 35 acres added to the UGB (see Figure 28). See the findings addressing 
OAR 660-024-0050(6)-(7) (page 116) for additional background on the proposed City of 
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Salem plan designation and Polk County EFU zone that will be retained for the land 
included in the UGB, at least on an interim basis. While the proposed plan amendments 
(UGB expansion and plan designation to accommodate the transportation improvements) 
do not trigger TPR -0060, the Preferred Alternative requires modifications to the functional 
classification of an existing or planned transportation facility. Specifically, short segments of 
Pine Street and Hickory Street NE, currently a minor arterial and local neighborhood street 
respectively, would both be upgraded to a major arterial between Front and Liberty Street to 
reflect their function and use with the Preferred Alternative. Also, Marine Drive NW would 
be reclassified from a future collector to a future minor arterial south of the new bridge (see 
recommended Salem TSP map and text amendments in the PAPA notice).  

Criteria – 660-012-0060(2): 
(2) If a local government determines that there would be a significant effect, then the 
local government must ensure that allowed land uses are consistent with the 
identified function, capacity, and performance standards of the facility measured at 
the end of the planning period identified in the adopted TSP through one or a 
combination of the remedies listed in (a) through (e) below, unless the amendment 
meets the balancing test in subsection (2)(e) of this section or qualifies for partial 
mitigation in section (11) of this rule. A local government using subsection (2)(e), 
section (3), section (10) or section (11) to approve an amendment recognizes that 
additional motor vehicle traffic congestion may result and that other facility 
providers would not be expected to provide additional capacity for motor vehicles in 
response to this congestion. 

(a) Adopting measures that demonstrate allowed land uses are consistent with the 
planned function, capacity, and performance standards of the transportation facility. 

(b) Amending the TSP or comprehensive plan to provide transportation facilities, 
improvements or services adequate to support the proposed land uses consistent with 
the requirements of this division; such amendments shall include a funding plan or 
mechanism consistent with section (4) or include an amendment to the 
transportation finance plan so that the facility, improvement, or service will be 
provided by the end of the planning period. 

(c) Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacity or performance 
standards of the transportation facility. 

(d) Providing other measures as a condition of development or through a 
development agreement or similar funding method, including, but not limited to, 
transportation system management measures or minor transportation 
improvements. Local governments shall, as part of the amendment, specify when 
measures or improvements provided pursuant to this subsection will be provided. 

(e) Providing improvements that would benefit modes other than the significantly 
affected mode, improvements to facilities other than the significantly affected facility, 
or improvements at other locations, if the provider of the significantly affected 
facility provides a written statement that the system-wide benefits are sufficient to 
balance the significant effect, even though the improvements would not result in 
consistency for all performance standards. 
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Findings – 660-012-0060(2): 
Allowed land uses are not being modified as part of the proposed TSP amendments, rather 
the Preferred Alternative is being proposed for adoption to accommodate the planned land 
uses and expected future traffic generation over the 2015-2035 planning period based on 
Salem’s adopted and acknowledged Comprehensive Plan. The significant affect identified in 
findings under TPR -0060 is the change in functional classification to segments of existing 
and planned roadways – Pine Street, Hickory Street, and Marine Drive NW – which is 
mitigated by amending the TSP to reflect the planned function and design of these 
roadways as part of the Preferred Alternative. As noted above, the proposed changes in 
functional classification will not trigger changes in comprehensive plan designations in the 
vicinity of these roadways (see existing plan designations on Figure 8).  

However, the package of proposed amendments to the Salem TSP includes the following 
statement: “the City intends to review land use and transportation plans in the vicinity of 
the bridgeheads. Focused planning at the bridgeheads will maximize the opportunity for 
transportation investments to serve as a catalyst for positive change.”  

4.2 Findings Addressing Consistency with Local, Regional and 
State Transportation Plans 

4.2.1 Salem Urban Area Goals and Policies (SACP, Section IV) 
The findings in this section focus on goals and policies that are most applicable to the 
proposed Salem TSP amendments. General goals and policies in the SACP are addressed 
first, followed by relevant goals and policies in the Salem TSP. There is quite a bit of 
redundancy in the SACP policies for Transportation and the TSP policies, and findings are 
cross-referenced where appropriate to minimize duplication. Relevant policies in the Polk 
County TSP are addressed in 4.2.2. 

 E. RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT  
Circulation System and Through Traffic  

(7) Residential neighborhoods shall be served by a transportation system that 
provides access for pedestrian, bicycles, and vehicles while recognizing the 
neighborhoods physical constraints and transportation service needs:  

(a) The transportation system shall promote all modes of transportation and 
dispersal rather than concentration of through traffic;  

(b) Through traffic shall be addressed by siting street improvements and road 
networks that serve new development so that short trips can be made without 
driving;  

(c) The transportation system shall provide for a network of streets fitted to the 
terrain with due consideration for safety, drainage, views, and vegetation. 

Findings - Residential Development:  
As shown on Figure 1, the “footprint” of the Preferred Alternative is largely within the 
current UGB and maximizes use of and improvements within established major 
transportation corridors including:  
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• Designated Major Arterials: Wallace Road NW, Commercial Street NE, Liberty Street 
NE 

• Designated Freeway: OR 22 west of the Willamette River 
• Designated Minor Arterial: Front Street NE 
• Designated Future Collector: Marine Drive NW (north of proposed bridge) 

The Preferred Alternative will provide a new multi-modal bridge and related transportation 
improvements to serve existing and planned uses within the current UGB, including 
residential neighborhoods in NE Salem and West Salem. The Preferred Alternative and 
proposed Salem TSP amendments will improve multi-modal connectivity in the overall 
transportation system to promote the distribution and dispersal of traffic over a larger 
geographic area rather than concentrating through traffic in a single river crossing location. 

The NEPA process for the SRC project included project goals and objectives to minimize 
fragmentation and traffic impacts on established neighborhoods, with due consideration for 
safety, drainage, views, and vegetation. Proposed amendments to the Salem TSP outline 
mitigations that must be addressed by the project to meet the expectations of the City of 
Salem. This includes the following statement regarding traffic calming (see PAPA notice for 
Salem TSP Amendments): 

“Traffic Calming: Project design shall include consideration of traffic calming needs in 
neighborhoods adjoining the bridgeheads on both sides of the Willamette River. Mitigation 
measures may include access restrictions or other traffic calming features, such as speed 
humps, diverters, or similar measures.” 

In summary, the proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are 
consistent with existing SACP policies relating to the circulation system and through traffic 
for Residential Development. In addition, proposed Salem TSP amendments articulate the 
City’s expectations regarding Design Mitigations – including Bridge Design Considerations, 
Traffic Calming, Access to OR 22 and Multi-modal design.  

G. COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
Central Business District  

(1) The central business district shall be maintained and developed as a mixed-use 
regional retail and employment center for the Salem urban area as well as Marion 
and Polk counties. 

Findings - Commercial Development:  
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with the adopted SACP policy regarding the Central Business District. The findings in 
Section 3.1.4 (beginning on page 110) are incorporated by this cross-reference and document 
that the Preferred Alternative achieves the following key goals for the City of Salem:  

• Reduces congestion and supports planned land uses in downtown Salem  
• Broadly distributes traffic over a larger geographic area to minimize bottlenecks in 

the existing bridgeheads 
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• Improves multi-modal connectivity between Northeast Salem and West Salem and 
provides accessibility to jobs, housing, services, and park and recreational areas (for 
the entire community) 

J. TRANSPORTATION  
Regional Mobility  

(3) A balanced system of transportation facilities and services shall be designed to 
meet the regional travel patterns and mobility needs of residents, businesses, and 
industries.  

Findings – Regional Mobility: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with the adopted SACP policy regarding regional mobility. The findings in Section 3.1.4 
(beginning on page 111) are incorporated by this cross-reference and document that the 
Preferred Alternative: 

• Improves regional mobility with the addition of a new bridge crossing and related 
transportation improvements to connect and support Salem’s acknowledged plan 
designations for residents, businesses and industries over the 2015-2035 planning 
horizon 

• Provides regional mobility through its inclusion of ramps connecting Marine Drive 
and OR 22, and direct surface street connections from the east bridgehead to Salem 
Parkway 

• Provides a more balanced transportation system with improved connectivity and 
redundancy that more broadly distributes traffic over a broader geographic area  

Multimodal Transportation System  
(4) The transportation system for the Salem Urban Area shall consist of an 
integrated network of facilities and services for a variety of motorized and 
nonmotorized travel modes. 

Findings - Multimodal System:  
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with the adopted SACP policy regarding a multi-modal system. The findings in Section 
4.1.2.5 (page 154) are incorporated by this cross-reference and document that the Preferred 
Alternative includes bicycle and pedestrian facilities on the new bridge and connections to 
facilities in the new bridgehead areas.  

Proposed amendments to the Salem TSP outline mitigations that must be addressed by the 
project to meet the expectations of the City of Salem. This includes the following statement 
regarding Multi-modal Design (see PAPA notice for Salem TSP Amendments): 

• Multi-modal Design: Design of the project shall include facilities for bicycle and 
pedestrian travel, including separation from auto and freight traffic where practical. 
The design process shall engage the Transit District to identify how best to 
incorporate transit amenities and facilitate access to the transit system.  



FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN AMENDMENTS 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 165 
 

Connectivity and Circulation  
(5) The vehicle, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation systems shall be designed 
to connect major population and employment centers in the Salem Urban Area, as 
well as provide access to local neighborhood residential, shopping, schools, and other 
activity centers.  

Findings - Connectivity and Circulation: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with the adopted SACP policy regarding connectivity and circulation. As described in 
Section 1.1, the Preferred Alternative:  

• Improves multi-modal connectivity between Northeast and West Salem and 
connects existing and planned major population and employment centers within the 
current UGB 

• Provides citizens in neighboring area access to regional parks and commercial areas 
on both sides of the Willamette River  

Supportive of Land Use Plan Designations and Development Patterns  
(6) The provision of transportation facilities and services shall reflect and support 
land use designations and development patterns as identified in the Salem Area 
Comprehensive Plan. The design and implementation of transportation facilities and 
services shall be based on serving current and future travel demand, residential 
densities, retail, and employment centers.  

(7) Local governments shall encourage the expansion of transit services throughout 
and beyond the Salem Urban Area, especially to areas of increased residential 
densities, major commercial concentrations, and large institutional and employment 
centers.  

Findings - Support of Plan Designations and Development Patterns: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with the SACP policy relating to land use plan designations and development patterns. 
Background information in Section 1.3.1 (page 7) and the findings in Section 3.1.3.1 (page 83) 
are incorporated by this cross-reference and document that: 

• The new bridge and related transportation improvements will support land use 
designations and development patterns for lands within the current UGB as 
identified in the SACP (see Figure 8).  

• The design of the Preferred Alternative is based on serving current and future travel 
demand, residential densities, retail, and employment centers consistent with 
acknowledged population and employment forecasts and traffic modeling for the 
2015-2035 planning period. Salem TSP and SKATS RTSP forecasts for the 2015-2035 
planning period are consistent and coordinated.  

• The acknowledged Salem TSP includes policies that encourage the expansion of 
transit service throughout the Salem Urban Areas, especially to Salem Urban Area 
Activity Nodes and Corridors identified in Map #1 on page 52 of the SACP.  
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In addition, the proposed Salem TSP amendments include design mitigations that must be 
addressed by the project to meet the expectations of the City of Salem. The following 
provision regarding Multi-modal Design states: Design of the project shall include facilities 
for bicycle and pedestrian travel, including separation from auto and freight traffic where 
practical. The design process shall engage the Transit District to identify how best to 
incorporate transit amenities and facilitate access to the transit system (PAPA Notice, page 
6).  

Growth Management  
(8) The construction of transportation facilities shall be timed to coincide with 
community needs, and shall be implemented in such a way as to minimize impacts 
on existing development. 

Findings - Growth Management: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments will include the Preferred Alternative as a high 
priority of the City of Salem within the 2035 planning horizon. Given the significant costs 
(the planning level cost estimate for the Preferred Alternative is approximately $425million), 
the project will likely be designed and constructed in phases. Construction of the 
transportation facilities will be timed to coincide with available funding and community 
needs. Minimizing impacts on existing development has been a key consideration in the 
NEPA process and in the selection of the Preferred Alternative. The commitment to 
minimize impacts on existing development will continue in the project implementation 
phase. This is reflected in the Design Mitigations included in the TSP amendments to assure 
the project meets the expectations of the City of Salem:  

• Bridge Design Considerations: Design of the bridge, bridge approaches, and ramps 
to OR 22 shall include opportunities for public input, with a particular emphasis on 
people living near these areas. In the case of the ramps to OR 22, input shall be 
solicited from the Salem Parks and Recreation Advisory Board and park users, as 
well as other area stakeholders.  

• Traffic Calming: Project design shall include consideration of traffic calming needs in 
neighborhoods adjoining the bridgeheads on both sides of the Willamette River. 
Mitigation measures may include access restrictions or other traffic calming features, 
such as speed humps, diverters, or similar measures.  

• Access to OR 22: The City will not support closure of the exit at Rosemont Avenue 
NW until a facility plan has been adopted that addresses access to the southwest 
portion of west Salem from westbound OR 22. The City further supports design 
efforts to reduce the length of bridge structure along the riverbank associated with 
the eastbound OR 22 ramp to Marine Drive.  

• Multi-modal Design: Design of the project shall include facilities for bicycle and 
pedestrian travel, including separation from auto and freight traffic where practical. 
The design process shall engage the Transit District to identify how best to 
incorporate transit amenities and facilitate access to the transit system.  
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In summary, the proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are 
consistent with the SACP policy regarding growth management and construction of 
transportation facilities.  

 System Efficiency  
(12) The implementation of transportation system and demand management 
measures, enhanced transit service, and provision for bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
shall be pursued as a first choice for accommodating travel demand and relieving 
congestion in a travel corridor, before widening projects are constructed.  

(13) The Salem Transportation System Plan shall identify methods that citizens can 
use to commute to work and decrease overall traffic demand on the transportation 
system. Such methods include transit ridership, telecommuting, carpooling, 
vanpooling, flexible work schedules, walking, and bicycling. 

Findings - System Efficiency: 
As summarized in Chapter 2 (Project Background) of this Findings Report, the General 
Corridor Evaluation (2002), the Alternate Modes Study (2010), and the SRC Project DEIS (2012) 
included a robust consideration of alternative modes, transportation system management 
measures and demand management measures that could reasonably meet transportation 
needs, alone or in combination. The findings to address Criteria 660-024-0050(4) (page 92) 
are incorporated by this cross-reference and explain why a stand-alone alternate 
modes/TSM/TDM Alternative could not reasonably meet the identified transportation 
needs set forth in the purpose and need statements in the DEIS (see Section 2.4.2). However, 
the No Build and all Build Alternatives evaluated in the DEIS were designed assuming that 
the future peak-hour traffic volumes across the river (year 2031 for the DEIS and year 2040 
for the FEIS) would be 8% less than those forecast in the SKATS regional traffic model. In 
other words, assuming a substantial increase in alternate modes/TSM/TDM was built into 
the transportation modeling for the SRC project to ensure that the future need of highway 
capacity was not overstated. 

Public Safety  
(15) The rapid and safe movement of fire, medical, and police vehicles shall be an 
integral part of the design and operation of the transportation system. 

Findings - Public Safety: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with the SACP policy regarding public safety. The background information on emergency 
response in Section 2.1.3.2 (page 21) and the findings in Section 3.1.4 (“Providing Alternate 
Routes for Emergency Responders”, page 109) are incorporated by this cross-reference. 

The NEPA process for the SRC Project included a key objective to improve emergency 
vehicle response across the Willamette River in the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area. The 
Preferred Alternative would provide an additional bridge crossing of the Willamette River 
about one mile north of the existing bridges, and would substantially improve connectivity 
and redundancy in the regional transportation system that would support the rapid and safe 
movement of fire, medical, and police vehicles across the river between east and west Salem.  
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The new bridge crossing associated with the Preferred Alternative would also reduce 
vulnerability in the case of a major event or natural disaster, particularly when compared 
with the No Build Alternative or Alternative 2A (improvement of the existing bridges).  

 Economic Development  
(17) Supportive of the mobility needs of businesses and industries, the 
transportation system shall consist of the infrastructure necessary for the safe and 
efficient movement of goods, services, and people throughout the Salem Urban Area. 
The Salem Transportation System Plan shall include consideration of the area's rail, 
aviation, inland marine, pipeline, and truck movement network. The Plan shall 
include ways to facilitate the intermodal transfer of freight in the area. 

Findings - Economic Development: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with SACP Policy 17 relating to economic development. The background information in 
Section 2.1.5 (Existing Land Use Overview and Urban Renewal Plans, page 26) and the 
findings in Section 3.1.4 (“Supporting Planned Land Uses in Downtown Salem and West 
Salem/Edgewater Districts”, page 110) are incorporated by this cross-reference.  

The NEPA process for the SRC Project included a key objective to improve freight mobility 
for local, regional and through travel. The Preferred Alternative would provide an 
additional bridge crossing of the Willamette River about one mile north of the existing 
bridges, and would provide improved regional mobility through its inclusion of ramps 
connecting Marine Drive to OR 22, and direct surface street connections from the east 
bridgehead area to the Salem Parkway. The improved regional mobility would facilitate the 
safe and efficient movement of freight between the east and west sides of the river, and 
would reduce congestion in the CBD associated with through freight movement.  

 Neighborhood Livability  
(19) Transportation facilities shall be designed and constructed to: minimize noise; 
energy consumption; neighborhood disruption; economic losses to the private or 
public economy, and social, environmental, and institutional disruptions; and to 
encourage the use of public transit, bikeways, and walkways.  

Findings - Neighborhood Livability: 
Neighborhood livability issues were a key consideration of the NEPA process. Goal 3 of the 
project was: Preserve the quality of life in communities on both sides of the river (see 
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Table 6 of Findings Report). Objectives that were considered in the DEIS process included: 

• Minimizing impacts to residences 
• Minimizing traffic intrusion onto residential streets 
• Minimizing noise in residential areas  
• Maintaining neighborhood cohesion  
• Minimizing construction duration and traffic impacts  

The findings in Section 2.4.7 (page 63) provide an overall summary of impacts of DEIS 
alternatives and the Preferred Alternative, including but not limited to impacts on 
neighborhood livability. In addition, Table 15 of this Findings Report provides a comparison 
of economic, social, environmental and energy consequences of Alternatives outside of the 
UGB. The findings in those sections are incorporated by this cross-reference to document 
consistency with SACP Policy 19 relating to neighborhood livability.  

Aesthetics and Landscaping  
(20) Aesthetics and landscaping shall be considered in the design of the 
transportation system. Within the physical and financial constraints of the project, 
landscaping, and where appropriate, public art, shall be included in the design of the 
transportation facility. Various landscaping designs, plants, and materials shall be 
utilized by local governments, private entities, or individuals to enhance the 
livability of the area. 

Findings - Aesthetics and Landscaping: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with SACP Policy 20 relating to aesthetics and landscaping. Aesthetics were a consideration 
in the NEPA process. Goals and objectives for the project (see 
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Table 6 of this Findings Report) included the following – if applicable to the alternative: 

• Provide a structure that instills a sense of community pride and complements the 
surrounding environment  

• Preserve, enhance, or create views form the crossing 
• Provide opportunities for productive use under the bridge structure (if applicable) 

that serves as a community asset 

The findings in Chapter 5 address Statewide Planning Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway) 
and are incorporated by this cross-reference. The findings in Section 660-004-0022(6) (page 
186) address scenic qualities and are supported by information and visual simulations in the 
FEIS Visual Resources Technical Report Addendum (CH2M Hill, 2016). Prior to construction, a 
subsequent Greenway Development Review will be required, and will include consideration 
of more detailed plans for design of the bridge, potential viewpoints and/or access to the 
river, etc. In addition, the proposed Salem TSP amendments include design mitigations that 
must be addressed by the project to meet the expectations of the City of Salem, including the 
following:  

• Bridge Design Considerations: Design of the bridge, bridge approaches, and ramps 
to OR 22 shall include opportunities for public input, with a particular emphasis on 
people living near these areas. In the case of the ramps to OR 22, input shall be 
solicited from the Salem Parks and Recreation Advisory Board and park users, as 
well as other area stakeholders.  

In summary, the proposed Salem TSP amendments to support the Preferred Alternative are 
consistent with SACP Policy 20 regarding aesthetics and this policy will be applicable to 
subsequent permitting phases for the project, including Greenway Development Review 
and more detailed construction and landscaping plans.  

Citizen Involvement  
(22) Opportunities for broad-based citizen involvement in the development, revision, 
monitoring and implementation of the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan shall be 
provided by the City of Salem and Marion and Polk Counties. Where neighborhood 
groups have been officially recognized by the governing body, they shall be included 
in the planning process. To help assure citizen participation and information, public 
hearings shall be held prior to adoption of all land use ordinances.  

Findings - Citizen Involvement: 
The consolidated plan amendments for the Preferred Alternative will be processed as a 
Major Plan Amendment in accordance with the procedures and criteria for a legislative plan 
amendment in SRC 64.020 and 300.1110. The proposal does not constitute an overall 
periodic review or update of the SACP. Citizen involvement has been a key part of the 
NEPA process. City staff has provided regular updates regarding the SRC project to 
neighborhood groups, including information on the proposed plan amendments. Public 
hearing(s) will be held prior to adoption of all land use ordinances associated with the 
consolidated plan amendments. The findings addressing Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement) in 
Section 6.2.1 of this Findings Report (page 228) are incorporated by this cross-reference to 
demonstrate compliance with SACP Policy 22 regarding citizen involvement.  
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Intergovernmental Coordination and Consistency  
(23) Local governments within the Salem Urban Area shall coordinate their 
transportation planning and construction efforts with those of the SKATS, the State 
of Oregon Department of Transportation, the Salem Area Mass Transit District, 
and each other. Local transportation plans will be consistent with those developed at 
the regional and State level.  

Findings - Coordination and Consistency: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative have been 
coordinated with transportation planning efforts of SKATS, ODOT and the Transit District. 
The Oversight Team for the NEPA process included elected or appointed officials of local 
agencies and jurisdictions with particular responsibilities for, or a strong interest in, this 
project, including Marion County, Salem‐Keizer Transit District, City of Salem, Polk County, 
City of Keizer, and ODOT. The FHWA‐Oregon Division also participated as a non‐voting 
member. 

The findings in Section 4.2.4 of this Findings Report (page 177) are incorporated by this 
cross-reference and document that the proposed Salem TSP amendments for the Preferred 
Alternative are consistent with the SKATS 2015-2035 Regional TSP.  

Environment  
(24) The City shall take proactive measures to reduce the environmental impacts 
from transportation programs and projects by ensuring that environmental 
resources are identified and evaluated for impacts early in the planning stage. 
Design, construction, and maintenance activities should avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate adverse environmental impacts. Where appropriate, the City shall look for 
cooperative opportunities with other public and private organizations to enhance the 
natural environment as a component of transportation projects and maintenance 
activities. 

Findings – Environment: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with SACP Policy 24 relating to the environment. Goals and objectives established for the 
DEIS included Goal 2: Preserve or improve natural and cultural resources (see 
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Table 6 of this Findings Report). Environmental impacts were identified and evaluated for 
impacts early in the planning stage (alternatives considered but dismissed prior to the 
DEIS), and thoroughly evaluated in the DEIS.  

The findings in Section 2.4.7.1 (page 63) and the information in Table 15 of this Findings 
Report are incorporated by this cross-reference to document that impacts to environmental 
resources were identified and evaluated in the DEIS and in technical report addendums for 
the Preferred Alternative/FEIS.  

4.2.2 Salem Transportation System Plan (TSP) 
4.2.2.1 Street System Element 

Goal: Provide a comprehensive system of streets and highways that serves the 
mobility and multimodal travel needs of the Salem Urban Area. 

 (1) Develop a comprehensive, hierarchical system of streets and highways that 
provides for optimal mobility for all travel modes throughout the Salem Urban Area. 

 (1.1) The City shall fulfill its systemwide travel capacity needs through the 
utilization of multiple travel modes within the public rights-of-way. 

 (1.2) The City’s street system shall contain a network of radial arterial streets and 
highways that link the central core area with outlying districts and with major 
regional and statewide highways. 

 (1.3) The City’s street system shall contain a network of peripheral arterial streets 
that intercept radial street routes, linking outlying residential, commercial, and 
business districts without having to travel through the central core area. 

 (1.7) The City shall classify streets and highways within the Salem Urban Area 
based on how they are to ultimately function within the overall system. (See Street 
Classification Section.) 

 (1.8) The City’s street system shall be planned and constructed to provide multiple 
routes between locations, including making reasonable efforts to eliminate existing, 
and prevent creation of new, transportation chokepoints, both natural and man-
made. 

 (1.9) The City shall identify, maintain, and periodically review a network of 
existing and planned critical routes to support timely emergency response and 
evacuation in the event of a natural or man-made disaster. 

 (2) Design City streets in a manner that maximizes the utility of public rights-of 
way, is appropriate to their functional role, and provides for multiple travel modes, 
while minimizing their impact on the character and livability of surrounding 
neighborhoods and business districts. 

Findings - Street System Element: 
The proposed Salem TSP amendments to support the Preferred Alternative are consistent 
with the goal and policies listed above for the Street System Element. Figure 5 of this 
Findings Report illustrates the proposed changes to the Street System Map and the 
amendments to the TSP text are included in underline/strikeout in the PAPA notice.  
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The TSP amendments are consistent with the policy direction in the acknowledged TSP for 
the following reasons:  

• The TSP Amendments for the Preferred Alternative provide improved connectivity 
between northeast Salem and west Salem and supports a comprehensive, 
hierarchical system of streets and highways that provides optimal mobility for mode 
all travel modes (vehicle, freight, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian) throughout the 
Salem Urban Area, consistent with Policy (1).  

• The TSP Amendments for the Preferred Alternative maximizes the use of existing 
public rights-of-way (Wallace Road, OR 22 west of the river, Commercial/Liberty 
couplet, and Marine Drive). The new bridge crossing (a major arterial) will link with 
existing major arterials east and west of the river, consistent with Policy (1.1).  

• The TSP Amendments for the Preferred Alternative provides a new bridge crossing 
the Willamette River about one mile north of the existing bridges. It will link and 
support the regional network of arterial streets and highways east and west of the 
river and reduce congestion and support the downtown core, consistent with Policy 
(1.2).  

• The TSP Amendments for the Preferred Alternative support Policy (1.3) because the 
new bridge and related transportation improvements will intercept through regional 
and statewide traffic that doesn’t need to travel through the downtown core area.  

• The TSP Amendments are consistent with Policy (1.7) because they include proposed 
functional classifications for the Preferred Alternative that are consistent with the 
guidance provided in the acknowledged TSP. 

• The TSP Amendments are consistent with Policies (1.8) and (1.9) because the 
Preferred Alternative provides a new bridge crossing and eliminates the chokepoint 
associated with the single crossing location of the Marion and Center Street Bridges. 
The new bridge crossing will dramatically improve the redundancy of the 
transportation system and support timely emergency response and evacuation in the 
event of a natural or man-made disaster, including but not limited to a major 
earthquake.  

• The TSP Amendments are consistent with Policy (2) because the Preferred 
Alternative is designed to maximize the use of existing public right-of-way 
(including Wallace Road, OR 22 west of the river, the Commercial/Liberty couplet 
and Marine Drive). The proposed TSP amendments include minor changes to the 
functional classification of the segment of Marine Drive south of the new bridge, and 
the short segments of Hickory and Pine Streets in the eastside bridgehead areas. 
These changes are consistent with the overall functional classification system in the 
acknowledged TSP. In addition, the Preferred Alternative has been designed for 
multiple travel modes, and minimizing the impact on surrounding residential and 
business districts (4 lanes instead of 6 lanes; less elevated structures) shaped the 
selection of the Preferred Alternative.  
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4.2.2.2 Bicycle System Element  
Goal: To provide a comprehensive system that accommodates a range of bicyclists 
with varying skill levels by providing a well-connected system of bicycle facilities 
that will encourage increased ridership, safe bicycle travel, active transportation, and 
support public health. 

Findings - Bicycle System Element: 
The TSP Amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent with the goal for 
the bicycle system element. The new bridge crossing will include bicycle facilities on the 
bridge and connections to bicycle facilities in the bridgehead areas on both sides of the river 
and will enhance the overall connectivity of the bicycle system in support of the goals listed 
above. Amendments to the Bicycle Network Maps (7.1, 7-2, and 7-5) will show bicycle 
facilities on the new bridge and on ramps connecting Marine Drive to Edgewater Street. 
These facilities will be identified as high priority associated with the Preferred Alternative. 
Map 7-10 will also be amended to change the priority for the multi-use path along Marine 
Drive from Tier 2 to Tier 1.  

4.2.2.3 Pedestrian System Element 
Goal: To provide a comprehensive system of connecting sidewalks and walkways for 
a range of pedestrians with different abilities that will encourage and increase safe 
pedestrian travel and active transportation to support public health. 

Findings - Pedestrian System Element: 
The TSP Amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent with the goal for 
the pedestrian system element. The new bridge crossing will include pedestrian facilities on 
the bridge and connections to pedestrian facilities in the bridgehead areas on both sides of 
the river and will enhance the overall connectivity of the pedestrian system in support of the 
goals listed above. Amendments to Pedestrian Network Maps (8-3, 8-4, and 8-7) will show 
pedestrian facilities on the new bridge and on ramps connecting Marine Drive to Edgewater 
Street. These facilities will be identified as high priority associated with the Preferred 
Alternative. Map 8-12 will also be amended to change the priority for the multi-use path 
along Marine Drive from Tier 2 to Tier 1.  

4.2.2.4 Transit System Element 
Goal: A public mass transit system that provides convenient and accessible transit 
services to the citizens of the Salem Urban Area. 

Findings - Transit System Element: 
The TSP Amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent with the goal for 
the transit system element. The new bridge crossing and related transportation 
improvements will accommodate transit and the expanded connectivity of the 
transportation system will provide opportunities for looped transit routes and reduced 
transit travel times. In addition, the proposed TSP amendments include design mitigations 
that must be addressed by the project to meet the expectations of the City of Salem. This 
includes the following: The design process shall engage the Transit District to identify how 
best to incorporate transit amenities and facilitate access to the transit system.  
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4.2.2.5 Freight Movement Element 
Goal: To ensure a multimodal transport system for the efficient, safe, and 
competitive movement of goods and services to, from, and within the Salem Urban 
Area. 

Findings - Freight Movement Element: 
The TSP Amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative are consistent with the goal for 
the freight movement element. The new bridge crossing and related transportation 
improvements will improve the overall connectivity of the multimodal transportation 
system and facilitate efficient freight movement to, from, and within the Salem Urban Area. 
The Preferred Alternative facilitates regional freight mobility through its inclusion of ramps 
connecting Marine Drive and OR 22, and direct surface street connections from the east 
bridgeheads to the Salem Parkway. The northerly bridge crossing also provides the 
opportunity to reduce through freight traffic in downtown, consistent with one of the 
objectives for the DEIS (see 
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Table 6).  

4.2.3 Polk County Transportation System Plan 
4.2.3.1 Goal 2 

To maintain an ongoing transportation planning process keyed to meet the needs of 
the traveling public and coordinated among the state, regional, and local 
jurisdictions. 

(2.1) Polk County will continue to coordinate transportation planning with and 
consider the needs of its cities, other counties, the region, and the state. The county 
will support the transportation planning efforts of all its municipalities. 

(2.3) Polk County will continue to participate in and support state and regional 
transportation planning efforts. 

Findings - Goal 2:  
Polk County has been an active participant in the NEPA process for the SRC project 
(including representation on the Oversight Team). The County has coordinated 
transportation planning with the cities in the County, particularly Salem and Keizer, SKATS 
and ODOT. Polk County has committed to continue to participate in and support the 
planning process to implement the Preferred Alternative, including coordination with the 
City of Salem on the UGB amendments process and targeted amendments to the Polk 
County TSP. Findings in Section 4.2 (page 162) describing how the Preferred Alternative has 
been coordinated with and is consistent with local and regional transportation plans are 
relevant to the Polk County TSP amendments and are incorporated by this cross-reference.  

4.2.3.2 Goal 3 
To maintain a transportation system supportive of a sustained, geographically 
distributed and diversified economy. 

(3.6) Polk County supports planning for and construction of, a third bridge over the 
Willamette River. 

Findings - Goal 3: 
The proposed Polk County TSP amendments to support the Preferred Alternative will 
improve the connectivity and redundancy of the transportation system to distribute traffic 
over a larger geographic area. This is consistent with the goal to (provide) and maintain a 
transportation system that supports a geographically distributed and diversified economy.  

Polk County’s acknowledged TSP already includes a policy (3.6) that supports planning for 
and construction of a third bridge over the Willamette River. Proposed amendments will 
include the Preferred Alternative in the Polk County TSP and support on-going planning 
and implementation of the project for the 2035 planning horizon.  

4.2.3.3 Goal 6  
To support the planning, construction and maintenance of multiple travel routes to 
connect critical facilities both to and within Polk County cities and neighboring 
counties.  
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(6.1) When evaluating transportation facility alternatives, Polk County will favor 
those alternatives that provide added redundancy to the connection of critical 
facilities.  

Findings - Goal 6:  

The proposed Polk County TSP amendments are consistent with Goal 6 and Policy 6.1 
because the Preferred Alternative provides a new bridge crossing and eliminates the 
chokepoint associated with the single crossing location of the Marion and Center Street 
Bridges. The new bridge crossing will dramatically improve the redundancy of the 
transportation system and support timely emergency response, connection of critical 
facilities and evacuation in the event of a natural or man-made disaster, including but not 
limited to a major earthquake. Other alternatives evaluated in the DEIS (No Build and 2A) 
did not add redundancy to the transportation system.  

4.2.4 Regional Transportation Plan 
4.2.4.1 2015-2035 SKATS Regional Transportation System Plan (SKATS MPO, 2015) 
Goals 

The goal of the RTSP is to have a Regional Transportation System that is: 

(1) Able to meet the accessibility needs of the region for the next 20 years; 

(2) Multimodal and comprehensive, supportive of moving goods and people by the 
mode of their choice; 

(3) Preserved in good repair (and replaced at the end of their useful life, as necessary) 
and maintained to be usable to protect the region’s investment; 

(4) Designed with the safety of all users in mind; 

(5) Equitable for all users: that the benefits and burdens of the transportation system 
are not disproportionately distributed but rather are equally spread in the region; 

(6) Efficient to use: this refers to a system that provides the greatest benefit to the 
users of the system and does so with projects that are cost appropriate; 

(7) Planned to minimize the impact to the natural and built environment; 

(8) Developed and maintained with the funds available to the region; and 

(9) The result of an open and continuous dialog with the public, other stakeholders, 
local jurisdictions, and agencies within the SKATS area. 

Findings - RTSP Goal: 
SKATS has been involved with regional transportation planning efforts associated with an 
additional crossing of the Willamette River for many years. In particular, see the overview of 
the General Corridor Evaluation in Section 2.2.4 of this Findings Report (page 34). As a key 
outcome of this study, SKATS and the City of Salem took specific actions to include and 
reference the Tryon/Pine corridor as the priority corridor for a new crossing in the RTSP 
and Salem TSP, respectively.  

The 2035 RTSP references the Salem River Crossing Project in Chapters 5 & 7.  
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• Three projects are identified in the financially constrained Plan: constructing Marine 
Drive from Glen Creek Road north to bridge ramps at Hope Street NW (S297), 
widening and realigning Front Street between River Road North and Norway Street 
NE (S096), and reserving $20 million in SKATS STP‐U funds for use in preserving 
and purchasing right‐of‐way associated with the bridge (R001).  

• The other components identified in the locally preferred alternative, including the 
third bridge over the Willamette River and ramp connections on eastern and western 
sides of the river, are included in the list of illustrative projects shown in Appendix I 
of the RTSP. It is anticipated that the Final EIS will be published in 2017, followed by 
a Record of Decision (ROD) by the U.S. Federal Highway Administration. Work on 
projects identified in the Final EIS could be funded and construction started after the 
ROD has been recorded. 

The findings in Section 4.1.2.1 (page 151) are incorporated by this cross-reference to 
document that the proposed amendments to the Salem TSP and the Polk County TSP are 
consistent with the RTSP and have been coordinated with population and employment 
forecasts and transportation modeling for the Preferred Alternative.  

Objectives 
Minimize the number of fatalities, injuries, and collisions associated with the 
regional systems 

Preserve the existing system 

Provide a multi‐modal system 

Maximize the efficient use of the existing infrastructure 

Reduce the impact to the environment and natural systems 

Findings - RTSP Objectives:  
The objectives listed in the RTSP are goals and policies for transportation in the Salem Area 
Comprehensive Plan and the Salem TSP. Findings in Sections 4.2.1 (page 162) and 4.2.2 
(page 172) are incorporated by this cross-reference to demonstrate compliance with the 
similar objectives in the RTSP. 

4.2.5 State Transportation Plans 
4.2.5.1 Oregon Transportation Plan (ODOT, 2006) 
Goal 1 – Mobility and Accessibility 

 (1.1) It is the policy of the State of Oregon to plan and develop a balanced, 
integrated transportation system with modal choices for the movement of people and 
goods. 

(1.3) It is the policy of the State of Oregon to provide intercity mobility through and 
near urban areas in a manner that minimizes adverse effects on urban land use and 
travel patterns and provides for efficient long distance travel. 
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Findings - Mobility and Accessibility: 
Proposed amendments to the Salem and Polk County TSPs to support the Preferred 
Alternative are consistent with Policies (1.1) and (1.3) relating to mobility and accessibility. 
The findings in Sections 4.2.1 (page 162) and 4.2.2 (page 172) addressing mobility and 
accessibility are incorporated by this cross-reference to demonstrate compliance with the 
OTP policies. The Preferred Alternative provides the opportunity to improve intercity 
mobility in a manner that reduces congestion in the existing bridgehead areas and provides 
for efficient long distance travel with the addition of a new bridge crossing the Willamette 
River in the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area.  

Goal 2 – Management of the System  
(2.1) It is the policy of the State of Oregon to manage the transportation system to 
improve its capacity and operational efficiency for the long-term benefit of people and 
goods movement. 

(3.3) It is the policy of the State of Oregon to provide transportation improvements 
to support downtowns and to coordinate transportation and economic development 
strategies. 

Findings - Management of the System: 
The findings in Section 4.2.2 (page 172) and 4.2.3 (page 176) are incorporated by this cross-
reference to address the policies regarding management of the system. Proposed Salem and 
Polk County TSP amendments supporting the Preferred Alternative will reduce congestion 
in the Salem CBD and West Salem/Edgewater areas and support urban renewal plans and 
public and private investments in these areas that seek to better balance the needs of 
through traffic with walkable business districts.  

Goal 4 – Sustainability 
(4.3) It is the policy of the State of Oregon to increase access to goods and services 
and promote health by encouraging development of compact communities and 
neighborhoods that integrate residential, commercial and employment land uses to 
help make shorter trips, transit, walking and bicycling feasible. Integrate features 
that support the use of transportation choices. 

Findings – Sustainability: 
Proposed Salem and Polk County TSP are consistent with Policy (4.3) of the OTP because 
the Preferred Alternative will reduce congestion in the existing bridgehead areas and 
support plans to integrate land uses, improve connectivity and support the use of 
transportation choices in these areas. In addition, the new bridge crossing will increase 
multi-modal connectivity between northeast and west Salem and improve access to housing, 
services and jobs on both sides of the river.  

Goal 7 – Coordination, Communication and Cooperation 
 (7.1) It is the policy of the State of Oregon to work collaboratively with other 
jurisdictions and agencies with the objective of removing barriers so the 
transportation system can function as one system. 

Findings – Coordination: 
ODOT has worked collaboratively with other jurisdictions and agencies throughout the 
NEPA process for the SRC project. Adding a new bridge crossing to improve multi-modal 



FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN AMENDMENTS 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 180 
 

connectivity and redundancy in the transportation system and remove the chokepoint 
associated with the existing bridge crossing location has been a key goal of the City of 
Salem.  

4.2.5.2 Oregon Highway Plan (ODOT, 1999, republished with all amendments, 2015) 
Policy 1B: Land Use and Transportation 

It is the policy of the State of Oregon to coordinate land use and transportation 
decisions to efficiently use public infrastructure investments to:  

(1) Maintain the mobility and safety of the highway system;  

(2) Foster compact development patterns in communities;  

(3) Encourage the availability and use of transportation alternatives;  

(4) Enhance livability and economic competitiveness; and  

(5) Support acknowledged regional, city and county transportation system plans 
that are consistent with this Highway Plan.  

Findings - Policy 1B: 
The findings in Section 3.1.4.2 (page 94), 4.2.2 (page 172) and 4.2.3 (page 176) are 
incorporated by this cross-reference to show compliance with OHP Policy 1B.  

Policy 1C: State Highway Freight System 
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to balance the need for movement of goods with 
other uses of the highway system, and to recognize the importance of maintaining 
efficient through movement on major truck freight routes.  

Findings - Policy 1C: 
The findings in Section 4.2.1 (page 162) addressing local plan policies regarding freight 
movement are incorporated by this cross-reference to show compliance with Policy 1C. The 
proposed Salem and Polk County TSP amendments to support the Preferred Alternative 
provide a new arterial connection linking existing arterials on the east and west sides of the 
Willamette River. Ramps connecting Marine Drive to OR 22 and direct surface street 
connections from the eastside bridgehead to the Salem Parkway will support efficient 
through freight movement within the through the Salem metropolitan area.  

Policy 1E: Lifeline Routes 
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to provide a secure lifeline network of streets, 
highways, and bridges to facilitate emergency services response and to support rapid 
economic recovery after a disaster.  

Findings - Policy 1E: 
The findings in Section 4.2.2 (page 172) and 4.2.3 (page 176) regarding emergency response 
and lifeline routes are incorporated by this reference to show compliance with Policy 1E. 
The proposed Salem TSP and Polk County TSP amendments to support the Preferred 
Alternative will improve redundancy in the transportation system and the new bridge will 
be built to seismic standards and facilitate emergency services response and support rapid 
economic recovery after a disaster.  
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Policy 1F: Highway Mobility Standards  
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to maintain acceptable and reliable levels of 
mobility on the state highway system, consistent with the expectations for each 
facility type, location and functional objectives. Highway mobility targets will be the 
initial tool to identify deficiencies and consider solutions for vehicular mobility on 
the state system. Specifically, mobility targets shall be used for:  

Identifying state highway mobility performance expectations for planning and plan 
implementation;  

Evaluating the impacts on state highways of amendments to transportation plans, 
acknowledged comprehensive plans and land use regulations pursuant to the 
Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-12-060); and 

Guiding operations decisions such as managing access and traffic control systems to 
maintain acceptable highway performance.  

Where it is infeasible or impractical to meet the mobility targets, acceptable and 
reliable levels of mobility for a specific facility, corridor or area will be determined 
through an efficient, collaborative planning process between ODOT and the local 
jurisdiction(s) with land use authority. The resulting mobility targets will reflect the 
balance between relevant objectives related to land use, economic development, social 
equity, and mobility and safety for all modes of transportation.  

Oregon Transportation Commission adoption of alternative mobility targets through 
system and facility plans should be accompanied by acknowledgement in local policy 
that state highway improvements to further reduce congestion and improve traffic 
mobility conditions in the subject area are not expected. 

Traffic mobility exemptions in compliance with the TPR do not obligate state 
highway improvements that further reduce congestion and improve traffic mobility 
conditions in the subject area. 

Findings - Policy 1F: 
The following text is included in the package of proposed amendments to the Salem TSP. 

“In adopting the Preferred Alternative as part of the Salem TSP, the City recognizes that 
some intersections located within the project area will not meet the City’s adopted Level of 
Service standards as included in the Street System Element, Policy 2.5. Some of the 
intersections on the State roadway system will also not meet the State mobility targets, for 
which the State proposes to adopt Alternative Mobility Targets into the Oregon Highway 
Plan. The City supports a greater level of peak hour congestion in order to reduce the physical 
impact to the surrounding neighborhoods and business districts. The following City 
intersections will likely experience congestion greater than the City standards in either the 
AM or PM peak travel period: 

• Marion Street NE at Liberty Street NE 

• Market Street NE at Broadway Street NE 

• Broadway Street NE at Pine Street NE 

• Broadway Street NE at Hickory Street NE” 
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In summary, the City of Salem has been coordinating with ODOT throughout the NEPA 
process and expects to adopt Alternative Mobility Targets into the Oregon Highway Plan 
following local approval of the consolidated plan amendments for the Preferred Alternative. 
This approach reflects the balancing of relevant objectives related to land use, economic 
development, social equity, and mobility and safety for all modes of transportation that has 
taken place throughout the NEPA process and the factors that shaped selection of the 
Preferred Alternative.  

Policy 1G: Major Improvements 
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to maintain highway performance and improve 
safety by improving system efficiency and management before adding capacity. 
ODOT will work in partnership with regional and local governments to address 
highway performance and safety needs. 

Use the following priorities for developing corridor plans, transportation system 
plans, the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, and project plans to 
respond to highway needs: 

(1) Protect the existing system 

(2) Improve efficiency and capacity of existing highway facilities  

(3) Add capacity to the existing system  

(4) Add new facilities to the system 

Findings – Policy 1G:  
The background information in Section 2.3 (page 37) and the findings in 660-024-0050(4) 
(page 92) that address the priorities for major improvements articulated in Policy 1G are 
incorporated by this cross-reference to show compliance with the policy.  
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5 Findings in Support of Greenway Goal 
Exception 

This chapter considers and makes findings addressing:  

• Statewide Planning Goal 15 
• ORS 390.310 to 390.368 (Willamette Greenway Statutes)  
• OAR 660, Division 4 (Goal Exceptions)  
• Relevant City of Salem Greenway Policies 

 
Description of Greenway Goal Exception  

The portion of the Preferred Alternative within the Greenway Overlay is within the existing 
UGB and Salem city limits. Therefore, Salem’s plans and regulations are the controlling local 
documents for the Greenway goal exception.  

Unlike many jurisdictions that are subject to Statewide Planning Goal 15, the City of Salem 
has not mapped a specific Greenway setback, but instead requires delineation of a “riparian 
buffer” on a case-by-case basis taking the Ordinary High Water (OHW), topography and 
location of the floodplain into account. The “riparian buffer” will never be larger than the 
Greenway Overlay. For the purpose of the Greenway goal exception, the City of Salem has 
taken the conservative approach of identifying all areas of cut and fill associated with the 
Preferred Alternative within the Greenway Overlay instead of focusing on the fill within a 
more limited riparian buffer (which has not been delineated).  

Accordingly, the City of Salem is initiating a comprehensive plan amendment in the form of 
a Greenway goal exception to authorize the placement of piers/fill within the Greenway 
Overlay associated with the new bridge crossing and related transportation improvements 
as shown in Figure 4. This includes the following components of the Preferred Alternative:  

• Segment of new bridge extending from realigned Front Street on the east bank of the 
Willamette River, over McLane Island to the westerly edge of the Greenway Overlay 
on the west side of the river;  

• Extension of Marine Drive on structure south of Glen Creek Road to connect with 
OR 22 within the Greenway Overlay on the west side of the river; and  

• Expansion of OR 22 toward the Willamette River (on the bank) to accommodate new 
ramp and connection of OR 22 to Marine Drive within the Greenway Overlay on the 
west side of the river.  
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WH Pacific calculated cut & fill volumes158 associated with the components of the Preferred 
Alternative (including roads, retaining walls, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and 
stormwater facilities) highlighted in the bullets above. Approval of the Greenway goal 
exception will authorize this work, subject to subsequent Greenway Development 
Permitting and specific delineation of the riparian buffer in accordance with Chapter 600 of 
the Salem Revised Code when more detailed design and construction plans are available.  

5.1 Statewide Planning Goal 15 and Related Statutes and Rules 
5.1.1 Goal 15 
Statewide Planning Goal 15 is intended to protect, conserve, enhance, and maintain the 
natural, scenic, historical, agricultural, economic, and recreational qualities of lands along 
the Willamette River as the Willamette River Greenway.  

Criteria – Goal 15, Section A.1: 
(1) The qualities of the Willamette River Greenway shall be protected, conserved, 
enhanced and maintained consistent with the lawful uses present on December 6, 
1975. Intensification of uses, changes in use or developments may be permitted after 
this date only when they are consistent with the Willamette Greenway Statute, this 
goal, the interim goals in ORS 215.515(1) and the statewide planning goals, as the 
case may be, and when such changes have been approved as provided in the 
Preliminary Greenway Plan or similar provisions in the completed plan as 
appropriate. 

Findings – Goal 15, Section A.1: 
The Preferred Alternative would impact land and water areas protected by Statewide 
Planning Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway). There is little case law interpreting Goal 15; 
however, DLCD has advised that a Goal 15 exception is required to allow construction of a 
new bridge and related transportation improvements within the Greenway Overlay.159 The 
findings supporting this goal exception are provided in this chapter. 

Under Goal 15, an exception is required for the Preferred Alternative for the following 
reasons:  

• The Preferred Alternative (constructing a new bridge and expanding the footprint of 
OR 22) involve a “change of use” or “development” as defined in Goal 15.  

• Within urban areas, Goal 15 and OAR 660-004-0022(6) prohibit the siting of uses or 
structures that are not considered water-dependent or water-related within the 
Greenway setback line without an exception. 

• As defined in the statewide planning goals, “water-dependent” means: A use or 
activity which can be carried out only on, in, or adjacent to water areas because the 
use requires access to the water body for water-borne transportation, recreation, 
energy production, or source of water.  

                                                      
158 WH Pacific, Inc., Email with Figures and Calculations of Cut & Fill Volumes for the Preferred Alternative within the 
Greenway OverlayOverlay. April 26, 2016.  
159 Letter from Jim Rue, DLCD Director to Julie Warncke, City of Salem Transportation Planning Manager, June 23, 2014. 
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“Water-related” means: Uses which are not directly dependent upon access to a 
water body, but which provide goods or services that are directly associated with 
water-dependent land or waterway use, and which, if not located adjacent to water, 
would result in a public loss of quality in the goods or services offered.  

• Except as necessary for water-dependent or water-related uses or facilities, ***roads 
and highways***are not generally considered water-dependent or water-related uses.   

• In particular, bridge structures, ramps or piers on fill within the Greenway setback 
are not considered to be water-dependent or water-related uses.  

The remainder of Goal 15 provides standards for local Greenway plans and programs. The 
LCDC has adopted by reference and approved the Willamette River Greenway Plan for the 
City of Salem.160 Therefore, the acknowledged City of Salem plans and ordinances are the 
controlling local documents that apply to the portions of the Preferred Alternative within 
the Greenway Overlay. Findings addressing City of Salem plans and ordinances are 
provided in Section 5.2.1 (page 220). 

5.1.2 Goal Exceptions Statutes and Rules 
Goal 15 exceptions need to show compliance with the standards for “reasons” exceptions set 
out in ORS 197.732(1)(c), Goal 2 Part II and OAR chapter 660, Division 4 (especially OAR 
660-004-0018, -0020, and -0022(6)). Briefly, these require a demonstration of (1) reasons why 
the policies in Goal 15 should not apply; (2) consideration of alternative locations; (3) 
analysis of the economic, social, environmental and energy (ESEE) consequences of locating 
the use at the proposed location rather than other locations also requiring goal exceptions, 
and (4) analysis of how the use is or can be made compatible with adjacent uses.  

 OAR 660-004-0022(6) provides guidance on specific reasons that can be used to support an 
exception to Goal 15. Those specific criteria are addressed first in Section 5.1.2.1 below, 
followed by findings in Sections 5.1.2.2 through 5.1.2.6 (pages 201 through 220) that address 
the more general exception requirements of OAR 660-004-0020 and the provisions in OAR 
660-004-0018 relating to planning and zoning for exception areas.  

5.1.2.1 OAR 660-004-0022: 
Criteria – OAR 660-004-0022(6): 

(6) Willamette Greenway: Within an urban area designated on the approved 
Willamette Greenway Boundary maps, the siting of uses which are neither water-
dependent nor water-related within the setback line required by Section C.3.k of the 
Goal may be approved where reasons demonstrate the following:  

(a) The use will not have a significant adverse effect on the greenway values of the 
site under consideration or on adjacent land or water areas; 

(b) The use will not significantly reduce the sites available for water-dependent or 
water-related uses within the jurisdiction;  

                                                      
160 Willamette River Greenway Plan, City of Salem, September 10, 1979. 
http://www.cityofsalem.net/Departments/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/Longrangeplanning/Documents/Salem%20Willamet
te%20Greenway%20Plan.pdf 
 

http://www.cityofsalem.net/Departments/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/Longrangeplanning/Documents/Salem%20Willamette%20Greenway%20Plan.pdf
http://www.cityofsalem.net/Departments/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/Longrangeplanning/Documents/Salem%20Willamette%20Greenway%20Plan.pdf
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(c) The use will provide a significant public benefit; and 

(d) The use is consistent with the Legislative findings and policy in ORS 390.314 
and the Willamette Greenway Plan approved by LCDC under ORS 390.322.”  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0022(6): 
As shown on Figure 1, the footprint of the Preferred Alternative is within an urban area 
(UGB and Salem city limits) designated on the approved Willamette Greenway Boundary 
maps for the City of Salem. As noted above, bridge structures or ramps on piers/fill within 
the Greenway setback areas are not considered to be water-dependent or water-related uses. 
Therefore, an exception to Goal 15 is required to approve the components of the 
transportation use within the Greenway setback line.  

The City of Salem has not mapped a specific Greenway setback, but instead requires the 
delineation of a riparian buffer on a case-by-case basis taking the Ordinary High Water 
(OHW), topography and location of the floodplain into account.161 The riparian buffer will 
never be larger than the Greenway Overlay.  

Therefore, in the context of the Greenway goal exception, it is prudent to consider the 
components of the Preferred Alternative within the larger Greenway Overlay rather than 
focusing on a more limited setback line or riparian buffer that has not been delineated. Such 
an exception may be approved under OAR 660-004-0022(6) based on the following findings 
that address criteria (6) (a) through (d). 

Findings – Greenway Values (6)(a): 
The values of the Greenway are embodied in Goal 15: “to protect, conserve, enhance, and 
maintain the natural, scenic, historical, agricultural, economic, and recreational qualities along the 
Willamette River as the Willamette River Greenway.” The findings in this section address these 
values, drawing largely from information in the DEIS and supporting technical reports, and 
updated technical reports for the FEIS that focus on the Preferred Alternative. The 
assessment of impacts in the DEIS was based on the “footprint” of each build alternative. 
The assessment of indirect and cumulative land use impacts considered a larger ¼ mile 
buffer around the combined build alternatives. Therefore, the impacts have not been 
isolated to the portions of each alternative within the Greenway Overlay. However, these 
findings highlight and focus on key impacts on adjacent land and water areas within the ¼ 
mile buffer that are most relevant to the Willamette River Greenway in this section.  

The values of the Greenway are summarized below and the findings address the impacts of 
the Preferred Alternative on the referenced greenway values of the site under consideration 
(bridge crossing and Marine Drive ramp connection/OR 22 improvements within the 
Greenway Overlay), or on adjacent land or water areas.   

Findings – Natural Qualities (6)(a): 
The Willamette Valley region of northwestern Oregon is the fastest growing area of the 
state. The Willamette River is the 13th largest river system in the United States and the 
dominant geographic feature in the Salem-Keizer region. High rainfall in the basin 
(approximately 40 to 50 inches per year), dense riparian vegetation, and watersheds with 

                                                      
161 See SRC 600.020(a) and 600.025(2). 
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varied topography provide many diverse habitats for salmonid and resident-fish spawning 
and rearing.  

The Willamette River system has been massively simplified over time by eliminating 
meander patterns and shortening the channel as a result of dam construction, 
channelization, drainage, and other activities. Because the main stem of the mid-Willamette 
River has been narrowed and deepened, off-channel habitat has been greatly reduced. 
Flood-control measures upstream and outside of the project area have contributed to the 
loss of approximately 75 percent of shallow-water, floodplain, and off-channel habitats. This 
has significantly reduced the quality of available freshwater aquatic habitat in the mid-
Willamette River.162 

Aquatic habitat within the river is primarily rearing and migration habitat for salmonids. 
Spawning, rearing, and migration habitat for non-salmonid fish species occurs in the area. 
The river deepens close to the riverbanks, which limits critical shallow water habitat. In the 
mid-Willamette Basin, only specific runs of Chinook salmon and steelhead trout are listed 
under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) as “threatened” species.163  

The Willamette River and its associated riparian areas are important fish and wildlife 
corridors. The riparian areas offer a link between the river and the upland forests and 
wetlands in the surrounding parks and refuges (including Wallace Marine Park and Minto 
Brown Park). Some reaches of the Willamette River provide wintering or nesting habitat for 
several species of waterfowl. In addition, several species of mammals use the river, 
including river otter and muskrat.  

Riparian habitats include mature deciduous/coniferous gallery forests along the Willamette 
River dominated by very large black cottonwood with some Oregon ash on lower terraces 
transitioning to big leaf maple, grand fir, and snowberry upslope. Many wildlife species use 
riparian habitats over some portion of their life cycles. This habitat offers nest sites, shelter, 
and forage to various species. No federal ESA-listed wildlife species or species proposed for 
ESA listing are documented within the study area. Additionally, no ESA or state-listed 
threatened or endangered plant species were identified during surveys conducted in the 
study area.164 

The Preferred Alternative would provide a new bridge crossing the Willamette River at 
about River Mile 83, approximately one mile north of the Marion & Center Street bridges. 
The new bridge would connect to Hope Avenue at Wallace Road on the west, cross Wallace 
Marine Park at its northern tip, cross the Willamette River and McLane Island, cross over a 
realigned Front Street, and connect to Pine and Hickory Streets at Commercial Street on the 
east. The bridge could be a single structure or two side-by-side structures. The new bridge 
would have two lanes traveling east and two lanes traveling west and would include bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  

As shown on Figure 4, only a portion of the full bridge (approximately 1,705 lineal feet) is 
within the Salem’s Greenway Overlay. The segment of the bridge elevated on structure over 
                                                      
162 DEIS, Natural Systems and Communities, page 3-371. 
163 DEIS, Threatened and Endangered Species, page 3-399. 
164 DEIS, Threatened and Endangered Species, page 3-401. 



FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF GREENWAY GOAL EXCEPTION 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 188 
 

the floodway/floodplain west of the river to Marine Drive (approximately 2,200 lineal feet) 
is outside of the Greenway Overlay and does not require a Greenway goal exception.  

The Preferred Alternative has been designed to minimize and avoid impacts to aquatic and 
riparian habitat, floodplains, and wetlands to the extent possible. However, even with these 
design considerations, the Preferred Alternative (and all DEIS build alternatives) would 
reduce habitat function for listed species compared to existing conditions because riparian 
vegetation would be removed and the construction of piers and other in-water structures 
would decrease aquatic habitat. Further refinements to directly impacted habitats will be 
considered in the FEIS and the final design. Table 16 summarizes key impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative related to Greenway natural values. 

Table 16  
Preferred Alternative – Summary of Impacts to Greenway Natural Values*  

Total pier area of in-stream habitat 0.10 acre 

Total pier area in critical shallow water habitat 
0.09 acre 

Riparian habitat directly impacted 
5 acres 

Wetlands directly impacted 
0.01 acre  

Maximum rise in 100-year flood water surface 
elevation (feet) relative to No Build Alternative 

0.27 feet 

Total area of parkland acquired 1.4 acres 

ESA-listed fish 

 

ESA-listed spring-run Chinook salmon and winter-run 
steelhead trout present in Area of Potential Impact; a 
Biological Assessment would be required for the 
Preferred Alternative and any DEIS Build alternative. 
Mitigation commitments will be specified in the Record 
of Decision for the FEIS.  

Wildlife habitat impacted 

 

The Preferred Alternative, and all DEIS Build 
alternatives, would reduce cover, nesting, and foraging 
habitat for some wildlife species. Mitigation 
commitments will be specified in the Record of 
Decision for the FEIS.  

* The DEIS did not isolate impacts to the Greenway Overlay. Therefore, the impacts for the Preferred Alternative have not been isolated 
to the Greenway Overlay to provide a basis for comparison to the DEIS build alternatives later in this chapter. 

Sources: Chapter 3 of DEIS and supporting Technical Reports for Parks (3.06), Water Resources (3.09), Natural Settings and 
Communities (3.10), Wetlands (3.11), Threatened and Endangered Species (3.12), Non-Threatened and Endangered Species (3.13). 
FEIS Technical Report Addendums for the Preferred Alternative for the same topics.  
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In summary, the mid-Willamette River includes designated critical habitat for listed 
species—Chinook salmon and steelhead trout. The primary impact of the Preferred 
Alternative on threatened species is expected to be temporary in nature and associated with 
construction activities. No long-term impacts to juvenile or adult fish passage are 
anticipated as a result of the Preferred Alternative. As part of the FEIS and permitting 
requirements, an ESA consultation with NMFS and USFWS, including preparation of a 
Biological Assessment (BA), is required.165 As noted in Chapter 1, under Oregon land use 
regulations, adoption of the Greenway goal exception must precede the issuance of the FEIS.  

With regard to natural systems and communities, coordination with applicable agencies was 
conducted early in the NEPA process and was ongoing throughout. The Collaborative 
Environmental and Transportation Agreement for Streamlining (CETAS) provided a 
framework for coordination at key project decision milestones, including the selection of the 
Preferred Alternative. CETAS members included representatives from key federal and state 
agencies responsible for protecting the region’s air, water, fish, wildlife, cultural, and land 
use resources, including but not limited to NMFS, USFWS, ODFW, and DSL.166 
Coordination will continue with applicable agencies, although the CETAS process has been 
discontinued by ODOT.  

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.   

Potential mitigation measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) to address impacts to 
natural resources (River Systems, Aquatic Habitat, Water Quality, Wetlands, Riparian 
Habitat and Floodplain) are outlined in the DEIS. The FEIS will include specific mitigation 
measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the Preferred Alternative and it is 
expected that detailed mitigation commitments will be incorporated in the Record of 
Decision (ROD) for the project.  

Potential measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for adverse impacts to natural 
resources identified in the DEIS and FEIS technical report addendums include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Conducting in-water work during the in-water work period established by the 
ODFW to minimize potential impacts to aquatic life.  

• Creating and/or restoring wetland habitat (potentially within Wallace Marine Park 
or on Minto Brown Island). 

• Creating additional shallow-water habitat along the Willamette River at Wallace 
Marine Park using bioengineering techniques, removing non-native species, and 
employing long-term controls.  

• Removing invasive species where found in the project footprint along the Willamette 
River riparian areas. 

                                                      
165 DEIS, Threatened and Endangered Species, page 3-404.  
166 DEIS, Threatened and Endangered Species, page 3-404.  
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• Revegetating and monitoring disturbed areas, including planting native vegetation.  
• Placing habitat structures (such as snags, logs, and nesting boxes) for cavity-nesting 

species. In addition, trees removed from the riverbank would be replaced to help 
establish connectivity between the Willamette River and upland areas.  

• Installing stormwater retention and treatment to mitigate for new impervious 
surfaces. 

• Developing and implementing erosion and sediment control plans.  

Findings – Scenic Qualities (6)(a): 
Salem’s acknowledged Willamette River Greenway Plan (1979) includes policies “to protect 
and enhance the scenic resources of the Willamette River corridor” but it does not identify or 
designate specific scenic viewpoints or view corridors. Chapter 600 (Willamette River 
Greenway) of the Salem Revised Code (SRC) includes a standard relating to view corridors, 
but as written it only applies to scenic easements for vacation of public right-of-way.  

Chapter 3.8 of the DEIS addresses visual resources. The opening paragraph states: 
“Highways and bridges affect the visual character of the surrounding landscapes. Therefore, 
changes in transportation facilities can be of great interest to local residents and 
jurisdictions.” The DEIS chapter, supported by the FEIS Visual Resources Technical Report 
Addendum (CH2M Hill, 2016), evaluates conditions in the vicinity of the Preferred 
Alternative in terms of the existing landscape, viewer groups, and viewpoints, which are 
used for assessing the quality of visual resources.  

The Willamette River; the open space and recreational uses of the riverfront parks; the 
existing bridges and roadways; and the urban areas on both sides of the river are the 
dominant visual elements of the project area. The open area within Wallace Marine Park as 
viewed from the east side of the river makes the Center Street and Marion Street Bridges 
and supporting infrastructure more visible than is typical in an urban setting. The 
Willamette River, including fully mature trees, is the most important feature contributing to 
the landscape’s uniqueness. Vegetation along the riverbank and in the floodplain provides 
much of the visual quality of the project area.167  

The DEIS Visual Resources chapter identifies three landscape units that contain views of the 
project area: 

• Willamette Shores. Includes the vegetated floodplain of the Willamette River and 
Wallace Marine Park.  

• West Salem Suburban. Developed and re-developing commercial and residential 
areas.  

• Salem Urban. Includes buildings, signs, streets, and other infrastructure of the urban 
setting.  

The existing Center Street, Marion Street, and Union Street Pedestrian Bridges form a 
dominant element in the landscape that link the three landscape units.  

                                                      
167 DEIS, Visual Resources, page 3-330. 
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The Willamette Shores landscape unit consists of a primarily flat natural area and 
recreational park setting. This landscape unit overlaps with the Greenway Overlay. The 
Willamette River flows through the middle of the landscape unit, which includes the 
protected Willamette River Greenway (a riparian area) on both banks of the river. Two 
vehicular bridges and one bicycle/pedestrian bridge cross the river. A river bottom quarry 
is located north of Wallace Marine Park in the northern region of the landscape unit.168  

The Willamette Shores landscape unit includes the regional park site on the west bank 
(Wallace Marine Park) and three smaller public parks on the east bank (Salem Riverfront 
Park, River Road Park, and an undeveloped natural park site at the mouth of Mill Creek). 
Direct public access to the riverfront is available on the west side of the river, but steep 
slopes limit access on the east side of the river, with the exception of a dock at Riverfront 
Park. 

From surrounding areas, the riverfront is generally not visible because of elevations and 
vegetation. The existing riverfront parks and pathways, and existing bridges and bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities over the Willamette, provide the best public access to views of the 
river. Recreational boaters on the river have the opportunity to enjoy the scenic qualities of 
the river from a different vantage point.169  

From eastbound OR 22, ground level and lower elevation features generally are not visible 
from the roadway. The OR 22 elevated roadway also includes berms with evergreen, 
deciduous, and other vegetative screening, as well as barrier walls that restrict views of the 
river from the roadway.  

The new bridge for the Preferred Alternative would be placed about one mile downstream 
from the existing bridges. The bridge would connect to Hope Avenue at Wallace Road on 
the west, cross Wallace Marine Park at its northern tip, cross the Willamette River and 
McLane Island, cross over a realigned Front Street, and connect to Pine and Hickory Streets 
at Commercial Street on the east. Relative to other DEIS build alternatives (particularly 2B), 
there would be fewer viewers of the northerly bridge and the distance would mask the bulk 
of the bridge.170  

The Visual Resources Technical Report Addendum (CH2M Hill, 2016) provides a visual 
simulation of the northerly bridge, along with simulations of the Preferred Alternative as 
viewed from Riverfront Park and from the Union Street Railroad Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Bridge. OR 22 and Edgewater Street businesses in West Salem, and the riverbank area 
adjacent to OR 22, are visually sensitive locations. The Preferred Alternative, along with five 
of the eight Build alternatives evaluated in the DEIS (2A, 2B, 4C, 4D, 4E), include direct 
connections to OR 22. The introduction of new ramps and widening of OR 22 toward the 
river would reduce the visual intactness and unity of the floodplain and result in lower 
visual quality rating scores than the Build alternatives that do not include the OR 22 
connection (3, 4A and 4B). 

                                                      
168 DEIS, Visual Resources, page 3-331. 
169 DEIS, Visual Resources, page 3-331. 
170 DEIS, Visual Resources, page 3-336. 
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The Visual Resources Technical Report Addendum (CH2M Hill, 2016) addresses the visual 
impacts of the Preferred Alternative from fourteen viewpoints within the three identified 
landscape units (Willamette Shores, West Salem and Salem Urban). Eight of the fourteen 
viewpoints are within the Greenway Overlay. The following excerpts from the report 
addendum briefly summarize the visual impacts of the Preferred Alternative from the eight 
viewpoints.  

Viewpoint 6: Wallace Marine Park Ball Fields 
The portion of the Marine Drive extension west of the softball complex would be at-grade 
and would generally be screened from views within the park by vegetation along the 
western edge of the park. Marine Drive would likely not be seen, or fully seen, by 
recreationists using the ball field facilities or visiting this part of Wallace Marine Park. The 
significance of the impacts of the Preferred Alternative on the visual quality of the view 
would be negligible.171  

Viewpoint 7: Edgewater Street 
The proposed elevated structures and surface ramps connecting to OR 22 would impact the 
greenspace area east of Edgewater Street; these elevated structures and roadways would be 
prominent features that would be clearly seen from this location. The elevated structure and 
elimination of mature vegetation would result in a lowering of visual quality. The 
significance of the reduction in visual quality would be negligible because it would 
primarily affect travelers in vehicles (low viewer sensitivity).172 

Viewpoint 8: Oregon 22 (east of Edgewater Street) 
The proposed elevated structure and surface ramps connecting to OR 22 and requiring its 
expansion towards the shoreline of the Willamette River would be clearly seen from this 
viewpoint. These structures and new travel lanes (which would require the removal of 
riverside vegetation that is currently seen from this location) would be prominent features 
and would encroach into view of the Willamette River. The changes associated with the 
Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the major transportation infrastructure of the 
area seen from this viewpoint, but would interrupt view of the river and areas beyond. The 
visual quality of the view would be lowered, but not enough to have more than negligible 
significance.173  

Viewpoint 9: Riverfront Park 
The elevated flyover of the multi-use path leading to the Union Street Railroad Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Bridge and the Marion Street Bridge would be seen above the existing OR 22 
elevated structures. For those looking westward from Riverfront Park, these additional 
elevated structures would be prominent features that would be clearly seen “in front” of the 
hills in West Salem. The new structures would be consistent with the transportation 
character of the human-made elements in this view, but would reduce the intactness and 

                                                      
171 CH2M Hill, Visual Resources Final Technical Report Addendum (2016), page 4-10. 
172 Ibid, page 4-8. 
173 Ibid, page 4-8. 
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unity of the view. The elevated structures would reduce the visual quality of the view from 
this location in Riverfront Park enough to have an impact of moderate significance.174  

Viewpoint 10: Marion Street Bridge 
Westbound travelers on the Marion Street Bridge would clearly see the Preferred 
Alternative’s elevated flyover structure. The structure would frame and intrude upon views 
to the hills in West Salem as travelers passed by this location. The new structure would be 
consistent with the transportation-oriented character of this area. The visual quality of the 
view would be somewhat lowered, but not enough to have more than negligible 
significance.175  

Viewpoint 11: Union Street Railroad and Bicycle Bridge 
The degree to which the new flyover structure for the Preferred Alternative would be seen 
from this location would vary by season, depending upon the amount of foliage on the 
deciduous trees along the west side of the bridge. When in full leaf from spring through fall, 
much of the structure would be blocked or screened from view by the trees. When not in 
leaf, the structure would be quite apparent “in front” of the commercial-industrial buildings 
behind the trees. When seen, the new flyover structure would decrease the intactness and 
unity of the existing view by introducing a large-scale transportation element into the view 
behind the trees. Visual quality would be lowered enough to have an impact of moderate 
significance.176  

Viewpoint 13: Front Street and Hickory Street Intersection 
The eastbound bridge ramp from Hickory Street would be very visible from this viewpoint. 
The retained wall of the ramp would block views to the south by viewers (mostly travelers 
and workers) from this location. The ramp and new sidewalk would not be greatly out of 
character with the utilitarian character of this area and would not create a visual impact of 
more than negligible significance.177 

Viewpoint 14: River Road Park  
In the few areas of River Road Park (near the overlook on the bank of the Willamette River) 
where the new bridge of the Preferred Alternative would be seen crossing over the river and 
McLane Island, the presence of the bridge in the middle-ground would not be consistent 
with the generally undeveloped and natural character of the nearby river corridor. The 
existing high visual quality of the viewed area would be reduced to moderately high, which 
would create an impact of moderate significance.178  

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 

                                                      
174 Ibid, page 4-10. 
175 Ibid, page 4-10. 
176 Ibid, page. 4-10. 
177 Ibid, page 4-11. 
178 Ibid, page 4-11. 
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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: 

• The use of sensitively designed architectural elements and details to be integrated 
with, complement, or otherwise enhance existing and new features. 

• A sustainable, functional, and aesthetic landscape design.  
• Increased spacing between bridge columns to open up views under bridge 

structures.  

Findings – Historical Qualities (6)(a) 
Historical research conducted for the DEIS identified a total of six properties in the vicinity 
of the project alternatives that are listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
An additional 40 properties were assessed for potential eligibility, with seven later 
determined to be ineligible.179 Of the properties listed or eligible, several are located within 
the Greenway boundary.  Two (NHRP-eligible) along Highway 22 in West Salem were 
impacted by all build alternatives. Two (Old West Salem City Hall and the Union Street 
Railroad Bridge, both NHRP-listed sites) were not impacted by any of the build alternatives.  
Another is adjacent to the existing bridgehead.180  Based on the location of the footprint of 
the Preferred Alternative, it appears that, of the historic sites that appear to be within the 
Greenway boundary, only the two NHRP-eligible sites impacted by all build alternatives 
would be impacted by the Preferred Alternative.181 

As part of the evaluation, ODOT formally initiated Section 106 consultations and 
coordinated with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), Indian tribes, and local consulting parties. The 
consultations will continue through the FEIS, project design and construction. 
Determinations of Eligibility and Oregon SHPO concurrence can be found in Appendix C of 
the DEIS Historic Resources Technical Report.  

Based on evidence in the record and summarized above, the Preferred Alternative will not 
have an adverse impact on designated NRHP properties and will affect only two NHRP-
eligible properties within the Greenway Overlay (both of which would be affected by all 
                                                      
179 DEIS, Historic Resources, pages 3-300 through 3-303. 
180 DEIS, Historic Resources, pages 3-300 through 3-327. 
181 As of the writing of these findings, the historic resources evaluation of the Preferred Alternative was not yet available. This 
analysis is based on visual comparison of the Preferred Alternative footprint to the identified resources in the DEIS Historic 
Resources technical report. 
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build alternatives). Therefore, the Preferred Alternative will not have a significant adverse 
effect on Greenway historic values.  

Findings – Agricultural Qualities (6)(a): 
As shown on Figure 4, the portions of the Preferred Alternative within the Willamette River 
Greenway are within the current Urban Growth Boundary and Salem city limits. Therefore, 
the Greenway goal exception is under Salem’s land use jurisdiction. The area of the new 
bridge crossing west of the river and within the Greenway Overlay is designated as 
Parks/Open Space/Recreation on the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan Map. There are no 
designated agricultural lands within Salem’s Greenway Overlay. Therefore, this provision is 
not applicable to the Greenway goal exception.  

 Findings – Economic Qualities (6)(a):  
The segment of the Willamette River through the City of Salem is not used for marine 
shipping or industrial harbor types of uses. In fact, Salem’s Willamette River Greenway Plan 
includes policies that specifically support transition of the waterfront (particularly on the 
east bank) to a mixture of commercial, office and high-density residential uses, while 
allowing for the continuation of existing industries. The Comprehensive Plan designation of 
“River-Oriented Mixed Use” supports this transition.  

The only known commercial vessel that utilizes the project area is the Willamette Queen 
sternwheeler. The Willamette Queen is docked at Riverfront Park and sternwheeler boating 
tours operate from this location. Recreational vessels such as canoes, kayaks, rafts, and 
motorboats use the Willamette River in the project area. There are two public docks and two 
boat ramps located within a 3-mile radius of the new bridge site. One dock is located on the 
Willamette River near the confluence of the Willamette River and the Willamette Slough. 
This dock is accessed via Riverfront Park and is primarily used by recreational boaters. As 
noted above, the Willamette Queen is docked at Riverfront Park. The second dock is part of 
a boat ramp facility located on the Willamette River in Wallace Marine Park. The boat ramp 
in Wallace Marine Park is only for recreational users. Both locations are within City parks 
and are managed by the City of Salem. An additional boat ramp and floating dock is located 
at Keizer Rapids Park. The Keizer Parks Foundation manages this boat ramp.  

The proposed bridge crossing for the Preferred Alternative will be located at approximately 
river mile 83. The Oversight Team approved a bridge type (segmental precast concrete box 
girder) in 2014 to establish the general form of the load carrying structure, as well as the 
overall shape and character of the bridge, for evaluation as part of the FEIS.182  

After the FEIS and record of decision are issued, the bridge design phase will establish the 
size, shape, and proportion of the bridge elements based on engineering requirements and 
aesthetic goals. The bridge design phase will also support the required US Coast Guard 
Bridge Permit application, and will include consideration of waterway characteristics, 
usage, and navigational impacts.  

Section 3.5 of the DEIS evaluates the impacts of the Build Alternatives on businesses and 
established business districts. There are five business districts within the direct and indirect 

                                                      
182 See http://www.salemrivercrossing.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/SRC-OT-Presentation-101314-Final-email.pdf 
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area of potential impact: 1) Central Business District, 2) North Salem Business District, 3) 
Keizer Station Business District, 4) Wallace Business District, and 5) Edgewater Business 
District. The Keizer Station and Wallace Business Districts are not located in proximity to the 
Greenway Overlay. 

The Preferred Alternative would have economic impacts on business districts, including 
displacement of businesses, removal of on and off-street parking spaces, access impacts, and 
reduced traffic volumes along specific streets (which could have a negative impact on 
businesses). It is estimated that the Preferred Alternative would displace a total of 55-65 
businesses.183  

The Preferred Alternative would displace few businesses within the Greenway Overlay. In 
addition, refinements to the Preferred Alternative (following the initial endorsement of 
Alternative 4D) were intended in part to minimize impacts on the Edgewater and North 
Salem Business Districts. Based on the discussion above, the Preferred Alternative will not 
have a significant adverse effect on Greenway economic values in terms of existing 
commercial uses of the waterway or water-dependent or water-related uses and business 
districts in proximity to the new bridge crossing or the Marine Drive to OR 22 ramps and 
improvements within the Greenway Overlay.  

Findings – Recreational Qualities (6)(a):  
A substantial portion of the land and water area within Salem’s Greenway Overlay is 
publicly owned and used or planned for park and recreational facilities.  

Table 17 provides summary information about parks and recreational resources within the 
Greenway Overlay. Some of these parks—in particular Wallace Marine Park—are of 
regional significance and have approved master plans for future development.  

Table 17  
Summary Information about Parks and Recreation Resources in the Willamette River Greenway184 

Name and Location 
Size or 
Length 

Facility 
Type and/or 

Function 

Ownership 
and 

Management 
Site Features and 

Characteristics 
Section 4(f) 
Resource? 

Wallace Marine Park 
200 Glen Creek Road 

114 
acres 

Large urban 
park 

City of Salem  River access, recreational 
facilities, lighted softball 
fields, soccer fields, trails, 
and restrooms 

Yes 

Riverfront Park 
116 Marion Street 

23  
acres 

Special use 
park 

City of Salem  Boat dock, carousel, 
community cultural and 
educational facilities 

Yes 

Marion Square Park 
551 Commercial Street 

3.2 
acres 

Special use 
park 

City of Salem Historical, restrooms, skate 
park, picnic facilities 

Yes 

                                                      
183 Universal Field Services, Inc., Right-of-Way Technical Report Addendum (2016). 
184 DEIS Section 3.6, Parks and Recreation, Wildlife or Waterfowl Refuges, excerpt from Table 3.6-1.  
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Table 17  
Summary Information about Parks and Recreation Resources in the Willamette River Greenway184 

Name and Location 
Size or 
Length 

Facility 
Type and/or 

Function 

Ownership 
and 

Management 
Site Features and 

Characteristics 
Section 4(f) 
Resource? 

Union Street Railroad 
Bridge Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Trail 
(Commercial Street to 
Wallace Road) 

Approxi
mately 
3,400 
feet 

Bike and 
pedestrian 
trail 

City of Salem  Multi-use pathway Yes 

Mouth of Mill Creek Park  
(Commercial Street to 
Willamette River)  

1.7 
acres 

Natural 
resource 
area  

City of Salem  Natural areas, Mill Creek  No 

River Road Park 16.1 
acres 

Community 
park 

City of Salem Soccer fields, tennis and 
basketball courts, picnic 
shelter, splash fountain, 
playground, and trails 

Yes 

Willamette River About 
180 

miles 

Natural 
resource 
area 

Oregon 
Department of 
State Lands 

Water-based recreation 
area  

No 

Willamette River Water 
Trail 

187 
miles 

Water trail Oregon 
Department of 
Parks and 
Recreation 

Water-based recreation 
area 

Yes 

 

The following description of park and recreational facilities is an excerpt from the SRC 
Project Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (2012). 

Existing park facilities in Wallace Marine Park include the softball complex, several soccer 
fields, a boat launch, boarding floats, restrooms, play equipment, four parking lots, and 
pedestrian trail connectivity to the Union Street Railroad Bridge Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Trail. Approximately 30 acres at the north end of the park are undeveloped. The park’s 
natural features include the river frontage and a linear wetland. The majority of the park 
exists within the river’s 100-year floodplain, and remnant sloughs form part of the park’s 
western edge. The Wallace Natural Area within the park is identified as a separate 4(f) 
resource. 

The primary function of Wallace Marine Park is for active recreational use. The Wallace 
Marine Park Master Plan identifies several planned features, including additional softball 
fields, soccer fields, boat ramps, and natural areas. Additional park entrances and revised 
vehicular circulation routes are planned. To enhance pedestrian and bicycle circulation 
within the park, the plans include converting existing worn, earthen trails to mulch or paved 
trails. These trails would provide pedestrian access to the river’s edge and north-south 
pedestrian access within the park. The inclusion of a separated multi-use path along Marine 
Drive would further enhance pedestrian circulation.  

Existing Riverfront Park facilities include a boat dock, the Salem Riverfront Carousel, the 
A.C. Gilbert Discovery Village, an amphitheater, two fields, restrooms, a playground, a ¾-
mile recreational trail, and four parking lots. The primary function of Riverfront Park is for 
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active recreational and community-activity purposes. A bicycle/pedestrian bridge is 
currently under construction to link Riverfront Park to Minto-Brown Island Park, a 1,205-
acre natural area located primarily in the Willamette River floodplain adjacent to downtown 
Salem. This connection will expand the network of off-street, multi-use trails through the 
City’s downtown core on both sides of the Willamette River.  

Marion Square Park, which is included in the original plat of Salem in 1850, has historical 
community significance and it is of significance to the Native American community. Park 
facilities include a skate park, a basketball court, play equipment, picnic tables, and 
restrooms. During the summer, tourists and locals use the park for picnicking.  

The Union Street Railroad Bridge Pedestrian and Bicycle Trail is a recreational facility that 
was renovated in 2009. The City of Salem owns and manages the trail, which includes the 
bridge and a segment of trail extending from the west side of the bridge to Wallace Road.  

The City of Salem designates the Mouth of Mill Creek Park as a “natural resource area” 
with a primary function to restore and maintain healthy watershed conditions. Because it is 
not open to the public and there is no formal access point to it, the park is not subject to the 
requirements of Section 4(f).  

River Road Park was recently redeveloped in coordination with the installation of a pump 
house and wet-weather water treatment center adjacent to River Road. The revised park 
layout includes playground equipment, basketball courts, soccer fields, restrooms, a trail 
system, tennis courts, parking, and a river overlook.  

Portions of the Willamette River itself are part of the Willamette River Water Trail which 
has been identified as a 4f resource.  The Water Trail is described as an assemblage of 
properties that provide access for paddlers to the Willamette River, or afford opportunities 
to camp along the river.185 Recreational activities such as fishing and boating (motorized 
and non-motorized) occur in and on the Willamette River throughout the year, especially in 
the summer and can be access via the Water Trail. A segment of the Willamette River Water 
Trail extends through the study area and there are informal rest points such as McLane 
Island (where primitive camping is allowed). McLane Island is not an official public 
recreation site and FHWA has determined that the island is not a Section 4(f) resource.  

The footprint for the Preferred Alternative would not directly impact Riverfront Park, 
Marion Square Park, the Union Street Railroad Bridge Pedestrian and Bicycle Trail, the 
Mouth of Mill Creek Park or River Road Park within the Greenway Overlay. In addition, the 
Preferred Alternative would not preclude or have a significant adverse effect on recreational 
boating on the Willamette River underneath or in the vicinity of the new bridge crossing.  

The Preferred Alternative would permanently include approximately 1.4 acres of land from 
Wallace Marine Park for placement of bridge footings in the northern area of the park. This 
affected area is undeveloped and contains predominantly non-native forest and other 
vegetation such as invasive blackberries. Construction of the Marine Drive connection to OR 
22 would incorporate a thin strip of land from the western edge of the park for installation 
of piers and footings for the fly-over ramp. The ramps to OR 22 will cross over the Union 

                                                      
185 Willamette River Water Trail website, http://willamettewatertrail.org/about-the-water-trail/. 
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Street Pedestrian Path, but the recreational function of the path will continue. The Preferred 
Alternative would not negatively impact the primary active areas of Wallace Marine Park 
(ball fields, boat launch, canoe launch, and walking paths). During the DEIS project 
planning, extensive work was done to minimize the roadway footprint through parks and to 
ensure that all possible measures were taken to avoid the acquisition of parkland.  

Prior to project construction, ODOT and the local park sponsor (City of Salem) would 
coordinate with the Oregon Park and Recreation Department and the National Park Service 
regarding potential conversion and replacement properties associated with the Preferred 
Alternative. 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.  

In conclusion, evidence in the DEIS and in the technical report addendums for the FEIS and 
the findings in Section 5.1.2.1 above demonstrate that the Preferred Alternative would not 
have a significant adverse effect on the greenway values (natural, scenic, historical, 
agricultural, economic and recreational) of the site under consideration or on adjacent land 
or water areas, and the legal standard in OAR 660-004-0022(6)(a) has been met.  

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0022(6)(b:) 
 (b) The use will not significantly reduce the sites available for water-dependent or 
water-related uses within the jurisdiction;  

Findings - Sites Available for Water-Dependent or Water-Related Uses – (6)(b): 
The Preferred Alternative will not significantly reduce the sites available for water-
dependent or water-related uses in Salem.  

On the east side of the Willamette River, the new bridge would have an eastbound 
connection at Commercial Street (via an exit ramp aligned with Pine Street) and a 
westbound connection (via an entrance ramp aligned with Hickory Street). A portion of 
Front Street would be reconstructed closer to the river in the segment between Tryon Street 
and Columbia Street to maintain Front Street’s north-south connectivity, below the bridge 
ramps. The remnant segments of Front Street in this area would allow access to existing 
businesses (on both sides of the bridge approaches). Because of the steep riverbanks on the 
east side of the river, the new bridge crossing will not reduce sites available for water-
dependent or water-related uses in the northeast area of Salem. 

On the west side of the Willamette River, the new bridge will extend on structure over a 
narrow band of Wallace Marine Park and associated riparian area along the Willamette 
River. As summarized earlier in the discussion of recreational values, placement of bridge 
footings in the northern area of the park will affect an undeveloped area that contains 
predominantly non-native forest and other vegetation. There are currently no water-
dependent or water-related uses at this location, and the Preferred Alternative would not 
preclude uses such as trails, river viewpoints or river access underneath or in the vicinity of 
the bridge structure.  

The widening of OR 22 onto the west bank of the Willamette River would take place within 
existing ODOT right-of-way and would represent intensification of an existing highway use. 
The subject area is not currently used or available for water-dependent or water-related uses 
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and is not suitable for such uses given the established high-volume highway use (designated 
freeway) and relatively steep riverbank. The expansion of OR 22 will not impact or interfere 
with the existing boat ramp in Wallace Marine Park underneath the existing bridge 
structures.  

In September 2014, the project Oversight Team identified a segmental precast concrete box 
as the recommended bridge type for the Preferred Alternative new bridge over the 
Willamette River. This bridge type would have 300-foot spans between piers across the 
river, thereby allowing for full navigational clearance in both channels of the river astride 
McLane Island. This bridge type would have a vertical clearance of 45 feet over mean high 
water (MHW) and 53 over mean low water (MLW). 186 

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.  

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0022(6)(c): 
 (c) The use will provide a significant public benefit; and 

Findings - Significant Public Benefit – (6)(c): 
The Marion and Center Street bridges currently function as the only vehicular crossings of 
the Willamette River in the Salem-Keizer area. In addition to serving a local role in 
connecting west Salem to the balance of the Salem-Keizer area, OR 22 and the existing 
bridges also serve important regional and statewide transportation functions in moving 
people and freight over longer distances from rural and urban areas of Polk, Lincoln, and 
Tillamook Counties to the state’s capital city and the I-5 corridor.  

Chapter 2 of this Findings Report provides an overview of the SRC project, including the 
history, purpose and need, project goals and objectives, description of alternatives and 
selection of the preferred alternative. The overview in Chapter 2 is incorporated by this 
cross-reference to provide the context for the consideration of need and public benefit. In 
addition, the findings for the UGB amendment (Chapter 3) and TSP Amendments (Chapter 
4) address the transportation need for the project and are incorporated by this cross-
reference to document that the project will provide a significant public benefit. 

As summarized in the DEIS and in other chapters of this Findings Report, multiple studies 
have concluded that, without additional transportation capacity across the river, the levels 
of service on the existing bridge system and the connecting infrastructure and bridgehead 
areas in both Downtown Salem and close-in West Salem will continue to deteriorate over 
time. Not only will congestion increase significantly, but it will also occur over a longer time 
frame during the day.  

Constructing a new bridge over the Willamette River as proposed with the Preferred 
Alternative will have significant public benefits. Locating a new bridge approximately one 
mile north of the Marion and Center Street bridges will:  

                                                      
186 See Description of the Preferred Alternative (Section 1.2.5 Bridge Type) in Final Technical Report Addendums for the 
FEIS.  
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• Improve multi-modal access (auto, truck, transit, bicycle and pedestrian) and 
connectivity between east and west parts of Salem;  

• Broadly distribute traffic over a larger geographic area to minimize bottlenecks at the 
existing bridgehead locations;  

• Provide “redundancy” in the transportation system and reduce vulnerability in case 
either or both of the existing bridges are rendered unusable; and 

• Provide improved regional mobility through inclusion of ramps connecting Marine 
Drive and OR 22, and direct surface street connections from the east bridgehead to 
the Salem Parkway and I-5.  

The existing bridges currently have substandard bicycle/pedestrian facilities and 
constructing bicycle and pedestrian facilities on the new bridge will expand opportunities to 
safely and efficiently cross the river, thereby encouraging non-auto travel that helps reduce 
congestion and improve air quality. In addition, the new bridge will be built to standards to 
withstand a Cascadian subduction zone earthquake, thereby providing connectivity 
between both sides of the river in the event of such an earthquake. In summary, the 
proposed use (new bridge crossing and related transportation improvements) will provide a 
significant public benefit and a Greenway goal exception is justified. The legal standard in 
OAR 660-004-0022(6)(c) has been met.  

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0022(6)(d): 
 (d) The use is consistent with the Legislative findings and policy in ORS 390.314 
and the Willamette Greenway Plan approved by LCDC under ORS 390.322.”  

Findings - Consistency with Legislative Policy – (6)(d): 
Consistency with Legislative Policy is addressed in Section 5.1.2.2, below. Those findings are 
incorporated here by reference. 

5.1.2.2 Willamette Greenway Statutes (ORS 390.314 Legislative findings and policy) 
Criteria - ORS 390.314(1): 

(1) The Legislative Assembly finds that, to protect and preserve the natural, scenic 
and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River, to preserve and 
restore historical sites, structures, facilities and objects on lands along the 
Willamette River for public education and enjoyment and to further the state policy 
established under ORS 390.010, it is in the public interest to develop and maintain a 
natural, scenic, historical and recreational greenway upon lands along the 
Willamette River to be known as the Willamette River Greenway. 

Findings - ORS 390.314(1): 
There are currently 25 highway bridges across the Willamette River in the span of almost 
180 river miles between the St. Johns Bridge in Portland and the Springfield Bridge in the 
Eugene-Springfield area. Goal 15 provides that the qualities of the Willamette River 
Greenway shall be protected, conserved, enhanced and maintained consistent with the 
lawful uses present on December 6, 1975. Similar to the majority of Willamette River 
bridges, the existing Marion and Center Street bridges are lawful uses within the Greenway.  

The City of Salem has adopted a plan for the Willamette River Greenway that is 
acknowledged. That plan was developed to comply with the legislative findings and policy 
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in ORS 390.314(1). OAR 660-004-0022(6) outlines the types of reasons that may be used to 
justify an exception to Goal 15. The findings in Section 5.1.2.1 (beginning on page 185) 
document the reasons why an exception is justified to accommodate the portions of the 
Preferred Alternative that are within the Greenway Overlay. The exception is justified based 
on significant public benefit balanced with impacts on impacts on natural, scenic, historical 
and greenway values that aren’t significant and that can be mitigated. The findings in 
Section 5.1.2.1 are incorporated by this reference to show compliance with the legislative 
findings and policy in ORS 390.314.  

 Criteria - ORS 390.314(2)(a): 
2) In providing for the development and maintenance of the Willamette River 
Greenway, the Legislative Assembly: 

(a) Recognizing the need for coordinated planning for such greenway, finds it 
necessary to provide for development and implementation of a plan for such 
greenway through the cooperative efforts of the state and units of local government. 

Findings - ORS 390.314(2)(a):  
The State of Oregon and units of local government, including the cities of Salem and Keizer, 
Polk County and Marion County, have coordinated in the implementation of greenway 
planning as required by state law. The EIS process for the SRC project included substantial 
coordination with affected state and local units of government. The Preferred Alternative, 
subject to approval of this Greenway goal exception, will be considered through this 
established local and statewide greenway planning process. The LCDC has adopted by 
reference and approved the Willamette River Greenway Plan for the City of Salem. As 
shown in Figure 4, the footprint for the Preferred Alternative within the Greenway Overlay 
is entirely within the current UGB and Salem City limits. Therefore, the acknowledged City 
of Salem Willamette River Greenway Plan and ordinances are the controlling local 
regulations that apply to the portions of the Preferred Alternative within the Greenway. The 
need for coordinated greenway planning set forth in ORS 390.314(2)(a) has been achieved. 

Criteria - ORS 390.314(2)(b): 
 (b) Recognizing the need of the people of this state for existing residential, 
commercial and agricultural use of lands along the Willamette River, finds it 
necessary to permit the continuation of existing uses of lands that are included 
within such greenway; but, for the benefit of the people of this state, also to limit the 
intensification and change in the use of such lands so that such uses shall remain, to 
the greatest possible degree, compatible with the preservation of the natural, scenic, 
historical and recreational qualities of such lands. 

Findings - ORS 390.314(2)(b):  
DEIS Alternative 2A involved widening the existing bridges (adding a total of three lanes) 
and would be considered continuation and intensification of existing uses of lands within 
the Greenway Overlay. While Alternative 2A could be compatible with the preservation of 
the natural, scenic, historical and recreational qualities of the greenway, the City of Salem is 
initiating the consolidated plan amendments because Alternative 2A cannot reasonably 
meet the identified transportation need (see findings in Section 3.1.4.2, page 94, supporting 
the UGB amendment).  
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The segment of the Preferred Alternative that includes widening OR 22 within the 
Greenway Overlay represents continuation of the existing state highway use within ODOT 
right-of-way. The highway corridor is included in the Greenway Development District in 
Salem’s Greenway Plan to reflect the existing use. An exception to Goal 15 for the fill 
associated with the new ramps connecting Marine Drive to OR 22 can be justified under the 
criteria in OAR 660-004-0022(6) and the findings in Section 5.1.2.1 (beginning on page 185) 
are incorporated by this cross-reference. That exception identifies impacts to Greenway 
values and demonstrates how those impacts are or can be minimized such that existing uses 
of land within the Greenway can remain compatible with the preservation of Greenway 
values to the greatest extent possible. Following plan amendment approval and prior to 
construction of the bridge and related transportation improvements within the Greenway 
Overlay, a Greenway Development Permit will be required under Chapter 600 of the Salem 
Revised Code. The standards for the Greenway Development Permit take natural, scenic, 
historical and recreational resources and other concerns into account. Through approval 
conditions to mitigate adverse impacts, which can be imposed during the permitting 
process, the legislative policy in ORS 390.314(2)(b) can and will be met. 

Criteria - ORS 390.314(2)(c): 
(c) Recognizing that the use of lands for farm use is compatible with the purposes of 
the Willamette River Greenway, finds that the use of lands for farm use should 
continue within the greenway without restriction. 

Findings - ORS 390.314(2)(c):  
Salem’s acknowledged Greenway boundary does not include any lands designated or used 
for farm use. The new bridge for the Preferred Alternative will cross over lands designated 
for agricultural use by Polk County, but those lands are outside of the Greenway Overlay 
and Polk County has applied a Surface Mining Overlay to authorize aggregate mining 
within the EFU zone. Therefore, the Preferred Alternative and the Goal 15 exception have no 
impact on use of lands for farm use within the Greenway Overlay and the legislative policy 
in ORS 390.314(2)(c) has been met.  

Criteria - ORS 390.314(2)(d): 
(d) Recognizing the need for central coordination of such greenway for the best 
interests of all the people of this state, finds it necessary to place the responsibility for 
the coordination of the development and maintenance of such greenway in the State 
Parks and Recreation Department. 

Findings - ORS 390.314(2)(d):  
The SRC project has coordinated with all park providers, including Oregon Parks & 
Recreation Department (OPRD), during the EIS process. Additionally, the City of Salem has 
provided notice of the consolidated plan amendments, including the Greenway goal 
exception, to OPRD prior to the public hearing. The subsequent Greenway Development 
Permit process will also include notice and coordination with OPRD. The coordination 
policy set out in ORS 390.314(2)(d) has been and will be met.  

Criteria - ORS 390.314(2)(e): 
(e) Recognizing the lack of need for the acquisition of fee title to all lands along the 
Willamette River for exclusive public use for recreational purposes in such 
greenway, finds it necessary to limit the area within such greenway that may be 
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acquired for state parks and recreational areas and for public recreational use within 
the boundaries of units of local government along the Willamette River. 

Findings - ORS 390.314(2)(e):  
ORS Chapter 390.318(1) notes that the Willamette River Greenway boundaries shall include 
all lands situated within 150 feet from the ordinary low water line on each side of each 
channel of the Willamette River. However, the total area included within the boundaries of 
such Greenway shall not exceed, on the average, 320 acres per river mile along the 
Willamette River. For the purpose of computing the maximum acreage of lands within such 
Greenway, the acreage of lands situated on such islands and within state parks and 
recreation areas shall be excluded. The issue addressed in (e) above is state acquisition of 
land for public recreational use.  

Salem’s Willamette River Greenway Plan notes that the Greenway Overlay covers 
approximately 569 acres on both sides of the river and Minto Island. Approximately 473 
acres (83%) are in public ownership, the remaining 96 acres (17%) are privately owned. The 
new bridge will cross over McLane Island and the northerly tip of Wallace Marine Park. 
However, public recreational uses of McLane Island and Wallace Marine Park will not be 
displaced and state acquisition of land for park or recreational purposes will not be needed 
as a consequence of this project. The policy set out in ORS 390.314(2)(e) limiting the area that 
may be acquired for state parks and recreational uses within the greenway is met.  

In summary, the findings in Section 5.1.2.2 demonstrate that the Greenway goal exception is 
justified for the Preferred Alternative and the legislative policy set out in ORS 390.314 can be 
achieved.  

5.1.2.3 Requirements and Standards for a Reasons Exception: OAR 660-004-0020, Goal 2, Part 
II(c), Exception Requirements 

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(1): 
(1) If a jurisdiction determines there are reasons consistent with OAR 660-004-0022 
to use resource lands for uses not allowed by the applicable Goal or to allow public 
facilities or services not allowed by the applicable Goal, the justification shall be set 
forth in the comprehensive plan as an exception. As provided in OAR 660-004-
0000(1), rules in other divisions may also apply.  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(1): 
Sections 5.1.2.1 and 5.1.2.2 provide the findings and reasons that demonstrate consistency 
with OAR 660-004-0022 to allow a Greenway goal exception for the Preferred Alternative. 
The exception to Goal 15 is set forth as an amendment to the Salem Area Comprehensive 
Plan. The Willamette River Greenway Plan is a component of the Salem Area 
Comprehensive Plan.187  

The City of Salem has never taken a Greenway goal exception. The two most recent projects 
involving bicycle/pedestrian bridges over the Willamette River were exempt from 
Greenway Review permitting under the following exclusion in SRC 600.015(2)(N): 

                                                      
187 See SRC 64.015(a)(8).  
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(N) Development of a Willamette Greenway trail or access paths, provided that 
development and management standards meet the requirements of adopted parks 
management plans. 

To clarify that any Greenway goal exception must be adopted as part of the comprehensive 
plan, the following text amendment to Policy 7 of the Willamette Greenway Chapter of the 
Salem Area Comprehensive Plan (Section IV.O) is proposed as part of the consolidated plan 
amendments package: 

(7) New development and changes of land uses which are compatible with the 
Greenway concept as defined in the State Land Use Goal may be permitted along the 
Willamette River. Approval of an exception to Goal 15 shall be adopted by ordinance 
and attached as an Appendix to Salem’s Willamette Greenway Plan. 

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(2): 
(2) The four standards in Goal 2 Part II(c) required to be addressed when taking a 
“reasons” exception to a goal are described in subsections (a) through (d) of this 
section, including general requirements applicable to each of the factors: 

(a) Reasons justify why the state policy embodied in the applicable goals should not 
apply. The exception shall set forth the facts and assumptions used as the basis for 
determining that a state policy embodied in a goal should not apply to specific 
properties or situations, including the amount of land for the use being planned and 
why the use requires a location on resource land;  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(2): 
Taking a Goal 15 exception requires and results in an amendment to the Salem Area 
Comprehensive Plan. The exception is required to accommodate the components of the 
Preferred Alternative that involve piers or fill within the Greenway Overlay because the 
transportation facility is not considered a water-dependent or water-related use. 

The Willamette River is a major travel barrier between the east and west sides of Salem, as 
well as between Interstate 5 (I-5) and the Oregon Coast. The significant growth of the 
metropolitan area since the construction of the last crossing over the Willamette River (the 
Marion Street Bridge in 1952) has led to an increase in traffic that the Center Street and 
Marion Street Bridges can no longer efficiently or reasonably accommodate. This pair of 
one-way couplet bridges is the only motor-vehicle river crossing in the Salem-Keizer 
metropolitan area.  

Background information in Chapter 2 provides an overview of the DEIS, including the 
purpose and need statements. That information, and the supporting documents in the 
record, is incorporated by this reference to explain why portions of the Preferred Alternative 
require a location within the greenway overlay.  

All of the build alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, including improvements to the existing 
bridges (Alternative 2A), would require an exception to Goal 15. The purpose of the project, 
to improve mobility and safety for people and freight for local, regional, and through traffic 
across the Willamette River, and requires a location over resource land (the Willamette River 
in this case).  
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As shown on Figure 1, the majority of the transportation improvements associated with the 
Preferred Alternative are located outside of the Greenway Overlay, including improvements 
within established transportation corridors such as Wallace Road, OR 22, and Commercial 
and Liberty Streets. In total, the footprint for the Preferred Alternative impacts about 82 
acres (including existing right-of-way), of which about 25 acres are located within the 
Greenway Overlay. The preliminary design for the Preferred Alternative has placed a high 
priority on reducing impacts within the Greenway Overlay by minimizing the number of in-
water piers and piers within the riparian buffer. However, it is not possible to avoid piers or 
fill impacts entirely because of the length of the bridge span over the river. Additionally, the 
Preferred Alternative includes new ramps and a connection of Marine Drive to OR 22 to link 
to the new bridge and provide needed connectivity for local, regional and through trips. OR 
22 is an existing high-volume transportation corridor within the Greenway Overlay, and the 
widening of OR 22 toward the river represents an intensification of that existing 
transportation use. Piers/fill in this segment will extend onto the bank, but will not encroach 
over or into the Willamette River itself.  

The state policy embodied in Goal 15 prohibits uses that are not water-dependent or water-
related within the Greenway setback (Salem has not specifically delineated a Greenway 
setback). Under Goal 15, roads and highways are not generally considered dependent on or 
related to water location needs. It is notable that Goal 15 does not explicitly state if a bridge 
over the Willamette River is considered a water-dependent or water-related use. There is no 
option to meet the purpose of the SRC project without improving the existing bridges or 
constructing a new bridge across the Willamette River. Therefore, there are reasons why the 
state policy embodied in Goal 15 that prohibits uses that are not water-dependent or water-
related in the Greenway setback should not apply to Preferred Alternative and the proposed 
transportation use. The legal standard in OAR 660-004-0020(2)(a) has been met.  

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b): 
(b) Areas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the 
use.  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(b):  
Table 15 provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative and all DEIS build alternatives 
that include segments outside of the UGB. Many of the impacts compared for the evaluation 
of UGB alternatives (such as park impacts, riparian impacts, displacement impacts, visual 
impacts, etc.) are also relevant to the alternatives analysis for the Greenway goal exception. 
The summary of impacts in Table 15 is incorporated by this reference to provide a broader 
context for consideration of Greenway impacts.   

The findings in this section focus more specifically on the comparison of the Preferred 
Alternative and other DEIS build alternatives relative to Greenway values. 

Chapter 2 of the DEIS includes a discussion of alternatives that were considered but were 
not advanced for full evaluation in the DEIS because they did not meet the project purpose 
and need or other considerations. A brief summary is included in Section 2.4.5 of these 
findings, beginning on page 49.  The DEIS documents the reasons why the following 
alternatives, which would not require a Greenway goal exception, could not reasonably 
accommodate the use.   The following pages of the DEIS are incorporated by this reference: 
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• Tunnel Alternative – see DEIS page 2-23 
• Double Deck the Existing Bridges Alternative – see DEIS page 2-23 
• Two 2-Way Bridges Alternative – see DEIS page 2-25 
• TWM/TDM Alternative – see DEIS page 2-26 

Additionally, a No Build Alternative was carried forward for evaluation in the DEIS (page 2-
28), but was not selected as the Preferred Alternative by the Oversight Team because it 
would not satisfy the purpose and need statement. These pages are incorporated into these 
findings by this reference. 

The Preferred Alternative and all build alternatives evaluated in the DEIS require a 
Greenway goal exception. Because Alternative 2A includes improvements to existing 
transportation facilities that are already within the Greenway Overlay, Alternative 2A 
would be considered an “intensification of an existing use.” All other build alternatives 
involve construction of a new bridge and would be considered a “new use” or 
“development” within the Greenway Overlay. Given that fill would be required for pier 
support and bridge approaches regardless of where in the vicinity the bridge is located, 
there are no alternative areas crossing the Willamette River in the Salem-Keizer region that 
would not also require a new Greenway goal exception. The legal standard in OAR 660-004-
0020(2)(b) has been met.  

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(A): 
The exception must meet the following requirements:  

(A) The exception shall indicate on a map or otherwise describe the location of 
possible alternative areas considered for the use that do not require a new exception. 
The area for which the exception is taken shall be identified;  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(A):  
As noted above, the Preferred Alternative and all build alternatives considered for the 
transportation use, including 2A, require a Greenway goal exception. Therefore, Criterion 
(A) above is not applicable. Figure 4 illustrates the footprint of the Preferred Alternative 
within the Greenway Overlay. The figures in the record show the areas of earthwork (cut 
and fill) on the east and west sides of the river within the Greenway Overlay for which the 
exception is being taken. 

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B): 
(B) To show why the particular site is justified, it is necessary to discuss why other 
areas that do not require a new exception cannot reasonably accommodate the 
proposed use. Economic factors may be considered along with other relevant factors 
in determining that the use cannot reasonably be accommodated in other areas. 
Under this test the following questions shall be addressed:  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B):  
As noted above, there are no other areas that do not require a Greenway goal exception that 
can reasonably accommodate the proposed transportation use (new or expanded bridge 
crossing and related transportation improvements). Therefore, Criterion (B) above is not 
applicable.  
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Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B)(i): 
(i) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated on non-resource land that 
would not require an exception, including increasing the density of uses on non-
resource land? If not, why not?  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B)(i): 
As noted above, the proposed transportation use requires improvements of the existing 
bridges or a new bridge across the Willamette River to meet the SRC project purpose and 
need. The resource land in this case is the Willamette River and the proposed use cannot be 
reasonably accommodated without impacting the Willamette River Greenway and without 
an exception to Goal 15. Therefore, Criterion (i) above is not applicable.  

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B)(ii): 
(ii) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated on resource land that is 
already irrevocably committed to non-resource uses not allowed by the applicable 
Goal, including resource land in existing unincorporated communities, or by 
increasing the density of uses on committed lands? If not, why not?  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B)(ii): 
As noted above, the proposed transportation use cannot be accommodated without an 
exception to Goal 15. Therefore, Criterion (ii) above is not relevant or applicable.  

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B)(iii): 
(iii) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated inside an urban growth 
boundary? If not, why not?  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B)(iii): 
Alternative 2A is the only build alternative that would not require a UGB amendment. 
However, all build alternatives, including 2A, require an exception to Goal 15 and Criterion 
(iii) above is not applicable.  

Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B)(iv): 
(iv) Can the proposed use be reasonably accommodated without the provision of a 
proposed public facility or service? If not, why not?  

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(B)(iv): 
The consolidated plan amendments (UGB amendment, TSP amendments and Greenway 
goal exception) are associated with the provision of a needed transportation facility. The 
plan amendments will authorize transportation improvements to connect and support 
development of lands that are already within the Salem-Keizer UGB. The amendments are 
based only on the need for the transportation improvements and no land is being added to 
the UGB for housing, employment or other forms of urban development. Because 
transportation improvements, including bridges, are considered public facilities but are not 
considered water-dependent or water-related uses within the Greenway Overlay, the use 
cannot be reasonably accommodated without approval of the Greenway goal exception. 
Therefore, Criterion (iv) has been met because the proposed use cannot be reasonably 
accommodated without the provision of the proposed public facility (expanded or new 
bridge crossing and related transportation improvements).  
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Criteria – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(C): 
(C) The “alternative areas” standard in paragraph B may be met by a broad review 
of similar types of areas rather than a review of specific alternative sites. Initially, a 
local government adopting an exception need assess only whether those similar types 
of areas in the vicinity could not reasonably accommodate the proposed use. Site-
specific comparisons are not required of a local government taking an exception 
unless another party to the local proceeding describes specific sites that can more 
reasonably accommodate the proposed use. A detailed evaluation of specific 
alternative sites is thus not required unless such sites are specifically described, with 
facts to support the assertion that the sites are more reasonable, by another party 
during the local exceptions proceeding. 

Findings – OAR 660-004-0020(2)(C): 
The “alternatives areas” standard referenced above only applies to alternative areas that do 
not require a new goal exception. There are no alternative sites or areas to accommodate the 
proposed transportation use (new bridge across the Willamette River and related 
improvements) that do not require a Greenway goal exception. Therefore, Criterion (C) 
above is not applicable.  

5.1.2.4 Long-term ESEE Consequences of Alternatives Requiring an Exception 
Criteria - OAR 660-004-0020(2)(c): 

(c) “The long-term environmental, economic, social and energy consequences 
resulting from the use at the proposed site with measures designed to reduce adverse 
impacts are not significantly more adverse than would typically result from the same 
proposal being located in areas requiring a goal exception other than the proposed 
site.” The exception shall describe: the characteristics of each alternative area 
considered by the jurisdiction in which an exception might be taken, the typical 
advantages and disadvantages of using the area for a use not allowed by the Goal, 
and the typical positive and negative consequences resulting from the use at the 
proposed site with measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. A detailed 
evaluation of specific alternative sites is not required unless such sites are 
specifically described with facts to support the assertion that the sites have 
significantly fewer adverse impacts during the local exceptions proceeding. The 
exception shall include the reasons why the consequences of the use at the chosen site 
are not significantly more adverse than would typically result from the same 
proposal being located in areas requiring a goal exception other than the proposed 
site. Such reasons shall include but are not limited to a description of: the facts used 
to determine which resource land is least productive, the ability to sustain resource 
uses near the proposed use, and the long-term economic impact on the general area 
caused by irreversible removal of the land from the resource base. Other possible 
impacts to be addressed include the effects of the proposed use on the water table, on 
the costs of improving roads and on the costs to special service districts;  

Findings - OAR 660-004-0020(2)(c): 
The findings in Section 5.1.2.1 (page 185) and 5.1.2.2 (page 201) focus on the reasons 
necessary to justify an exception to Goal 15 for the Preferred Alternative. The findings in this 
section address the eight build alternatives evaluated in the DEIS, which would also require 
an exception to Goal 15 for piers/fill associated with the transportation improvements 
within the Greenway Overlay. The build alternatives are located at three separate bridge 



FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF GREENWAY GOAL EXCEPTION 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 210 
 

crossing locations, with associated local street system improvements and connections. 
Chapter 2 of the DEIS provides a description and detailed figures for each of the DEIS 
Alternatives. The DEIS build alternatives would: 

• Widen the existing bridges (Alternative 2A); 
• Construct a new bridge (Alternatives 2B, 3, 4A, 4C, 4D and 4E, and Preferred 

Alternative); or 
• Construct a new bridge and widen the existing bridges (Alternative 4B)  

Figure 9 shows the three bridge crossing locations.  

Table 18 summarizes DEIS information on the direct impacts that are most relevant to 
Greenway values for each build alternative. The direct impacts for the Preferred Alternative 
are also included in Table 18. The facts in the DEIS and Technical Report Addendums for 
the Preferred Alternative that are summarized in Table 18 provide the basis for the 
following findings describing the relative Greenway impacts for build alternatives in the 
three bridge crossing locations.  

A broader consideration of environmental, economic, social and energy consequences of all 
Build alternatives is included in Chapter 3 (Urban Growth Boundary Amendment) of the 
consolidated plan amendments report. Table 15 is incorporated by this reference to 
supplement the findings regarding the long-term ESEE consequences for the Greenway goal 
exception.  Table 15 shows that the environmental, economic, social, and energy 
consequences of the Preferred alternative are not significantly more adverse than would 
typically result from the same proposal being located in another area requiring a Greenway 
goal exception. 

City of Salem regulations do not allow any rise in the base flood elevation. Therefore, 
mitigation would be required as part of any build alternative and that is not a distinguishing 
feature between the alternatives. Minimizing the number of in-water piers, shaping piers in 
a streamlined manner, and removing existing fills could reduce the base flood elevation 
change. (See additional discussion of floodplain impacts in section 6.2.6.2, beginning on 
page 239; the findings in that section are incorporated by this reference.)
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Table 18  
Greenway Impacts 

Element 
Preferred 

Alternative 
Alternative 

2A 
Alternative 

2B 
Alternative 

3 
Alternative 

4A 
Alternative 

4B 
Alternative 

4C 
Alternative 

4D 
Alternative 

4E 

Total pier area of in-
stream habitat  

0.10 acres 0.05 acres 0.22 acres 0.54 acres 0.66 acres 0.71 acres 0.68 acres 0.68 acres 0.67 acres 

Total pier area in 
critical shallow water 
habitat 

0.09 acres 0.01 acres 0.15 acres 0.28 acres 0.46 acres 0.59 acres 0.60 acres 0.60 acres 0.60 acres 

Riparian habitat directly 
impacted 

5 acres 0.9 acre 6.5 acres 7.6 acres 8.6 acres 9.5 acres 16.0 acres 16.0 acres 14.3 acres 

Wetlands directly 
impacted 

0.01 acres None None 0.6 acre 2.3 acres 2.3 acres 2.5 acres 2.5 acres 2.4 acres 

Maximum rise in 100-
year flood water 
surface elevation from 
No Build Alternative  

0.27 feet 0.01 feet 0.16 feet 0.15 feet  0.35 feet 0.35 feet 0.35 feet 0.35 feet 0.35 feet 

Total area of parkland 
acquired  

1.4 acres 5.3 acres 8.7 acres None 1.9 acres 7.2 acres 4.9 acres 4.9 acres 2.9 acres 

Sources: FIES 4f Evaluation Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 5.1-2, 5.1-3. FEIS Aquatic Resources Technical Report Addendum (2016), Table 4.2-1. FEIS Wetlands Technical Report 
Addendum (2016), Table 5.3-1. DEIS Aquatic Resources Technical Report (2012), Table 5.5-7.  
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The following findings highlight the key characteristics, advantages and disadvantages of 
the Preferred Alternative and the DEIS Build alternatives in the three bridge crossing 
locations. All of these alternatives would require a Greenway goal exception.  Reasons why 
the consequences of the use at the chosen site (the Preferred Alternative) are not 
significantly more adverse than would result from the other build alternatives that also 
require a greenway goal exception are summarized.  

Alternative 2A – Existing Bridges Crossing Location (see Figure 10) 
Alternative 2A would widen the existing Center Street and Marion Street Bridges. Two lanes 
would be added to the Marion Street Bridge traveling west, and one lane would be added to 
the Center Street Bridge traveling east.  

Key characteristics of Alternative 2A include:  

• Expansion of river crossing capacity in the location of the existing bridges (2 lanes 
added to the Marion Street bridge and 1 lane added to Center Street bridge) 

• A new northbound ramp on the Marion Street Bridge that would form part of 
Marine Drive extension/connection to Glen Creek Road. 

• Widening of Wallace Road (to six lanes) from the OR 22 interchange to Orchard 
Heights Road. 

• Removal of existing and bicycle facilities on the Marion and Center Street bridges to 
accommodate additional travel lanes; the Union Street Pedestrian Bridge would 
accommodate bicycle/pedestrian movements in this location. 

Key advantages of Alternative 2A relative to Greenway impacts include:  

• Relative to other build alternatives, Alternative 2A would not be expected to have a 
significant adverse effect on greenway values because the bridge crossing and 
transportation improvements have been in place at this location for many years and 
new in-water piers would line up with existing piers.  As a result, the scenic impacts 
to Greenway values are already established for this location.  

• As shown in Table 18, Alternative 2A has the lowest impacts of all build alternatives 
in terms of pier impacts, direct impacts to riparian habitat and wetlands, and 
maximum rise in 100-year flood elevation.  

Key disadvantages other considerations for Alternative 2A relative to Greenway impacts 
include:  

• Removal of bike and pedestrian facilities on the existing bridges would result in a net 
reduction in the number of river crossing locations for these modes. 

• Park impacts are in the mid-range of other build alternatives. 
• As evaluated in the DEIS, the impacts of Alternative 2A on Marion Square Park were 

significantly more adverse than would result from other build alternatives that also 
require a Greenway goal exception.  

• However, following publication of the DEIS and prior to initiating the consolidated 
plan amendments, the City of Salem evaluated a modified design for Alternative 2A 
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to eliminate the free right-turn lane from Commercial Street to Marion Street. Based 
on this modification, the City of Salem determined that the impacts to Marion Square 
Park were considered “de minimus” and would not be significantly more adverse 
than would result from other build alternatives that also require a Greenway goal 
exception.  

Alternative 2B – Existing Bridges Crossing Location (see Figure 11) 
Alternative 2B proposes a new bridge crossing between the Marion Street bridge and the 
Union Street Bicycle/Pedestrian bridge. The existing Marion and Center Street bridges 
would remain in service with no changes aside from closing the eastbound-to-northbound 
ramp onto Front Street.  

Key characteristics of Alternative 2B include:  

• The new bridge would provide two-way travel, with three lanes traveling east and 
two lanes traveling west. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be included on the 
new bridge. 

• Alternative 2B would require a major restructuring of Commercial Street between 
Market and Center Streets. 

• On the west end, the new bridge would connect exit and entrance ramps to the 
future north-south Marine Drive. 

Key advantages of Alternative 2B relative to Greenway impacts include:  

• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities on the new bridge would represent a net increase in the 
number of river crossing locations for these modes. 

• As shown in Table 18, Alternative 2B would fall in the low to mid-range of 
Greenway impacts of all build alternatives, with the exception of impacts to parks 
(discussed below).  

Key disadvantages of Alternative 2B relative to Greenway impacts include:  

• The total area of parkland acquired for Alternative 2B (8.7 acres) would be the 
highest of all build alternatives. In particular, impacts to Wallace Marine Park (7.7 
acres) would be significantly more adverse than all other build alternatives.  

Alternative 3 –Hope to Tryon Bridge Crossing Location (see Figure 12) 
Alternative 3 is the northernmost of the three crossing locations. An objective of this 
alignment is to avoid affecting Wallace Marine Park. This alignment connects directly to 
Salem Parkway near Tryon Avenue on the east side of the Willamette River and to Wallace 
Road at Hope Avenue on the west side of the river.  

Key characteristics of Alternative 3 include:  

• The new bridge would have 3 lanes traveling east and 3 lanes traveling west. Bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities would be included on the new bridge. 
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• The existing center Street and Marion Street Bridges would remain in service without 
modification. 

Key advantages of Alternative 3 relative to Greenway impacts include: 

• Alternative 3 is the only build alternative that avoids acquisition of parklands. 
• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities on the new bridge would represent a net increase in the 

number of river crossing locations for these modes. 
• As shown in Table 18, the impacts of Alternative 3 would be in the low to mid-range 

range of all build alternatives for most greenway values (piers, wetland impacts on 
park impacts). 

Key disadvantages of Alternative 3 relative to Greenway impacts include:  

• Avoidance of Wallace Marine Park results in a lengthy structure and greater adverse 
impacts to the aggregate mining area relative to other build alternatives.  

Alternative 4A – Hope to Pine Bridge Crossing Location (see Figure 13) 
Alternative 4A would have the same crossing point (Hope to Pine/Hickory couplet) as all 
of the Alternative 4 crossings (4A – 4E). All build alternatives in the Hope to Pine/Hickory 
crossing location share similar design elements. The characteristics, advantages and 
disadvantages are similar, but there are some differences.  

Key characteristics of Alternative 4A include:  

• The new bridge would have 3 lanes traveling east and 3 lanes traveling west. Bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities would be included on the new bridge.  

• The existing Center Street and Marion Street bridges would remain in service 
without modification. 

• The new bridge would provide for a potential future direct roadway connection to 
OR 22 through construction of a stub ramp that would link to a potential OR 22 
Connector. 

• The new bridge would also include a stub ramp on the east side of the bridge that 
would provide for a potential future direct roadway connection to Salem Parkway. 

Key advantages of Alternative 4A relative to Greenway impacts include: 

• Park impacts (1.9 acre) are at the low range of all build alternatives. 
• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities on the new bridge would represent a net increase in the 

number of river crossing locations for these modes. 
• As shown in Table 18, the impacts of Alternative 4A would be in the mid-range 

range of all Build alternatives for most greenway values (number of riverbank piers, 
riparian and wetland impacts).  

Key disadvantages of Alternative 4A relative to Greenway impacts: 
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• No key disadvantages (in terms of Greenway impacts) relative to other build 
alternatives. 

Alternative 4B – Hope to Pine Bridge Crossing Location (see Figure 14) 
Alternative 4B would combine Alternatives 4A and 2A. This alternative would increase 
capacity at the existing bridge crossing location and add a new bridge at the Hope to 
Pine/Hickory crossing location.  

Key characteristics of Alternative 4B include:  

• Alternative 4B is the only build alternative that modifies the existing Center Street 
and Marion Street bridges in addition to constructing a new bridge in the Hope to 
Pine crossing location.  

• The new bridge would have 3 lanes traveling east and 3 lanes traveling west. Bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities would be included on the new bridge. 

• As with Alternative 2A, the Marion Street Bridge would be widened to six lanes 
(adding two lanes) traveling west, and the Center Street Bridge would be widened to 
five lanes (adding one lane) traveling east. Existing bike and pedestrian facilities on 
the bridges would be removed.  

• The new bridge would provide for a potential future roadway connection to OR 22 
through construction of a stub ramp that would link to a potential OR 22 Connector. 

• On the east side, entrance and exit ramps would connect at-grade to a proposed 
short Pine/Hickory couplet. Access to the Salem Parkway would be via the existing 
Commercial/Liberty couplet.  

Key advantages of Alternative 4B relative to Greenway impacts include: 

• No key advantages (in terms of Greenway impacts) relative to other build 
alternatives.  

Key disadvantages of Alternative 4B relative to Greenway impacts include:  

• As shown in Table 18, Alternative 4B would acquire a total of 7.2 acres of parkland, 
the second highest of all build alternatives The total combined impacts to Wallace 
Marine Park, Riverfront Park and Marion Square Park would be significantly more 
adverse than other build alternatives. (Note: as described in the other considerations 
for Alternative 2A, impacts to Marion Square Park could be reduced with 
elimination of the free flow right turn lane. This modification would reduce the 
impacts at Marion Square Park).  

• Highest impacts to total pier area of in-stream habitat relative to other build 
alternatives. 

Alternatives 4C, 4D and 4E – Hope to Pine Bridge Crossing Location (see Figures 15-17) 
Alternatives 4C, 4D and 4E would all have the same river crossing point and would have 
similar characteristics and impacts.  
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Key characteristics of Alternatives 4C, 4D and 4E include: 

• These alternatives would all include a new bridge crossing (3 lanes in each direction) 
in the Hope to Pine/Hickory crossing location. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
would be provided on the new bridge.  

• These alternatives would also include direct connections to Salem Parkway and OR 
22 (via a viaduct over the Marine Drive extension).  

Key advantages of Alternatives 4C, 4D and 4E relative to Greenway impacts include:  

• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities on the new bridge would represent a net increase in the 
number of river crossing locations for these modes. 

• The parkland impacts of Alternatives 4C-4E (2.9 to 4.9 acres) fall in the mid-range of 
all build alternatives. These alternatives would not impact Riverfront Park or Marion 
Square Park.  

Key disadvantages of Alternatives 4C, 4D and 4E relative to Greenway impacts include:  

• As shown in Table 18, the Greenway impacts for Alternatives 4C-4E would be at the 
high end of the range for all build alternatives. There would be higher impacts to in-
stream habitat and critical shallow water habitat for piers, a larger area of riparian 
habitat impacted (14.3 to 16 acres), and higher wetland impacts (about 2.5 acres).  

Preferred Alternative – Hope to Pine Bridge Crossing Location (see Figure 1) 
The Preferred Alternative would be located in the same river crossing point as Alternatives 
4A through 4E.  

Key characteristics of the Preferred Alternative include:  

• A new bridge crossing (2 lanes in each direction) in the Hope to Pine crossing 
location. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be provided on the new bridge.  

• This alternative would also include ramps connecting Marine Drive with OR 22.  

Key advantages of the Preferred Alternative relative to Greenway impacts include:  

• As shown in Table 18, the Greenway impacts for the Preferred Alternative would 
have lower pier impacts to in-stream and critical shallow water habitat relative to 
other build alternatives. 

• Lower direct impacts to riparian habitat and wetlands relative to other build 
alternatives. 

• Lower impacts to parkland (1.4 acres) relative to other build alternatives.  

Key disadvantages of the Preferred Alternative relative to Greenway impacts:  

• No key disadvantages (in terms of Greenway impacts) relative to other build 
alternatives. 
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Summary Regarding Long-Term ESEE Consequences 
The Preferred Alternative and all build alternatives would require a Greenway goal 
exception. In general, the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2A would generally have 
the lowest Greenway impacts relative to the other build alternatives. City of Salem 
regulations do not allow any rise in the base flood elevation. Therefore, mitigation and 
balanced cut and fill would be required as part of any build alternative.  

Based on the information in Table 13, Table 15, Table 18, and the findings in Section 5.1.2.4 
and 5.1.2.5 below, incorporated by this reference, the net adverse impacts on the Willamette 
River Greenway are not expected to be “significantly more adverse” for the Preferred 
Alternative relative to other build alternatives, particularly when accompanied by 
mitigation measures such as those identified in Section 5.1.2.5. In terms of Greenway 
impacts, the impacts to Wallace Marine Park are considered to be “significantly more 
adverse” for Alternative 2B relative to other build alternatives.  

As shown in Table 18, the impacts of the Preferred Alternative are generally “less adverse” 
than would typically result from the same proposal being located at any of the three bridge 
crossing locations. In selecting the Preferred Alternative, the Oversight Team and partner 
agencies and jurisdictions balanced a range of factors and impacts, including but not limited 
to:  

• Whether and how each alternative met the project purpose and need 
• Transportation performance 
• Right-of-way and displacement impacts  
• Park impacts 
• Land use, socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts 
• Environmental impacts (riparian habitat, wetlands, air quality, noise, etc.) 

Mitigation of impacts on Greenway values is feasible and will be required and detailed in 
the FEIS Record of Decision. In addition, subsequent Greenway Development Permitting for 
the Preferred Alternative will provide the opportunity to apply conditions to achieve 
compliance with all development standards in the Greenway Overlay. Therefore, the 
impacts of the Preferred Alternative are not significantly more adverse than would typically 
result from an expanded or new bridge crossing in any of the three crossing locations 
evaluated in the DEIS and the legal standard in OAR 660-004-0020(2)(c) has been met.  

5.1.2.5 Compatibility with Adjacent Uses 
Criteria - OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d): 

 (d) The proposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses or will be so rendered 
through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts.” The exception shall describe 
how the proposed use will be rendered compatible with adjacent land uses. The 
exception shall demonstrate that the proposed use is situated in such a manner as to 
be compatible with surrounding natural resources and resource management or 
production practices. "Compatible" is not intended as an absolute term meaning no 
interference or adverse impacts of any type with adjacent uses. 
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Findings - OAR 660-004-0020(2)(d): 
The Preferred Alternative’s new bridge crossing and related improvements within the 
Greenway Overlay will be compatible with other adjacent uses or so rendered through 
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts for the following reasons:  

• The Preferred Alternative can and will implement general best management 
practices (BMPs) to avoid and minimize impacts to natural systems and 
communities. These measures would address in-water work, erosion control, 
containment of construction materials, handling of hazardous materials, and 
disturbance limits for upland, wetland, and riparian vegetation. Removal and long-
term control of invasive species (see DEIS Section 3.14, Invasive Species) and 
treatment and retention of stormwater runoff (see Section DEIS 3.9, Water Resources) 
would benefit Willamette River riparian habitats.  

• The Preferred Alternative will minimize direct impacts to active recreational use 
areas of Wallace Marine Park. The segment of the new bridge crossing north of 
Wallace Marine Park can and will be separated and screened from the active 
recreational areas of the park by a wide buffer of trees and other heavy vegetation 
that was required as a condition of the Polk County approval of the large aggregate 
operation north of the park.  

• The approved Polk County and DOGAMI permits for the aggregate site indicate that 
mining will be completed in the southerly area first and then move north toward 
Riverbend Road. Given the 20-year planning horizon for the UGB and the TSP, a 
future bridge crossing over the southerly mined area (and resulting lake) will be 
compatible with future mining operations to the north of the bridge crossing. The 
widening of OR 22 to accommodate the new ramps and connection to Marine Drive 
will be compatible with the existing transportation use and high-volume traffic 
characteristics of this corridor. The proposed transportation use represents an 
intensification of the existing use at this location rather than a new use within the 
riparian buffer. The new piers/fill associated with OR 22 improvements will extend 
onto the bank, but will not encroach over or into the Willamette River.  

• The Goal 15 exception and subsequent Greenway Development Permit review 
process will ensure that the Preferred Alternative and proposed use within the 
Greenway Overlay will comply with the Salem Greenway Plan and standards of 
Chapter 600 (Willamette River Greenway) of the Salem Revised Code. Through the 
land use review, conditions may be imposed to preserve and enhance the natural, 
scenic, historic, and recreational qualities of the Willamette River Greenway.  

• During final design of the Preferred Alternative, all design elements of the project 
will be evaluated from the visual perspective of how well they would reflect and 
complement their setting, including the Willamette River Greenway. These design 
elements would include alignments, supports, surface color, texture, and patterns of 
structures such as walls, roads, lighting, and signage. Mitigation measures 
recommended for consideration during final design and through the Greenway 
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Development Permit review would attempt to restore the natural environment in the 
Willamette River floodplain. Existing vegetation or replanted vegetation would be 
used to screen bridges, ramps, and potential retaining walls.  

Therefore, the portions of the Preferred Alternative within the Greenway Overlay (new 
bridge crossing and Marine Drive to OR 22 ramps/improvements) are compatible with 
other adjacent uses (including park and recreational uses, aggregate mining, and existing 
transportation uses) within the Greenway Overlay. In addition, mitigation and design 
measures will be further detailed in the FEIS Record of Decision to assure compatibility. 
General mitigation measures described in the DEIS provide assurance that mitigation of 
impacts on Greenway values is achievable.  

Criteria - OAR 660-004-0020(3): 
(3) If the exception involves more than one area for which the reasons and 
circumstances are the same, the areas may be considered as a group. Each of the 
areas shall be identified on a map, or their location otherwise described, and keyed to 
the appropriate findings. 

Findings - OAR 660-004-0020(3): 
As described in the above findings, the reasons and circumstances for the Greenway goal 
exception would be similar for the Preferred Alternative and all other build alternatives 
evaluated in the DEIS. The three bridge crossing locations are shown on Figure 9 and the 
findings in Section 5.1.2.3 (page 204) summarize the impacts of each build alternative on 
Greenway values. The legal standard in OAR 660-004-0020(3) has been met.   

5.1.2.6 Planning and Zoning for Exception Areas - OAR 660-004-0018 
Criteria - OAR 660-004-0018(1)-(4): 

 (1) Purpose. This rule explains the requirements for adoption of plan and zone 
designations for exceptions… 

(4) “Reasons” Exceptions:  

(a) When a local government takes an exception under the “Reasons” section of ORS 
197.732(1)(c) and OAR 660-004-0020 through 660-004-0022, plan and zone 
designations must limit the uses, density, public facilities and services, and activities 
to only those uses that are justified in the exception.  

Findings - OAR 660-004-0018(4)(a): 
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 Salem Area Comprehensive Plan includes 
the following description of the designation:  

Open space may be categorized as space which is incorporated into the design of a 
development and that which is maintained, at least in part, by natural conditions 
which limits more intensive use.  



FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF GREENWAY GOAL EXCEPTION 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 220 
 

The plan specifically references the following under the heading of “Natural Open Space”:  

• Willamette River 
• Agricultural land within the Floodplain 
• Aggregate mining and directly related industrial use in the Floodplain  

As described in Chapter 3 (UGB Amendment) of the Findings Report, the proposed UGB 
amendment is based on a specific need for an urban transportation planning facility within 
the 20-year planning horizon (2015-2035). No land is being added to meet other urban land 
needs such as housing or employment. Under Oregon’s planning framework, local 
jurisdictions do not typically apply specific plan designations or zones to transportation 
facilities (including highways, bridges, roads, bicycle and pedestrian paths, etc.). Salem’s 
code does not include a specific “use category” for linear transportation facilities and the use 
is permitted outright in all zones. 188  

As allowed by the Goal 14 rule189 and the Polk County Comprehensive Plan190, the existing 
Polk County EFU zoning will be retained on an interim basis and will maintain the land for 
the planned transportation facility. Ultimately, the City of Salem may annex the land and 
apply the Public Amusement zone that implements the Parks, Open Space/Outdoor 
Recreation plan designation. See Figure 28 for the proposed Salem Area Comprehensive 
Plan Designation for the 35 acres included in the UGB. 

In summary, the proposed designation is the most appropriate plan designation to apply to 
the land added to the UGB for the needed bridge and transportation improvements. The 
Polk County EFU zoning will be retained in the interim. This approach reflects the relatively 
unique nature of the use (in terms of plan designations). The plan designation is 
implemented as part of the UGB amendment and no separate action is required for the 
Greenway goal exception. The legal standard in OAR 660-004-0018(4)(a) has been met.  

5.2 Local Plans and Policies 
5.2.1 Salem Area Comprehensive Plan: Willamette River Greenway 
As described in the introduction to this chapter, the footprint of the Preferred Alternative 
within the Willamette River Greenway is entirely within the existing UGB and Salem city 
limits.  

The following goal and policies are included in Section IV.O of the Salem Area 
Comprehensive Plan (SACP). 

Criteria - O. Willamette River Greenway:  
Goal: To protect, conserve, enhance and maintain the natural, scenic, historical, 
agricultural, economic and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette 
River.  

                                                      
188 Unless otherwise provided in Chapter 400 (Use Categories), activities allowed within the public right-of-way are not 
considered a “use” for purposes of classification under this Chapter. (Salem Revised Code 400.015(e)).  
189 See OAR 660-024-0050(6). 
190 See Polk County Comprehensive Plan, Section 4 Land Use Plan Designations for Urban Reserve.  
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(1) Regulations to control the use of land and the intensity of uses within the 
Willamette River Greenway Boundary shall be maintained.  

(2) Riparian vegetation and wildlife within the Greenway Boundary shall be 
conserved. Conservation shall include protecting and managing riverbanks, sloughs, 
wildlife, and vegetation.  

(3) Scenic easements shall be used where practical to preserve and enhance the 
character of the river within the Greenway Boundary.  

(4) Where private property is adjacent to public use areas, measures shall be taken to 
minimize disturbance to the private property.  

(5) Development and redevelopment within the Greenway Boundary should include 
provisions for public access to and along the river.  

(6) Existing parks within the Greenway Boundary shall be preserved and 
maintained. Additional sites for recreation and scenic views and access to the 
Willamette River should be acquired.  

(7) New development and changes of land uses which are compatible with the 
Greenway concept as defined in the State Land Use Goal may be permitted along the 
Willamette River.  

(8) The review of proposed land use changes shall include the establishment of an 
appropriate setback from the Willamette River.  

(9) Aggregate extraction may be permitted within the river channel and on lands 
adjacent, when determined to be compatible with the purpose of the Greenway. 
Proposed extraction activities shall be designed to minimize the adverse effects on 
water quality, fish and wildlife, vegetation, bank stabilization, stream flow, visual 
quality, noise and potential land use.  

(10) The harvest of timber will be conducted in a manner which will ensure that the 
natural scenic qualities of the Greenway will be maintained to the greatest extent 
practicable or restored within a brief period of time.  

(11) The continued dredging of the Willamette River shall be encouraged for the 
purpose of channel maintenance, bank stabilization, and to facilitate commercial 
river traffic and recreational boating. Dredging operations should minimize the 
adverse impact on existing fish and wildlife habitat, riverbank vegetation and public 
and private property.  

(12) Visual access and a sense of openness should be provided by maximizing the 
open space between buildings and the river. 

(13) Within Salem, the transition of the waterfront areas designated Commercial, 
Commercial Industrial or Industrial use to a mixture of commercial, office and high-
density residential uses shall be encouraged.  

(14) Except for aggregate and mineral extraction and processing, expansion of 
existing industries within the Salem Urban Area portion of the Greenway may be 
permitted only if such expansion is necessary to ensure their continuation or to 
comply with Federal or State requirements.  
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Findings - O. Willamette River Greenway: 
Salem’s Willamette Greenway Plan is adopted as a component of the Salem Area 
Comprehensive Plan.191 In addition, Salem has adopted specific code regulations for the 
Willamette River Overlay in Chapter 600 of the Salem Revised Code (SRC). The established 
policy framework in Section IV.O of the SACP and the regulations and standards in Chapter 
600 of the SRC are acknowledged.  

Because roads and highways are not generally considered a river-dependent or river-related 
use under Goal 15, a Greenway goal exception must be approved as a first step, consistent 
with Policy 7 above.  

Compliance with the other relevant policies in Section IV.O of the SACP will be addressed 
in the subsequent Greenway Development Permitting process set out in Chapter 600 
(Willamette River Greenway) of the Salem Revised Code.  

Additional findings addressing Salem Revised Code procedures and criteria for a legislative 
plan amendment are provided in Chapter 7 (Section 7.1.1) and incorporated by this 
reference. 

  

                                                      
191 See Chapter 64.015(8) of the Salem Revised Code.  
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6 Findings Addressing Other Statewide 
Planning Goals and Administrative Rules 

This chapter considers and makes findings addressing:  

• Relevant Statewide Planning Goals and related Administrative Rules. The Statewide 
Goals are applicable to all of the plan amendments (UGB Amendment, Greenway 
Goal Exception, and amendments to the Salem TSP and Polk County TSP).  

• The findings generally address the consolidated plan amendments for the Preferred 
Alternative as a whole. However, the findings addressing Goal 5 (mineral aggregate 
site) are only applicable to the UGB Amendment.  

• Findings in other chapters are cross-referenced for Goal 12 (Transportation – 
addressed in Chapters 3 and 4), Goal 14 (Urbanization – addressed in Chapter 3) and 
Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway – addressed in Chapter 5).  

The foundation of Oregon’s statewide planning program is a set of 19 Statewide Planning 
Goals. The goals express the state’s policies on land use and related topics, such as citizen 
involvement, housing, and natural resources. LCDC has adopted administrative rules to 
provide guidance on complying with many (but not all) of the Statewide Planning Goals.  

Oregon’s statewide goals are achieved through local comprehensive planning. State law 
requires each city and county to adopt a comprehensive plan and zoning and land division 
ordinances needed to implement the plan. When LCDC officially approves a local 
government’s plan, the plan is acknowledged and it then becomes the controlling document 
for land use in the geographic area covered by that plan. The City of Salem, the City of 
Keizer, Polk County and Marion County all have acknowledged comprehensive plans and 
transportation system plans (which are components of the comprehensive plans). 

As described in Chapter 1 of this report, the City of Salem has initiated a consolidated 
package of comprehensive plan amendments (UGB Amendment, Greenway Goal Exception 
and Salem TSP Amendments) required to authorize components of the Preferred 
Alternative. Polk County has initiated related amendments to the Polk County TSP. The 
statewide planning goals apply to plan amendments.   

6.1 State Post-Acknowledgement Plan Amendment Procedures 
6.1.1 ORS 197.610 and ORS 197.626 
Before a local government adopts a change to an acknowledged comprehensive plan or a 
land use regulation, ORS 197.610 provides the statutory framework for submittal of a Post-
Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) to the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD). This statute is implemented through OAR 660, Division 18 and 
criteria and findings are provided in Section 6.1.2 below.  
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ORS 197.626 addresses submission of land use decisions that expand an urban growth 
boundary or designate urban or rural reserves. 197.626(1)(b) provides:  

 (1) A local government shall submit for review and the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission shall review the following final land use decisions in the 
manner provided for review of a work task under ORS 197.633: 

(b) An amendment of an urban growth boundary by a city with a population of 
2,500 or more within its urban growth boundary that adds more than 50 acres to the 
area within the urban growth boundary. 

ORS 197.626 is implemented through OAR 660-024-0080: 

A metropolitan service district that amends its UGB to include more than 100 acres, 
or a city with a population of 2,500 or more within its UGB that amends the UGB to 
include more than 50 acres shall submit the amendment to the Commission in the 
manner provided for periodic review under ORS 197.628 to 197.650 and OAR 660-
025-0175.  

The City of Salem (with a population of more than 2,500) is initiating the proposed 
amendment to add about 35 acres to the UGB to accommodate components of the Preferred 
Alternative for the SRC Project. The size of the UGB expansion (less than 50 acres) does not 
trigger the requirements of ORS 197.296 or OAR 660-024-0080 to submit the final land use 
decision to LCDC in the manner provided for periodic review.  

6.1.2 OAR 660, Division 18 
6.1.2.1 660-018-0020 Notice of a Proposed Change to a Comprehensive Plan or Land Use 

Regulation 
Criteria - OAR 660-018-0010 Definitions: 
As defined in OAR 660-018-0010(1)(a): 

(a) “A change” to an acknowledged comprehensive plan or land use regulation 
means an amendment to the plan or implementing land use regulations, including 
an amendment to the plan text or map. This term includes additions and deletions to 
the acknowledged plan or regulations, the adoption of a new plan or regulation, or 
the repeal of an acknowledged plan or regulation.  

Findings - OAR 660-018-0010: 
The consolidated package of plan amendments for the Preferred Alternative includes 
proposed amendments to the text of the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan, the Salem 
Revised Code and the Salem TSP; amendments to the Comprehensive Plan Map (for the 35 
acres added to the UGB); and amendments to maps in the Salem TSP. The consolidated 
package includes additions and deletions to the acknowledged plan and regulations. 
Therefore, the consolidated package of plan amendments included in the Post-
Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) notice meets the definition in OAR 660-018-
0010(1)(a).  
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Criteria - OAR 660-018-0020 Notice of a Proposed Change to a Comprehensive Plan or Land Use 
Regulation: 

(1) Before a local government adopts a change to an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan or a land use regulation, unless circumstances described in OAR 660-018-0022 
apply, the local government shall submit the proposed change to the department, 
including the information described in section (2) of this rule. The local government 
must submit the proposed change to the director at the department’s Salem office at 
least 35 days before holding the first evidentiary hearing on adoption of the proposed 
change.  

(2) The submittal must include applicable forms provided by the department, be in a 
format acceptable to the department, and include all of the following materials:  

(a) The text of the proposed change to the comprehensive plan or land use regulation 
implementing the plan, as provided in section (3) of this rule;  

(b) If a comprehensive plan map or zoning map is created or altered by the proposed 
change, a copy of the relevant portion of the map that is created or altered;  

(c) A brief narrative summary of the proposed change and any supplemental 
information that the local government believes may be useful to inform the director 
and members of the public of the effect of the proposed change;  

(d) The date set for the first evidentiary hearing;  

(e) The notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763 regarding a 
quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable; and  

(f) Any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when the 
staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.  

(3) The proposed text submitted to comply with subsection (2)(a) of this rule must 
include all of the proposed wording to be added to or deleted from the acknowledged 
plan or land use regulations. A general description of the proposal or its purpose, by 
itself, is not sufficient. For map changes, the material submitted to comply with 
Subsection (2)(b) must include a graphic depiction of the change; a legal description, 
tax account number, address or similar general description, by itself, is not 
sufficient. If a goal exception is proposed, the submittal must include the proposed 
wording of the exception.  

(4) If a local government proposes a change to an acknowledged comprehensive plan 
or a land use regulation solely for the purpose of conforming the plan and 
regulations to new requirements in a land use statute, statewide land use planning 
goal, or a rule implementing the statutes or goals, the local government may adopt 
such a change without holding a public hearing, notwithstanding contrary 
provisions of state and local law, provided:  

(a) The local government provides notice to the department of the proposed change 
identifying it as a change described under this section, and includes the materials 
described in section (2) of this rule, 35 days before the proposed change is adopted by 
the local government, and  
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(b) The department confirms in writing prior to the adoption of the change that the 
only effect of the proposed change is to conform the comprehensive plan or the land 
use regulations to the new requirements.  

(5) For purposes of computation of time for the 35-day notice under this rule and 
OAR 660-018-0035(1)(c), the proposed change is considered to have been 
“submitted” on the day that paper copies or an electronic file of the applicable notice 
forms and other documents required by section (2) this rule are received or, if mailed, 
on the date of mailing. The materials must be mailed to or received by the 
department at its Salem office. 

Findings - OAR 660-018-0020(1)-(3): 
The City of Salem submitted the PAPA notice to DLCD on September 8, 2016.192 The notice 
was submitted at least 35 days prior to the first scheduled date for the first evidentiary 
hearing as required by 660-018-0020(1) and (2).  

The PAPA notice includes the required information specified in 660-018-0020(2): 

• The text of proposed changes to the comprehensive plan (SACP and Salem TSP) and 
land use regulations implementing the plan are shown in underline/strikeout 
format.  

• Copies of the Salem Area Comprehensive Plan Map and Polk County 
Comprehensive Plan Map that are being altered for the 35 acre UGB expansion (with 
proposed plan designations). Copies of TSP maps that are being altered (for the SRC 
Preferred Alternative). 

• Brief narrative summary of the proposed changes.  
• The date set for the first evidentiary hearing on October 12, 2016.  
• The plan amendments will be processed under legislative procedures and notice 

requirements for a quasi-judicial hearing are not applicable. The City will provide 
the public notice required for legislative amendments, and will also provide a 
broader courtesy notice regarding the proposed amendments at least 20 days prior to 
the first evidentiary hearing.  

• The PAPA notice noted that that the staff report will be available at least 7 days prior 
to the first evidentiary hearing and how a copy may be obtained.  

The PAPA notice includes the required information specified in 660-018-0020(3): 

• The proposed text submitted with the PAPA notice included all of the proposed 
wording to be added to or deleted from the acknowledged plan (SACP, Salem TSP, 
and Salem Greenway Plan). In addition, maps and a surveyed legal description for 
the 35 acres proposed to be added to the UGB were provided.  

• The consolidated package of plan amendments includes a Greenway goal exception 
(no other exceptions are required). The PAPA submittal includes information from 

                                                      
192 The PAPA notice is included in the record on the web site http://www.cityofsalem.net/CA16-04 

http://www.cityofsalem.net/CA16-04
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the Land Use Technical Report Addendum for the FEIS that includes the wording of 
the exception and supporting information and analysis. 

Findings - OAR 660-018-0020(4): 
This section is not applicable to the consolidated plan amendments for the Salem River 
Crossing Project Preferred Alternative.  

Findings - OAR 660-018-0020(5): 
The proposed changes were “submitted” on September 8, 2016 via electronic filing.  

6.1.2.2 660-018-0021 Joint Submittal of Notices and Changes 
Criteria - OAR 660-018-0021(1): 

(1) Where two or more local governments are required by plan provisions, 
coordination agreements, statutes or goals to agree on and mutually adopt a change 
to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation, the local governments shall jointly 
submit the notice required in OAR 660-018-0020 and, if the change is adopted, the 
decision and materials required by OAR 660-018-0040. Notice of such proposed 
changes must be jointly submitted at least 35 days prior to the first evidentiary 
hearing. For purposes of notice and appeal, the date of the decision is the date of the 
last local government’s adoption of the change. 

Findings - OAR 660-018-0021(1): 
Amending the Salem-Keizer UGB requires concurrence by the City of Salem, City of Keizer, 
Polk County and Marion County. The footprint of the SRC Preferred Alternative directly 
impacts land within the jurisdiction of the City of Salem and Polk County. The PAPA notice 
lists the four jurisdictions that must agree on and mutually adopt the proposed plan 
amendment to expand the UGB by about 35 acres to accommodate the components of the 
Preferred Alternative that extend outside of the current UGB. For purposes of notice and 
appeal, the date of the decision will be the date of the last local government’s adoption of 
the change (City of Salem, 2nd reading of final ordinance).  

The City of Salem has sole jurisdiction for the Greenway Goal Exception and amendments to 
the Salem TSP. Polk County has sole jurisdiction for amendments to the Polk County TSP.  

Criteria - OAR 660-018-0021(2): 
(2) For purposes of this rule, a change to a comprehensive plan or land use 
regulation that requires two or more local governments to agree on and mutually 
adopt the change includes, but is not limited to, the establishment or amendment of 
an urban growth boundary or urban reserve by a city and county in the manner 
specified in Goal 14.  

Findings - OAR 660-018-0021(2): 
As noted above, only the proposed UGB amendment requires four jurisdictions (Salem, 
Keizer, Polk County and Marion County) to concur with and mutually adopt the changes.  
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6.2 Statewide Planning Goals 
6.2.1  Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement) 

To develop a citizen involvement program that ensures the opportunity for citizens 
to be involved in all phases of the planning process.  

Findings – Goal 1:  
Generally, Goal 1 is satisfied when a local government follows the public involvement 
procedures set out in its acknowledged comprehensive plan and land use regulations. 
Outreach and citizen involvement have been a central part of the NEPA environmental 
process for the SRC project for about ten years. The project is complex, with many 
stakeholders and interest groups wanting to participate. Therefore, establishing a decision-
making process was a key element of the project. The Oversight Team, Task Force, and 
Project Management Team established the project’s public involvement program around the 
following major decision points: 

• Establish Decision Process and Structure 
• Define Purpose and Need 
• Establish Evaluation Framework  
• Develop a Range of Alternatives 
• Screen Alternatives for the DEIS  
• Identify the Preferred Alternative 

The first five of these decision points featured public involvement activities that included 
briefings, newsletters, open houses, an interactive project Web site, and online surveys. 
Additional public involvement activities and outreach occurred after publication of the 
DEIS.193  

The Salem River Crossing Project EIS Public Involvement Summary (CH2M HILL, July 2016)194 
provides a detailed summary of public involvement in three distinct phases:  

• Prior to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
• Draft Environmental Impact Statement Phase (including Key Issues & Themes)  
• After the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

As summarized in Section 1.1 (Introduction, page 1) of this Findings Report, the project 
Oversight Team initially recommended DEIS Alternative 4D as the Preferred Alternative to 
the partner jurisdictions. Alternative 4D provided the largest increase in vehicle carrying 
capacity, but it also created larger environmental and community impacts and had a higher 
cost relative to other alternatives. After the initial Oversight Team recommendation, Salem 
City Council conducted a series of work sessions and a public hearing process between 
November 2012 and May 2013 to discuss the preliminary recommendation of Alternative 
4D, its potential impacts, and various options and alternatives. A city website was 
                                                      
193 Salem River Crossing DEIS, Chapter 5 Public Involvement and Coordination.  
 
194 Include or provide a link to this Report on Salem’s project website.  
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established to provide public access to the information provided to Council at these work 
sessions and opportunities for public input at subsequent public meetings.  

Ultimately, Salem City Council rejected Alternative 4D and instead proposed a hybrid 
alternative that was intended to focus transportation improvements on what is most 
important to the City of Salem, and to minimize the negative environmental and community 
impacts associated with Alternative 4D.  

Relative to Alternative 4D, the Preferred Alternative reduces the potential negative impacts 
by limiting the size of the bridge (4 lanes instead or 6 lanes), and reducing the amount of 
elevated structure on both sides of the river. Following refinements, the Oversight Team and 
partner jurisdictions endorsed the alternative recommended by the City of Salem as the 
Preferred Alternative to advance in the consolidated Plan Amendments and the Final EIS 
(FEIS).  

The City of Salem is initiating the consolidated plan amendments required for the Salem 
River Crossing Preferred Alternative in accordance with established Legislative code 
procedures for Major Comprehensive Plan Amendments in Chapters 64 and 300 of the 
Salem Revised Code. This process includes the following steps:  

• Salem City Council initiation of Major Plan Amendment(s) by Resolution. This step 
occurred on August 8, 2016 with Council approval of Resolution No. 2016-35 to 
initiate Major Comprehensive Plan Amendments pertaining to the Salem River 
Crossing Preferred Alternative. Council also held a work session on this topic on 
August 1, 2016. The City of Keizer, Marion County and Polk County have also 
adopted Resolutions to initiate the plan amendment process for the UGB 
Amendment.  

• Prior to the initial public hearing, the proposed plan amendments will require 35-
day notification to the Director of the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and 
Development pursuant to SRC 300.1110(d). Because the UGB amendment affects 
land under Polk County jurisdiction, Salem and Polk County will send a joint Post-
Acknowledgement Plan Amendment (PAPA) notice to DLCD. The UGB amendment 
also requires notice and coordination with the City of Keizer and Marion County, 
who must participate and concur in the land use decision. The joint PAPA notice for 
the consolidate plan amendments was submitted to DLCD on September 8, 2016.  

• Polk County, Marion County and the City of Keizer also passed Resolutions to 
initiate the process to amend the regional UGB.  

• The City of Salem has established a website to provide public access to all plan 
amendment materials, including initiation resolutions, staff reports, evidence in the 
record, public hearing notices, minutes of public hearings, etc. The City web site 
http://www.cityofsalem.net/CA16-04 that will be maintained through the plan 
amendment process. 

• Mailed public notice will be provided prior to first evidentiary hearing to those 
entitled to mailed notice under SRC 300.1110(e)(1). Salem will provide a “courtesy 

http://www.cityofsalem.net/CA16-04
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notice” of the proposed plan amendments beyond the notice requirements for a 
legislative amendment.  

• A joint public hearing of the Salem City Council, Keizer City Council, Keizer 
Planning Commission, Marion County Board of Commissioners, Polk County Board 
of Commissioners and Polk County Planning Commission has been scheduled and 
noticed for October 12, 2016.  

• The UGB amendment requires concurrent review and action by the City of Salem, 
Polk County, the City of Keizer, and Marion County. The Salem TSP Amendments 
and Greenway Goal Exception are within Salem’s jurisdiction and do not require 
concurrent action by the other jurisdictions.  

In coordination with the City of Salem, Polk County has initiated amendments to the Polk 
County Comprehensive Plan in accordance with the procedures and criteria for Legislative 
Plan Amendments in Chapter 115 of the Polk County Zoning Ordinance. The Polk County 
Plan amendments are required to apply the Urban Reserve plan designation to the land 
added to the UGB and to adopt targeted amendments to the Polk County TSP to reflect the 
Preferred Alternative.  

In summary, there has been a long history of public involvement in the NEPA process for 
the SRC Project195, with additional opportunities provided for input to refine the Preferred 
Alternative (from the originally recommended 4D) to reduce the project footprint and 
impacts to community and natural resources – while still achieving important community 
goals regarding connectivity and redundancy. By following the public involvement and 
notice procedures set out in the acknowledged City of Salem and Polk County 
comprehensive plans and land use regulations for Major/Legislative Plan Amendments, 
including regional procedures for public involvement and concurrency on amendments to 
the Salem/Keizer UGB, Goal 1 is met.  

6.2.2 Goal 2 (Land Use Planning) 
To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all 
decisions and actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for 
such decisions and actions. 

Findings – Goal 2: 
 Goal 2, Part I requires that actions related to land use be consistent with acknowledged 
comprehensive plans of cities and counties. The footprint of the Preferred Alternative 
directly impacts land within the city limits of Salem and unincorporated Polk County. 
Therefore, the acknowledged Salem Area Comprehensive Plan (SACP) and Polk County 
Comprehensive Plan are applicable to the proposed comprehensive plan amendments (UGB 
Amendment, Greenway Goal Exception and amendments to City of Salem and Polk County 
TSPs). Regional Procedures and Policies applicable to amendment of the Salem-Keizer UGB 
are included in Section III of the SACP and referenced in the Keizer Comprehensive Plan. 
Compliance with the relevant policies of the applicable comprehensive plans is primarily 

                                                      
195 Detailed in the Salem River Crossing Project EIS Public Involvement Summary, July 2016. 
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address in Chapter 7 of this Findings Report (Findings in Support of Plan Amendments 
Package: Local Policies and Regulations).  

Goal 2, Part I also requires coordination with affected governments and agencies, evaluation 
of alternatives, and an adequate factual base to support land use decisions. In developing 
the DEIS and selecting the Preferred Alternative, the City of Salem, ODOT and FHWA (the 
lead agencies) engaged in significant coordination efforts over an approximately ten year 
period with affected governments and agencies, including but not limited to officials with 
Polk and Marion Counties, the City of Keizer, the Mid-Willamette Valley Council of 
Governments, Salem-Keizer Transit, representatives of the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development, and other state and federal agencies and local and regional 
officials. The groups formed to carry out specific project roles (Project Management Team, 
Task Force, and Oversight Team), are described in Chapter 5 of the DEIS.196 

In accordance with NEPA, cooperating and participating agencies were involved in the 
development of the Purpose and Need Statement and the Range of Alternatives. The DEIS 
evaluated a No Build Alternative and eight Build Alternatives in three specific crossing 
locations as summarized in Chapter 2 of this Findings Report. The DEIS provides the 
substantive factual base to support the decisions on the consolidated plan amendments. 
Because the Preferred Alternative represents a hybrid of Build alternatives evaluated in the 
DEIS, updated technical reports and traffic modeling for the Preferred Alternative 
developed for the FEIS will be entered into the record for the consolidated plan amendment 
to supplement the factual base for the decisions on the plan amendments.  

The consolidated plan amendments, together with the supporting documents and evidence 
submitted in support of the plan amendments, provide the factual base to support the 
proposed plan amendments. For these reasons, the plan amendments are consistent with 
Goal 2, Part I.  

Goal 2, Part II sets out the standards for goal exceptions. An exception to Goal 15 
(Willamette River Greenway) is required for the portions of the new bridge crossing and 
related transportation improvements that are within the acknowledged Willamette River 
Greenway Overlay for the City of Salem. The findings justifying the Greenway Goal 
Exception are included in Chapter 5 of this report. Goal exceptions are not required for the 
UGB amendment or TSP amendments.  

6.2.3 Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) 
To preserve and maintain agricultural lands.  

Findings – Goal 3: 
 Goal 3 requires counties to preserve and maintain agricultural lands for farm uses. Counties 
must inventory agricultural lands and protect them by adopting exclusive farm use zones 
consistent with ORS 215.203. The majority of the footprint for the Preferred Alternative is 
located within the existing Salem-Keizer UGB and Goal 3 does not apply within the UGB. In 

                                                      
196 DEIS, Chapter 5 – Public Involvement and Coordination, Section 5.1. 
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addition, Goal 3 is not applicable to amendment of a UGB under LCDC’s Goal 14 
administrative rule.197  

However, statute and rule198 establish priorities for consideration of which land to include 
when expanding a UGB, with land designated in an acknowledged comprehensive plan for 
agriculture or forestry identified as the fourth (lowest) priority. The findings in Section 
3.1.5.3 (page 125) document that the statutory land priorities  have been followed for the 
proposed UGB amendment, and there are reasons why approximately 35 acres of lower 
priority designated Agricultural land should be included in the Salem-Keizer UGB based on 
characteristics necessary for land to be suitable for the identified transportation need. As 
authorized by the Goal 14 rule and the Polk County Comprehensive Plan, EFU zoning will 
be retained for the land added to the UGB until annexation. In summary, Goal 3 is not 
directly applicable to the consolidated plan amendments but agricultural lands have been 
considered as part of the consideration of UGB alternatives.  

6.2.4 Goal 4 (Forest Lands) 
To conserve forest lands.  

Findings – Goal 4: 
As with Goal 3, Goal 4 is not applicable within the existing UGB and it does not apply to 
amendment of a UGB. In addition, the Polk County Comprehensive Plan Map does not 
include designated forest lands within the footprint of the Preferred Alternative or in the 
vicinity of the proposed UGB amendment. Therefore, Goal 4 is not applicable to the 
proposed plan amendments.  

6.2.5 Goal 5 (Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources) 
To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historical areas and open spaces.  

Findings – Goal 5: 
OAR, Division 23 implements Goal 5 and includes procedures and requirements for 
complying with Goal 5. This division establishes procedures and criteria for inventorying 
and evaluating Goal resources and for developing land use programs to conserve and 
protect significant Goal 5 resources. This division explains how local governments apply 
Goal 5 when conducting periodic review and when amending acknowledged 
comprehensive plans and land use regulations.  

Local governments are not required to apply Goal 5 in post-acknowledgement plan 
amendment proceedings unless the amendment affects a Goal 5 resource to allow new uses 
that could be conflicting uses with a particular significant Goal 5 resource site. Under 
LCDC’s Goal 14 administrative rule, for a UGB amendment, Goal 5 rules apply only in areas 
added to the UGB. 199  

As shown on Figure 26, the proposed UGB amendment impacts a portion of an aggregate 
site on the west side of the Willamette River and north of Wallace Marine Park. The site is 

                                                      
197 OAR 660-024-0020(1)(b).  
198 ORS 197A and OAR 660-024-0067(2), for cities outside of Metro. 
199 OAR 660-024-0020(1)(c). 
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designated for Agricultural use in the Polk County Comprehensive Plan and is zoned for 
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) (see Figure 8). In 1992, the Polk County Commission adopted 
Ordinance 92-9 and designated the approximately 350-acre site as a significant aggregate 
resource site in the Polk County Comprehensive Plan. 200 Ordinance No. 92-9 documents 
the Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy (ESEE) analysis that balanced protection of 
the significant resource (aggregate) with potential conflicting uses as required by Goal 5. 
Based on the ESEE analysis, the County applied the Mineral Aggregate (MA) Overlay Zone 
to the approximately 350-acre aggregate extraction area and impact area. Figure 30 provides 
an aerial overview of the aggregate mining area and parcel and ownership patterns in the 
vicinity.  

The Goal 5 rule (OAR 660, Division 23) was amended in 1996, and new rules took effect on 
September 1, 1996. 660-023-0180 focuses on Mineral and Aggregate Resources. As set forth 
in 660-023-0180(1)(c):  

An “Existing site” is an aggregate site that meets the requirements of subsection 
(3)(a) of this rule and was lawfully operating , or was included on an inventory of 
significant aggregate sites in an acknowledged plan, on September 1, 1996.  

660-023-0180(3)(a) provides:  

A representative set of samples of aggregate material in the deposit on the site meets 
applicable Oregon Department of Transportation specifications for base rock for air 
degradation, abrasion, and soundness, and the estimated amount of material is more 
than 2,000,000 tons in the Willamette Valley, or more than 500,000 tons outside the 
Willamette Valley.  

Therefore, the “existing site” meets both tests under the amended Goal 5 rule: it was 
included on an inventory of significant aggregate site in the acknowledged Polk County 
Plan in 1992, the aggregate material meets applicable ODOT specifications and the 
estimated amount of material far exceeds 2,000,000 tons. 

The remaining provisions of 660-023-0180 apply to post-acknowledgement plan 
amendments (PAPA) for mineral aggregate resources that are not an “existing site” or an 
“expansion area.” Therefore, those provisions are not applicable to the proposed UGB 
amendment.  

Findings to address the significant aggregate site are set forth in Sections 6.2.5.1 and 6.2.5.2 
below.  

6.2.5.1 Significant Aggregate Site 
In 1992, the Polk County Commission adopted Ordinance 92-9 and included the 
approximately 350-acre Riverbend Road site as a significant aggregate resource site in the 
Polk County Comprehensive Plan. As part of Ordinance 92-9, the County applied the 
Mineral and Aggregate (MA) Overlay Zone (see Figure 26) to the base Exclusive Farm Use 

                                                      
200 Ordinance No. 92-9. In the Matter of the Inventory of Significant Mineral and Aggregate Resources Plan Amendment 91-
3/Zone Change 91-5: Site #3 – Riverbend Road, adopted by Polk County Commissioners, May 13, 1992.  



FINDINGS ADDRESSING OTHER STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS AND ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 234 
 

(EFU) zone to authorize the mining and processing of the aggregate resources on the 350-
acre site.201  

Goal 5 ESEE Analysis  
Key findings from Ordinance 92-9 and the Goal 5 Economic, Social, Environmental and 
Energy (ESEE) analysis pertaining to the subject site were adopted as part of the Polk 
County Comprehensive Plan and are briefly summarized below (with emphasis added for 
bold text).  

1. The site is situated on alluvial bottom land between the present Willamette River 
channel on the east and an abandoned meander channel on the west. The meander is 
partially filled year-round and is inundated during high water and flood periods. 
Floodplain mapping by the Corps of Engineers shows a majority of the site within 
the 100-year floodplain. 

2. There has been mining activity on the site since the 1940s and 1950s. Prior to the 1992 
plan amendment, the mining operation utilized about 30 acres, with 10 acres actively 
mined.  

3. It is anticipated that when the site is fully developed, it will utilize an extraction 
area of about 200 to 250 acres within the larger 350-acre Mineral Aggregate Overlay 
shown on Figure 27. It is anticipated that the operation will be phased in over an 
extended period of time. The ultimate operation will include wet (underwater) 
extraction areas and associated roads, outbuildings, processing facilities, and 
stockpiling areas.  

4. Soils in the project area are of good quality, originating as deposit by the river during 
high water periods. SCS soil capability classes range from Class I through Class VI. 
Depth to groundwater can be minimal in the lower area closest to the river because 
of the influence of the river.  

5. Test data show that the aggregate from the site exceeds ODOT source qualification 
standards and that the available amount of aggregate material on the site is 
approximately 23 million cubic yards. The operation will supply sand and gravel 
for use in the greater Salem and Polk County area.  

6. The findings note that Goal 5 aggregate extraction sites are generally accompanied 
by some degree of noise, dust, odor, vibration, traffic, water quality, site alteration 
and visual impacts. The findings also document that the extraction technology 
(dredge) used to mine the gravel provides significant reduction in impacts relative to 
a dry land quarry operation.  

7. For purposes of the Goal 5 ESEE analysis, the operator identified an impact area to 
analyze potential conflicting uses. The impact area generally extended 750 feet from 
the boundary of the extraction area. However, the impact area was limited on the 
south where Wallace Marine Park and the Salem city limits are adjacent to the 
aggregate site. In this location, the impact area was limited to land within Polk 
County’s jurisdiction.  

8. The findings concluded that the reduction from the 750-foot impact area will have 
little effect on the impacts created by the aggregate use because Wallace Marine Park 

                                                      
201 Ordinance No. 92-9. In the Matter of the Inventory of Significant Mineral and Aggregate Resource Plan Amendment 91-
3/Zone Change 91-5: Site #3 – Riverbend Road, adopted by Polk County Commissioners, May 13, 1992.  
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will be shielded from the aggregate operation by a 200-foot to 400-foot buffer of 
trees.  

9. Within the impact area, the ESEE analysis considered 12 permitted uses and 28 
conditional uses authorized in the underlying EFU zone. A specific finding noted 
that public road and highway uses allowed in the EFU zone are uses that would 
not be adversely affected by the impacts of an aggregate site. The findings 
concluded that these uses are not considered conflicting uses with the aggregate 
operation within the impact area.  

10. The findings also noted that the extraction area is adjacent to the Willamette River 
and the Willamette River Greenway (Note: the portion of the Willamette River 
Greenway within the footprint of the Preferred Alternative is within Salem’s 
jurisdiction). The extraction area will be either 150 feet from the Willamette River or 
50 feet west of the boundary of the tree buffer along the river, whichever is greater. 
Therefore, the findings concluded that the adjacent Greenway boundary does not 
create a conflicting use with the proposed aggregate site. The findings also 
concluded that the setback will be sufficient to protect other designated Polk County 
Goal 5 resources (Willamette River riparian area and scenic view further north of the 
Preferred Alternative).  

11. Based on the analysis, potentially conflicting uses fell into the following broad 
categories: (a) dwellings, (b) churches, (c) schools, and (d) parks, playgrounds and 
other recreational uses. The ESEE analysis examined the possible noise, dust, 
vibration, traffic, water quality, site alteration and visual impacts that the Goal 5 
aggregate resource might have on these potential conflicting uses in and beyond the 
impact area.  

12. Because of large lot ownership patterns and minimum lot size standards (associated 
with EFU zoning), flood plain designation and agricultural use of the area 
surrounding the proposed aggregate site, the County found that it was unlikely that 
conflicting uses such as dwellings, churches, schools and parks would be proposed 
or allowed in the impact area in the future (see Figures 8 and 30). 

13. Under the provisions of the Mineral and Aggregate Overlay (174.090), no new 
“sensitive use” shall be located within the impact area determined through the ESEE 
analysis unless agreed upon in writing by the owner of the sensitive use and the 
owner or operator of the mining operation. The category of “sensitive uses” includes 
but is not limited to the following EFU uses: 1) farm dwelling, 2) churches, 3) public 
or private schools, 4) golf course, 5) parks, playgrounds, hunting and fishing 
preserves, and campgrounds.  

14. Given the nature of the proposed aggregate operation at the site and the 
development standards imposed by the Mineral and Aggregate Overlay Zone, the 
County found that the aggregate use and conflicting uses can both be allowed 
subject to certain reasonable limitations (which resolve potential conflicts but do not 
significantly restrict any uses), to balance the uses and protect each other. The site-
specific Development Plan requirements of the Mineral and Aggregate Overlay Zone 
provide the Goal 5 program to protect the aggregate resource and minimize impacts.  

15. The following findings relating to Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) were approved by the 
County as part of the ESEE analysis and decision. “We find that although some 
agricultural land may be lost in extracting aggregate from the site, the amount of 
this loss is insignificant in comparison to the total agricultural land base in the 
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county. In addition, we find that the proposed aggregate use will not conflict with 
the agricultural uses in adjacent areas. We find that agricultural use is being made 
of the subject property directly adjacent to the existing aggregate operation, and that 
such close proximity can continue in the future. We find, therefore, that the 
aggregate mining activities will not force a significant change in or significantly 
increase the cost of accepted farming practices in the area and the proposed 
aggregate site will not conflict with the preservation and maintenance of 
agricultural lands.” (See Figures 30 and 31). 

16. Prior to commencement of expanded mining operations, PA 92-9 required that the 
operator submit a site development plan in compliance with the standards under 
PCZO 174.060. Conditions regarding required improvements to River Bend Road 
and Wallace Road were also specified in the decision. A reclamation plan (to be 
approved by DOGAMI) was also required to be submitted concurrently with the site 
development plan.  

Reclamation Plan and Site Development Plan  
The operator obtained approval of a Development, Mining & Reclamation Plan (DMRP) and  
operating permit (#27-0033) from DOGAMI in 1996. The operator also obtained approval of 
a site development plan in compliance with the standards of the Mineral and Aggregate 
Overlay (PCZO 174.060) from Polk County.  

Key permit information from Development, Mining & Reclamation Plan approved by 
DOGAMI is summarized below.  

1. Pre-Mine Conditions: The land which is not actively involved in mining is being 
leased for the growth of annual food crops and perennial berry crops. The intent is to 
continue to lease for farm use the acreage that is not intended for mining in the next 
1-2 years. This will enable continued farm use of the property for as long as possible 
before it is mined.  

2. Operating Plan: The method of mining will be pond excavation (underwater 
mining). The first mining phase will be the south section of the property. The second 
phase will be the north section of the property. As stated in the operating plan, this 
southerly area is the most likely area in which conflicting uses would develop, and it 
is best to commence and complete mining operations in this area in the first phase. 
The mining operations will be conducted in a longitudinal cell by cell type of mining.  

3. Mining Methods: The dragline is the preferred method of underwater mining due to 
the operating capabilities and efficiencies that will be required for the production 
levels desired. Cemented strata are found in the area at about 30-50’ depth.  

4. Post Mining Land Use: There will be one post-mining water impoundment with an 
average depth of 30 feet and a surface area of approximately 325 acres, with in-water 
slopes of 3:1 to a depth of 6 feet below water level. The water source for the 
impoundment will be groundwater. To enhance the refuge for fish and wildlife, 
ponds with islands, irregular shorelines, and fish structures will be constructed.  

 
In addition to construction of wildlife refuge areas, the DMRP notes other potential post-
mining beneficial uses of the permit area include the possible addition of a water recreation 
area to Wallace Marine Park and aquaculture.  
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Impacts of the Preferred Alternative on the Significant Aggregate Site 
Figure 30 shows an aerial view of the Preferred Alternative relative to the Surface Mining 
Overlay. It is clear that mining has occurred in the southerly portion of the site, underneath 
the proposed bridge crossing structure, consistent with the Goal 5 ESEE analysis and site 
plans for the aggregate operation approved by Polk County, DOGAMI, and other agencies 
(such as DEQ).  

As can be seen on Figure 30, aggregate mining has not extended to the northerly half of the 
approximately 350-acre site within the Surface Mining Overlay. Substantial aggregate 
reserves are approved and available for long-term extraction in the northerly portion of the 
site.  

City of Salem staff has coordinated with the mining operator and staff with Polk County 
and DOGAMI to explore the impacts of the Preferred Alternative on the significant 
aggregate site. Based on currently available information:  

• Based on conversations with DOGAMI staff, aggregate extraction to the cemented 
strata layer (depth of about 35 feet) within the southerly boundary of the approved 
extraction area has been completed or is expected to be completed in the future 
(depending on market conditions). Several key milestones are required before 
construction of the Preferred Alternative can proceed, including but not limited to 
approval of the plan amendments, completion of the FEIS and issuance of the Record 
of Decision for the SRC project, and pursuit of local, regional, state and federal 
funding options for the project, which could be pursued in phases. Therefore, it is 
feasible and likely that aggregate extraction in the southerly portion of the Mineral 
Aggregate Overlay, under the segment of the structure extending west of the river to 
Marine Drive, would be completed long before there would be a need to acquire 
right-of-way in this area and place piers within the resulting water impoundment.  

• The placement of piers within the southerly portion of the extraction area will not 
conflict with or preclude continued aggregate extraction north of the proposed 
bridge crossing.  

• The Preferred Alternative will not conflict with long-term plans for reclamation of 
the aggregate site (post-mining water impoundment with an average depth of 30 feet 
and a surface area of approximately 325 acres). Post-mining beneficial uses include 
fish and wildlife refuge areas and possible addition of a water recreation area to 
Wallace Marine Park.  

• If the aggregate owner/operator agrees to the bridge crossing use in writing as 
authorized by Section 174.090 of the Polk County Zoning Ordinance, no action is 
required by Polk County to amend the significant aggregate inventory in the Polk 
County Comprehensive Plan, the ESEE analysis, or the site plan approval for the 
aggregate operation.  

• DOGAMI has indicated that the approved operating permit and reclamation plan 
would not need to be amended to allow for the bridge crossing over the aggregate 
site.  
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With the exception of the aggregate site, Polk County’s acknowledged Comprehensive Plan 
does not identify other significant Goal 5 resources on the 35 acres proposed to be added to 
the UGB to accommodate portions of the Preferred Alternative. While the Polk County 
Comprehensive Plan identifies the Willamette River as a “scenic resource”, the portion of 
the Willamette River underneath and abutting the bridge crossing for the Preferred 
Alternative is within Salem’s land use jurisdiction (see Figure 4).  

6.2.6 Goal 6 (Air, Water and Land Resources Quality) 
To maintain and improve the quality of air, water, and land resources of the state.  

Findings – Goal 6:  
LCDC has not adopted an administrative rule to implement Goal 6. In the context of 
comprehensive plan amendments, a local government complies with Goal 6 by explaining 
why it is reasonable to expect that the proposed uses authorized by the plan amendments 
will be able to satisfy applicable federal and state environmental standards, including air 
and water quality standards.202 

6.2.6.1 Air Quality 
Section 3.15 of the DEIS and the Air Quality Technical Report Addendum (CH2M Hill, 2016) 
address air quality regulations. The Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990, is the federal law 
that governs air quality. This law sets standards for the quantity of pollutants that can be in 
the air. Standards have been established for six criteria pollutants that have been linked to 
potential health concerns. EPA designates a region a “nonattainment area” when one or 
more monitoring stations in the region fail to attain the relevant standard. Areas that were 
previously designated as nonattainment areas but now meet the standard are called 
“maintenance areas”.  

The Preferred Alternative is located in an area currently designated as “maintenance” for 
carbon monoxide (CO2) and as “in attainment” for all other criteria pollutants. In 1978, EPA 
designated the project area as a “nonattainment” area for CO2. Since then, vehicle emission 
standards have become progressively more restrictive and CO2 emissions from motor 
vehicles have declined steadily. CO2 levels are expected to remain low as new vehicles with 
cleaner emissions make up an increasing proportion of the fleet of vehicles on the road.  

The Air Quality Technical Report Addendum (CH2M Hill, 2016) focuses on analyzing the No 
Build and preferred alternative. The analysts performed an emissions burden analysis to 
evaluate emissions effects on the project area. The analysts calculated the emissions from 
vehicles in the project area for design-year (2040) conditions for the No Build and preferred 
alternative and for existing (2012) conditions.  

The area selected for regional air emissions analysis included 23 origin-and-destination pairs 
identified in the SKATS MPO model as representing primary regional through traffic and 
local-to-regional connections across the region. 

                                                      
202 Applicable standards include those in the federal Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act and their implementing regulations. 
Applicable state standards include those in the Oregon Wetland Removal/Fill Act and in Department of Environmental Quality 
administrative rules governing air, water and noise quality.  



FINDINGS ADDRESSING OTHER STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS AND ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 239 
 

Of the 35 total intersections analyzed, two intersections were analyzed for the preferred build 
alternative—one intersection with the highest peak-hour volume and one intersection with the 
longest delay (in seconds). Only intersections with LOS D or worse were considered in the 
screening analysis. The screening analysis yielded the following two intersections: 

• Wallace Road NW & Taggart Drive 
• Broadway Street NE & Salem Parkway 

The preferred alternative would result in decreased emissions in 2040 compared to existing 
conditions. Advances in engine technology have led to reduced emissions in newer vehicles. 
This, combined with older vehicles going out of service, will dramatically decrease 
emissions by 2040 for all pollutants, regardless of the alternative. By comparison, the No 
Build Alternative would result in higher criteria pollutant emissions in 2040 because it is 
associated with the greatest amount of delay and the lowest average speed compared to the 
preferred alternative.  

The local hot spot analysis demonstrates that the project would not: 

• Cause or contribute to a new violation of any air quality standards in any area, 
• Increase the severity or frequency of an existing violation of any standard in any 

area, or 
• Delay timely attainment of any standard, required interim emission reductions, or 

milestones in any area 

The project is included in the conforming RTSP and TIP. The 2035 RTSP (SKATS MPO, 
adopted in 2015) includes three projects identified as part of the preferred alternative, and 
the 2015-2020 TIP (SKATS MPO, adopted in 2014) includes the Salem River Crossing Study 
EIS. The results of the hot spot analysis indicate that the project will be able to demonstrate 
conformity for the preferred alternative. 

Therefore, evidence in the Air Quality Technical Report Addendum (2016) demonstrates that 
Goal 6 standards for air quality are met for the SRC Preferred Alternative.  

6.2.6.2 Water Quality and Quantity  
Section 3.9 of the DEIS examined the potential effects of the SRC project alternatives on 
water resources, including water quality and floodplains. The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the 
primary federal law covering water quality. Oregon water quality laws and regulations are 
found in Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) Chapter 468B and Oregon Administrative Rules 
(OAR) Chapter 340, Division 041.  

Generally, roadway and bridge projects can have a variety of water quality impacts, 
hydrologic impacts, floodplain impacts, and construction impacts.  

• Water quality impacts result from an increase in pollutant-generating impervious 
area. Urban areas have a higher pollutant loading than rural areas.  

• Hydrologic impacts result from increasing impervious area and reducing infiltration. 
These cause higher runoff flows to receiving waters that could erode the land and 
increase the risk of flooding.  
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• Floodplain and hydraulic impacts result from fill or structures (bridge piers) built in 
the floodplain. These could raise the base flood elevation.  

• Construction of a roadway project could cause erosion and have water-quality 
impacts from in-water work.  

Currently, stormwater runoff from the majority of the project area is collected in Salem’s 
enclosed drainage system and is discharged, largely without treatment, to the Willamette 
River. By including stormwater treatment in the designs, all Build alternatives evaluated in 
the DEIS would meet state and federal water quality regulations and would provide more 
water quality treatment than with the No Build Alternative, even though the Build 
alternatives would increase impervious surfaces in the study area. 203 

The Water Resources Technical Report Addendum (CH2M Hill) focuses on the water quality 
and hydraulic impacts of the preferred alternative.  

The Preferred Alternative would increase impervious area relative to existing conditions. 
The anticipated increase in impervious area is 16.75 percent of the total existing impervious 
area within the Glen Creek Watershed and the area draining directly to the Wilamette 
River.204 City of Salem regulations require that stormwater treatment be provided for all 
new and reconstructed impervious surfaces. Potential facilities were sized using ODOT and 
City of Salem guidelines. The most stringent and largest mitigation design was selected at 
this point in the project’s development. Once the design is finalized and prior to 
construction, the water quality facility design will use the most current BMPs, and will use 
media and infiltration to the maximum extent practicable. For the preferred alternative, 
these regulations would result in a net decrease in pollutant load compared to the existing 
conditions.  

The project would need City-approved erosion and sediment control plans prior to the start 
of any construction. Measures would include sediment fence and wattles for disturbed 
areas; inlet protection for storm systems; protection of engineered water quality facilities 
during construction; gravel construction entrances; wheel washes; and vegetative cover of 
disturbed areas. The contractor would also be required to maintain a spill control kit to be 
used in case of a material spill. 

Erosion prevention, sediment control, and impacts from in-water work associated with the 
Preferred Alternative will be regulated through a variety of state and federal permits in 
addition to City of Salem permits. Both Oregon’s Removal-Fill Law and Section 404 of the 
CWA require that water quality impacts associated with construction be addressed. Section 
401 of the CWA requires Oregon DEQ certification that the project will not violate water 
quality standards.  

The Preferred Alternative would encroach in the regulatory floodway of the Willamette 
River and the floodplain of Glen Creek, causing minor changes in flood stage and flood 
limits. As documented in the Water Resources Technical Report Addendum (2016), The 
Preferred Alternative would increase the base flood elevation in limited identified areas by 

                                                      
203 DEIS Chapter 3.9, Water Resources, Section 3.9.3.2.  
204 Water Resources Technical Report Addendum, CH2M, July 2016, Section 4.2. 
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0.27 foot. City of Salem Revised Code (SRC) Chapter 601 establishes a no rise requirement of 
the base flood (100-year flood) elevation when a structure is constructed or placed within 
the regulated floodway zone. Piers and bridges associated with transportation structures are 
on the list of permitted structures within the floodplain overlay zone. However, the size and 
shape of the pier(s) is limited to that required for the intended use and the bridge deck must 
be located 3 feet above the base flood elevation. Required mitigation could include grading 
and changes to ground cover characteristics (balanced cut and fill) to address the rise in base 
flood elevation. This kind of mitigation is feasible for the Preferred Alternative and will be 
required as part of the project in the Record of Decision for the FEIS.  

The primary opportunity to mitigate hydraulic impacts to the floodway would be to reduce 
the base flood elevation change. Minimizing the number of in-water piers, shaping piers in a 
streamlined manner, and removing existing fills could reduce the base flood elevation 
change.  

Many of the mitigation measures would be detailed after final hydraulic designs for the 
bridge have been completed. The following are potential mitigation measures: 

• Design the bridge to span the width of the natural channels. Set the abutments back 
onto the overbank areas so construction would not encroach into the channel or 
reduce piers in the floodplain. 

• Size bridge openings to pass the 100-year peak flood discharge with little or no 
increase to the water surface elevation. 

• Minimize interior piers. 
• Investigate pier shaping to minimize energy losses. 
• Excavate part of the streambank to compensate for the permanent loss in flow area 

(that is, the loss created by the installation of piers). 

In conclusion, the new bridge crossing and related transportation improvements authorized 
by the plan amendments will be able to satisfy relevant local, state and federal standards 
relating to water quality, stormwater runoff and floodway/floodplains and comply with 
Statewide Planning Goal 6. Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment 
control can achieve compliance with clean water standards. Numerous site-specific local 
(City of Salem) and state (DEQ) permits relating to water quality and quantity will be 
required prior to construction. Such permits would include approval conditions to mitigate 
impacts. Subsequent City of Salem floodplain permitting will be required prior to 
construction and the Salem code requires a “no rise” in floodplain elevations.  

6.2.6.3 Noise 
Section 3.16 of the DEIS addresses noise impacts of the SRC alternatives. For highway 
transportation projects with FHWA involvement, federal regulations (23 CFR 772) govern 
the analysis and abatement of traffic noise impacts. ODOT is responsible for implementing 
the FHWA regulations in Oregon. 

In the project area, the dominant source of noise is from traffic on the arterials, highways, 
and adjacent local roads. Additional sources of noise include boat activity on the river, 
aircraft over-flights, and motor-operated equipment in commercial and industrial areas. For 
the DEIS, Existing noise levels in the SRC project study area were measured at 
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representative locations that included parks, outdoor use areas at residential homes, and 
sensitive outdoor areas of commercial locations. Measured noise levels at the representative 
locations ranged from 44 to 69 dBA.  

Under existing conditions, 28 representative receptors have noise levels that approach or 
exceed the noise abatement criteria (NAC). That number would increase to 36 representative 
receptors under the No Build Alternative. The Noise Technical Report Addendum (2016) 
documents that the Preferred Alternative would have 30 direct impacts from noise.  

Techniques available to decrease noise impacts include constructing noise barriers, 
realigning the roadway, modifying vehicle speed limits or restricting truck traffic. Of those 
potential noise-abatement measures, the noise barrier option is usually the most practical, 
reasonable, and effective choice. Specific noise-abatement strategies will also be detailed for 
the Preferred Alternative and included as part of the project in the Record of Decision.  

In conclusion, the transportation improvements authorized by the plan amendments will be 
able to satisfy relevant local, state and federal standards relating to noise and comply with 
Statewide Planning Goal 6.  

6.2.7 Goal 7 (Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards)  
To protect people and property from natural hazards.  

Findings – Goal 7:  
Goal 7, which LCDC amended on June 1, 2002, addresses hazards to development. LCDC 
has not adopted an administrative rule to implement Goal 7. Planning for natural hazards is 
an integral element of Oregon’s statewide land use planning program. Goal 7 calls for local 
plans to include inventories, policies and ordinances to guide development in or away from 
hazard areas. Natural hazards for purposes of Goal 7 are: floods, landslides, earthquakes 
and related hazards, tsunamis, coastal erosion, and wildfires. Identified Goal 7 natural 
hazards in the area of the SRC Build alternatives include flood and earthquake hazards. 
Goal 7, along with other land use planning goals, has helped to reduce losses from natural 
hazards.  

The primary responsibility for the implementation of natural hazard risk reduction policies 
lies with local jurisdictions. However, resources exist at the state and federal levels. Some of 
the key state agencies with roles under Goal 7 include Oregon Emergency Management 
(OEM), Oregon Building Codes Division (BCD), Oregon Department of Geology and 
Mineral Industries (DOGAMI), Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), and the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD).  

The City of Salem205 and Polk County206 have developed and adopted Natural Hazard 
Mitigation Plans in accordance with federal legislation that reinforce the importance of 

                                                      
205 City of Salem Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan (June 2012). 
http://www.cityofsalem.net/Departments/Fire/EmergencyManagement/Documents/2012NHMP.pdf 
 
 
206 Polk County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (May 2009). http://www.co.polk.or.us/sheriff/em/multi-
jurisdictional-hazard-mitigation-plan-mhmp 
 

http://www.cityofsalem.net/Departments/Fire/EmergencyManagement/Documents/2012NHMP.pdf
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planning for natural hazards before they occur. Through risk identification and 
recommendation of risk-reduction actions, the City of Salem and Polk County Multi-
Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plans align with the goals of the jurisdictions’ 
Comprehensive Plan, and help each jurisdiction meet the requirements of Goal 7.  

Adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plans (TSPs) in Salem and Polk County 
reinforce the importance of transportation redundancy and lifeline routes to achieve the 
purpose of Goal 7 and implement recommendations from adopted natural hazard 
mitigation plans.  

Salem’s acknowledged TSP includes the following policies:  

 (1.8) The City’s street system shall be planned and constructed to provide multiple 
routes between locations, including making reasonable efforts to eliminate existing, 
and prevent creation of new, transportation chokepoints, both natural and man-
made.  

 (1.9) The City shall identify, maintain, and periodically review a network of 
existing and planned critical routes to support timely emergency response and 
evacuation in the event of a natural or man-made disaster.  

 (4.2) The City shall select City-funded street improvement projects from those listed 
in the Salem Transportation System Plan when making significant increases in 
system capacity or bringing arterial or collector streets up to urban standards. The 
selection of improvement projects should be prioritized based on consideration of 
improvements to safety, creation of system redundancy, relief of existing congestion, 
response to near-term growth, system-wide benefits, geographic equity, designation 
as critical routes, and availability of funding.  

Polk County’s acknowledged TSP includes the following goal and policy addressing 
redundancy:  

(6) To support the planning, construction and maintenance of multiple travel routes 
to connect critical facilities both to and within Polk County cities and neighboring 
counties.  

(6.1) When evaluating transportation facility alternatives, Polk County will favor 
those alternatives that provide added redundancy to the connection of critical 
facilities.  

The Oregon Highway Plan includes a similar policy:  

 (1E) It is the policy of the State of Oregon to provide a secure lifeline network of 
streets, highways, and bridges to facilitate emergency services response and to 
support rapid economic recovery after a disaster.  

6.2.7.1 Flood Hazards  
Section 3.18 of the DEIS addresses geologic hazards in the project area and Section 3.9.3 of 
the DEIS addresses water resources, including floodplains. The Geological Resources Technical 
Report Addendum (CH2M Hill, 2016) and the Water Resources Technical Report Addendum 
(CH2M Hill) focus more specifically on the impacts of the preferred alternative.  



FINDINGS ADDRESSING OTHER STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS AND ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 244 
 

All Build alternatives evaluated in the DEIS would encroach into the floodway of the 
Willamette River with the placement of piers. As estimated by the hydraulic computer 
models, without mitigation, the Preferred Alternative would result in a water surface 
elevation increase of 0.27 foot relative to the No Build Alternative.207  

As noted in the findings to address Statewide Planning Goal 6 (see Section 6.2.6.2), City of 
Salem Revised Code (SRC) Chapter 601 establishes a “no rise” requirement for the base 
flood (100-year flood) elevation when a structure is constructed or placed within the 
regulated floodway zone. Piers and bridges associated with transportation structures are on 
the list of permitted structures within the floodplain overlay zone. The bridge deck must be 
located 3 feet above the base flood elevation. Required mitigation could include balanced 
cut and fill to offset the rise in base flood elevation.  (See additional discussion of floodplain 
impacts in section 6.2.6.2, beginning on page 239; the findings in that section are 
incorporated by this reference.) 

The Preferred Alternative would provide a new bridge crossing about one mile north of the 
existing bridges, thereby improving transportation system redundancy for emergencies 
relative to the No Build Alternative. The new bridge would be consistent with the 
acknowledged policies in the Salem TSP, the Polk County TSP, and the Oregon Highway 
Plan related to redundancy highlighted above.  

 The new bridge and related transportation improvements can and would be designed to 
comply with local and federal (FEMA) regulations relating to encroachments in the 
floodway/floodplain (e.g., no rise in 100-year flood elevation and balanced cut and fill) and 
the floodplain impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative can be mitigated in 
accordance with established regulations and Best Management Practices. In conclusion, the 
long-term benefits associated with having an additional bridge crossing will reduce the 
vulnerability of the Salem-Keizer region in the event of restricted access to and/or closure of 
the existing bridges and/or roadways because of a flooding emergency, consistent with 
Goal 7. 

6.2.7.2 Earthquake Hazards  
Seismic events were once thought to pose little or no threat to Oregon communities. 
However, recent earthquakes and scientific evidence indicate that the risk to people and 
property is much greater than previously thought. Oregon and the Pacific Northwest in 
general are susceptible to earthquakes from three sources: 1) shallow crustal events within 
the North American Plate; 2) deep intra-plate events within the subducting Juan de Fuca 
Plate; and 3) the off-shore Cascadian Subduction Zone (CSZ). 

While all three types of earthquakes have the potential to cause major damage, subduction 
zone earthquakes pose the greatest danger. A major CSZ event could generate an 
earthquake with a magnitude of 9.0 or greater and result in devastating damage and 
substantial loss of life. Such earthquakes would cause great damage to the coastal area of 
Oregon and inland areas in western Oregon, including the City of Salem. It is estimated that 
shaking from a large CSZ earthquake could last up to five minutes. 
 
                                                      
207 Water Resources Technical Report Addendum, 2016.  
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The Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI), in partnership with other 
state and federal agencies, has mapped earthquake hazards in selected Oregon 
communities, including Salem. Through this partnership, DOGAMI has identified areas that 
will suffer more damage, relative to other areas, during an earthquake. Primary earthquake 
hazards include ground shaking amplification, liquefaction, and earthquake-induced 
landslides. Areas most susceptible to ground amplification and liquefaction have young, 
soft alluvial sediments, found in most of the Willamette Valley and along stream channels. 
The City of Salem Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan includes figures and other information from 
DOGAMI on earthquake hazards.  
 
Policy 1E (Lifeline Routes) in the Oregon Transportation Plan states: “It is the policy of the 
State of Oregon to provide a secure lifeline network for streets, highways, and bridges to 
facilitate emergency services response and to support rapid economic recovery after a 
disaster.” ODOT has prepared several reports to implement Policy 1E. 

At the state level, several documents have been prepared over the past ten years that focus 
on the vulnerabilities and functions the state highway system needs to serve after a major 
Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) earthquake. Key documents include: 

• Seismic Vulnerability of Oregon State Highway Bridges (2009)208 
• Oregon Seismic Lifeline Routes Identification (2012)209 
• The Oregon Resilience Plan (2013)210 
• Oregon Highways Seismic Plus Report (2014)211 

The Oregon Seismic Lifeline Routes project produced a study212 which includes 
recommendations for designation of a Seismic Lifelines System. Further, it establishes a 
three-tiered system of seismic lifelines to help prioritize seismic retrofits on state-owned 
highways and bridges.  

There are three main goals for the Oregon seismic lifeline routes: 

• Support survivability immediately following the event 
• Provide transportation facilities critical to life support for an interim period 

following the event  
• Support statewide economic recovery 

The three tiers were set from a statewide perspective to maximize rescue and economic 
recovery of the entire state, and not necessarily to ensure that local communities were 
connected to essential services or to the overall statewide network. That is an important 
                                                      
208 http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP_RES/docs/reports/2009/2009_seismic_vulnerability.pdf 
 
209 http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/Reports/Lifeline%20Selection%20Summary%20Report.pdf 
 
210 http://www.oregon.gov/OMD/OEM/osspac/docs/Oregon_Resilience_Plan_Final.pdf 
 
211 http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/BRIDGE/docs/2014_Seismic_Plus_Report.pdf 
 
212 CH2M Hill, Seismic Lifelines Evaluation, Vulnerability Synthesis, and Identification Report, (2012).  

http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP_RES/docs/reports/2009/2009_seismic_vulnerability.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP/Reports/Lifeline%20Selection%20Summary%20Report.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/OMD/OEM/osspac/docs/Oregon_Resilience_Plan_Final.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/BRIDGE/docs/2014_Seismic_Plus_Report.pdf
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facet of seismic preparedness, but has not been addressed by ODOT for the statewide 
backbone network. The Marion and Center Street bridges are included in Tier 3 (the lowest 
priority).  

The Oregon Legislature213 directed the Oregon Seismic Safety Policy Advisory Commission 
(OSSPAC) “to lead and coordinate preparation of an Oregon Resilience Plan that reviews 
policy options, summarizes relevant reports and studies by state agencies, and makes 
recommendations on policy direction to protect lives and keep commerce flowing during 
and after a Cascadia earthquake and tsunami.” OSSPAC assembled eight task groups, 
including a task group on transportation. The Oregon Resilience Plan was presented to the 
Oregon Legislature (February 2013) to map a path of policy and investment priorities for the 
next fifty years. The plan and its recommendations build on the solid foundation laid over 
the past 25 years by some of Oregon’s top scientists, engineers, and policy-makers, including 
but not limited to ODOT’s earlier seismic reports referenced above.  

6.2.7.3 Alternative 2A and the Preferred Alternative 
As summarized in Section 3.18 of the DEIS, the project area is located in a seismically active 
region and could be subject to large earthquakes. Soils that underlie portions of the project 
area are anticipated to be susceptible to liquefaction during a seismic event. The areas 
subject to the highest liquefaction hazards are typically low-lying areas of sandy soils and 
shallow groundwater along the Willamette River (where bridge embankments and piers 
would be built).  

Alternative 2A (adding 2 lanes to the Marion Street bridge and 1 lane to the Center Street 
bridge) would provide an “improved crossing” in terms of additional travel lanes and 
capacity across the Willamette River that would accommodate emergency response vehicles. 
However, Alternative 2A would not address key community goals embedded in local, 
regional, and statewide plan policies regarding the importance of connectivity and 
redundancy in the regional transportation system to reduce vulnerability in the event of a 
natural disaster such as a CSZ earthquake.  

In addition, the cost of adding new lanes to the bridge under 2A, estimated at $148 
million214 in the DEIS, did not include retrofitting the existing bridges to withstand a CSZ 
quake of the magnitude predicted for the region.  

In an August 7, 2014 presentation to the MWACT, State Bridge Engineer Bruce Johnson 
noted that preliminary estimates of retrofitting and structural fixes for the Marion Street 
Bridge total approximately $67 million and retrofitting and structural fixes for the Center 
Street Bridge total approximately $64 million, for a combined $131 million. Clearly, this level 
of seismic retrofit was not assumed in the project cost estimate of $148 million for 
Alternative 2A.215  

As summarized in the 2009 report on the seismic vulnerability of state highway bridges, 
older bridges such as the Marion and Center Street bridges were designed for much lower 
                                                      
213 House Resolution 3, adopted in April 2011.  
214 DEIS Executive Summary, Table ES-1. Costs estimated in 2015 dollars.  
215 Mid-Willamette Valley Area Commission on Transportation (MWACT) Meeting Agenda Packet, October 2, 2014. (Includes 
summary of August 7, 2014 meeting and presentations.) 
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earthquake forces, and their foundations generally lack capacity to resist the expected 
horizontal loads. Retrofit of older foundations usually requires increasing the size of 
footings. Where foundations are supported by piling, more piles must be placed. Since there 
is often limited room to work under existing bridges, foundation retrofit is both difficult and 
very costly.216  

The design philosophy for earthquake retrofit is similar to that of a new bridge. Where 
reasonable, retrofits are designed such that the bridge will be serviceable for a moderate 
earthquake and provide collapse prevention (life-safety) in a large earthquake. However, it 
is not always possible to retrofit a bridge to the desired level without complete replacement. 
Even under the best circumstances, a new bridge designed and built according to today’s 
seismic standards would perform better than a retrofitted bridge. 217  

ODOT, with support from the City of Salem, submitted a request for SKATS funds for Fiscal 
Year 2017 to complete a Seismic Retrofit Study for the Center Street Bridge. The request for 
$180,000 in federal funds (with a local $20,000 match to be split by ODOT and the City of 
Salem) included the following project description:  

“The Marion and Center Street bridges are the only crossings of the Willamette River in the 
Salem area. The Marion Street bridge was constructed in 1953, has had only limited updates 
and regular maintenance, and is in poor condition. The Center Street bridge was replaced in 
1985 and is in relatively good condition. In the event of a major seismic event, it is 
anticipated that both bridges would be significantly damaged and impassable. Because of its 
age and condition, it is felt seismic retrofit would not be a cost effective solution for the 
Marion Street bridge. Seismic retrofit would, however, be appropriate for the Center Street 
bridge. The purpose of this project is the completion of a seismic retrofit study of the Center 
Street bridge. The result of this study would be a plan to complete improvements to the bridge 
such that it could “survive” a major seismic event and continue to provide a functioning 
crossing of the Willamette River.” 

All other Build Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, would be designed to meet 
at least the national bridge design standards established by AASHTO. In 2004, ODOT 
adopted a higher level of design ground motion (1000-yr return event) for use in 
combination with the no-collapse (life safety) criteria and also began designing and 
mitigating for the effects of liquefaction on bridge performance. Bridges designed since 2004 
are based on ground motions, structural analysis, design detailing and liquefaction effects 
that are consistent with the most recent design standards.  

In conclusion, the Preferred Alternative would include construction of a new bridge built to 
current standards that take a magnitude 9.0 CSZ and liquefaction into account and would be 
consistent with the purpose of Goal 7 to protect people and property from natural hazards. 
On a long-term basis, having a new bridge across the Willamette River would improve 
connectivity and reduce local vulnerability to a major seismic event relative to the No Build 
and Alternative 2A. However, this would not replace the need for continued local and 
regional support and advocacy for seismic improvements to the existing bridges, 
particularly in light of the designation of the segment of OR 22 that includes the existing 
                                                      
216 Seismic Vulnerability of Oregon Statewide Bridges (2009), page 23.  
217Seismic Vulnerability of Oregon Statewide Bridges (2009), page 23. 
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bridges as a Tier 3 (lower priority) seismic lifeline route by ODOT. As noted above, the City 
of Salem has partnered with ODOT in submitting a request to SKATS for federal funding to 
complete a seismic retrofit study for the Center Street bridge in 2017. In addition, as part of 
the package of Draft Amendments to the Salem TSP supporting the Preferred Alternative, 
the following new text is proposed: 

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

6.2.8 Goal 8 (Recreational Needs) 
To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors and, where 
appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including 
destination resorts.  

Findings – Goal 8:  
The Preferred Alternative will further Goal 8’s objectives by providing additional 
transportation system connectivity and capacity and improving access from the Salem-
Keizer urban area to recreational destinations such as the Oregon Coast, Polk and Yamhill 
County wineries, the Spirit Mountain Casino, and the Cascade mountains. The new bridge 
will also provide a more direct connection between neighborhoods in Keizer and the north 
Salem area and Wallace Marine Park, a regionally significant park and recreational area on 
the west side of the Willamette River.  

Section 3.6 of the DEIS addresses parks and recreation resources. The recreational resources 
within the project vicinity include public parks, major waterways, multi-use trails, and 
recreational and athletic facilities. The Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD) 
owns one natural resource area (McLane Island).  

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 declares that “it is the policy of 
the United States government that special effort should be made to preserve the natural 
beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges, and historic sites.” Section 4(f) further requires consultation with the U.S. 
Department of the Interior in developing transportation projects and programs that use 
parks and recreation sites protected by Section 4(f).  

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act applies to property 
acquired or developed with LWCF assistance. Any property so acquired and/or developed 
shall not be wholly or partly converted to a use other than public outdoor recreation uses 
without the approval of the National Park Service (NPS). Section 6(f) directs the NPS to 
assure that replacement lands of equal value, location, and usefulness are provided as 
conditions to approval of land conversions.  
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Twelve parks, natural resource areas, and recreational facilities are located within or 
adjacent to the SRC project study area.218 Some of these parks – in particular Wallace 
Marine Park – are of regional significance and have approved master plans for future 
improvements and have received funding under the LWCF Act.  

Portions of the Willamette River within the study area are designated as the Willamette 
River Water Trail which has been identified as a 4(f) resource. The Water Trail provides 
access to recreational activities such as fishing and boating occur in and on the Willamette 
River throughout the year, especially in the summer. A segment of the Willamette River 
Water Trail extends through the study area and there are informal rest points such as 
McLane Island (where primitive camping is allowed) and Keizer Rapids Park. McLane 
Island is not an official public recreation site and FHWA has determined that the island is 
not a Section 4(f) resource.219 

The Preferred Alternative would incorporate approximately 1.4 acres of land from Wallace 
Marine Park for placement of bridge footings in the northern area of the park and the ramps 
from Marine Drive to OR 22. The northerly affected area of Wallace Marine Park is 
undeveloped and contains predominantly non-native forest and other riparian vegetation. 
The Preferred Alternative would not negatively impact the primary active areas in the 
central and south portions of Wallace Marine Park (ball fields, a boat launch, canoe launch, 
and walking paths). The City of Salem considers the anticipated impacts of the Preferred 
Alternative to Wallace Marine Park de minimis because they do not “adversely affect the 
features, attributes or activities qualifying the property for protection under Section 4(f).” In 
total, there would be de minimis impacts to three 4(f) resources – Wallace Marin Park, 
Wallace Natural Area and the Willamette River Water Trail. 

Prior to project construction, ODOT and the local park sponsor (City of Salem), would 
coordinate with the Oregon Park and Recreation Department and the National Park Service 
regarding potential conversion and replacement properties associated with the Preferred 
Alternative.  

In conclusion, approval of the consolidated plan amendments is consistent with Goal 8 
because permanent impacts on existing parks and recreational facilities have been avoided 
or minimized with the Preferred Alternative. In addition, bicycle and pedestrian facilities 
will be included in the design of the new bridge and the overall improvement in 
transportation system connectivity will enhance public access (by multiple modes) to park 
and recreational facilities and open space resources on both sides of the Willamette River. 
Accordingly, the proposed amendments comply with Goal 8.  

6.2.9 Goal 9 (Economic Development) 
To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic 
activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens.  

                                                      
218 DEIS Section 3.6, Parks and Recreation, Wildlife or Waterfowl Refuges, Table 3.6-1.  
219 SRC Project DEIS, 4(f) Resources Technical Report, October, 2016. The Willamette River was designated as a “national 
water trail” by the US Congress in 2012.  
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Findings – Goal 9:  
 The Preferred Alternative will have positive long-term impacts to economic development 
by improving mobility and accessibility generally, and freight movement in particular, 
throughout the Salem-Keizer urban area, thus resulting in reduced congestion and vehicle 
hours of delay on the regional transportation system when compared to the No Build 
Alternative.  

LCDC has adopted an administrative rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 9) to implement Goal 
9. The purpose of the Goal 9 rule is to:  

***provide an adequate land supply for economic development and employment 
growth in Oregon *** [and] to link planning for an adequate land supply to 
infrastructure planning, community involvement and coordination among local 
governments and the state. 

The City of Salem adopted an Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) for the 2015 to 2035 
planning period in compliance with the Goal 9 rule.220 The EOA examined Salem’s 
employment land needs over the next 20 years and determined that Salem’s portion of the 
UGB has a deficit of 271 acres of commercial land and a surplus of 907 acres of industrial 
land. 221 The EOA, along with Salem’s Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) for the 2015-2035 
planning period, validated that the existing UGB does not need to be expanded to meet 
Salem’s 20-year land needs.  

There are about 900 acres of high value industrial land in Salem, including land in the Mill 
Creek Corporate Center in the southeastern portion of the UGB. High value industrial land 
has unique characteristics – such as being flat and having direct access to I-5 or a state 
highway – that make it highly desirable for manufacturing and other traded-sector 
businesses. This industrial land base is unique in the Willamette Valley.  

The EOA documents that Salem is the regional employment center within the mid-
Willamette Valley. Businesses in Salem are able to attract workers living within Salem and 
from the larger mid-Willamette Valley and Portland metropolitan areas. Nearly two-thirds 
of the people who work in Salem commute into the City. Many more people commute to 
Salem from outside the city to work in Salem than leave Salem to work outside of the 
city.222 

The EOA also notes that Salem is encouraging redevelopment of underutilized employment 
areas in a number of ways. Salem has seven urban renewal areas (URAs), each of which has 
an urban renewal plan to facilitate redevelopment including identifying financial tools and 
targeting public investments to attract private investment. Two of the seven urban renewal 
areas, Riverfront-Downtown URA and West Salem URA, are located in the bridgehead areas 
of the existing Marion and Center Street bridges. Background information in Section 2.1.5 
(page 26) addressing these URAs is incorporated by this reference. 

                                                      
220 Salem EOA adopted on October 26, 2015 by Ordinance No. 20-15. The EOA is acknowledged.  
221 The “surplus” of industrial land means that not only does Salem have enough land to accommodate projected employment 
growth over the next 20 years but has the land to accommodate additional growth.  
222 Salem EOA, pages B-23 and B-24.  
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The Purpose and Need Statement for the DEIS documents that increased congestion across 
the river has negatively affected freight mobility for local, regional and through trips. Truck 
mobility and circulation across the bridges are critical to the local, regional and state 
economy. The existing bridges are designated as Freight Routes in the Oregon Highway Plan 
and as Regional Freight Roadways in the RTSP and the Salem TSP. These designations 
recognize the importance of the bridges’ role as an access and circulation route for the 
delivery of goods and services into, out of, and within the Salem-Keizer metropolitan area.  

High traffic levels on the existing bridges and in the bridgehead areas are resulting in 
increasing levels of delay. The cost of freight movement is directly related to the time 
required to deliver goods: delays increase transportation costs, which, in turn, increase the 
costs of the goods being transported. Increasing congestion jeopardizes the efficiency of 
freight movement over the Willamette River bridges in Salem.  

As emphasized in the findings in Chapter 3 (UGB Amendment), connectivity and 
redundancy in the transportation system are very important to distribute traffic to a broader 
geographic area. The existing bridges represent a “choke point” in the transportation 
system, increasing congestion in the bridgehead areas, and providing a barrier to improved 
multi-modal connectivity (including freight mobility) across the Willamette River.  

As documented in Figure 4.2-1 of the Right-of-Way Technical Report Addendum (Universal 
Field Services, Inc., 2016), an estimated 55-65 businesses would be displaced with the 
Preferred Alternative. The impacted businesses are located on both sides of the Willamette 
River. To the extent feasible and practicable, the Preferred Alternative focuses 
improvements within existing public road rights-of-way such as OR 22 and Wallace Road to 
minimize business displacement impacts. Salem Council recognizes that in every instance 
where the Preferred Alternative displaces an existing business, that represents an adverse 
economic impact and has an effect on employment, incomes, services and taxes. Even 
though the adverse impacts associated with displacements may not be significant on a 
region-wide level, Salem Council is sympathetic to the significance of each business 
displacement at the individual business and neighborhood level.  

It may be possible during final design of the Preferred Alternative to reduce some business 
displacements by taking only a portion of a property and/or structure and by modifying the 
remaining property and/or structure to allow continued occupancy. Where displacements 
are unavoidable, the project will provide compensation for real property and/or relocation 
benefits to property owners and tenants based on fair market value and a comprehensive 
relocation program.223 

The Salem City Council advocated for the Preferred Alternative, in part, because it reduced 
business displacement impacts, particularly in the Edgewater District, relative to the initial 
alternative (4D) recommended by the Oversight Team. Approval of the consolidated plan 
amendments will authorize a new transportation connection across the river to serve land 
uses, including existing and planned employment areas, within the existing UGB. The plan 
amendments will also provide the opportunity to reduce congestion in the existing 

                                                      
223 SRC Project DEIS, Appendix A, Right-of-Way/Summary of Relocation Benefits.  
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bridgehead areas and help support and reinforce new development and investment in the 
Riverfront-Downtown and West Salem urban renewal areas consistent with Goal 9.  

6.2.10  Goal 10 (Housing) 
To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state.  

Findings – Goal 10:  
 Goal 10 requires local governments to do their fair share to provide for the housing needs of 
people of all income levels. It requires each city to inventory its buildable residential lands, 
project future needs for such lands, and plan and zone enough buildable land to meet 
housing needs over a 20-year planning horizon. Goal 10 is implemented through the 
Housing Rule, OAR 660, Division 8. 

Salem’s Housing Needs Analysis (HNA)224 focuses on planning for the housing needed to 
accommodate population growth between 2015 and 2035. Key findings about Salem’s 
residential needs include: 

• Salem has a surplus of land (within the existing UGB) for single-family housing and 
a deficit of land for multi-family housing. It needs land for about 2,900 multi-family 
dwelling units, which will require about 207 acres of land.  

• Salem will need to address the deficit of multifamily land to comply with Goal 10. 

The City is planning to meet the deficits of land for multi-family housing within the existing 
UGB. On February 8, 2016, City Council adopted Resolution No. 2016-05, accepting the 
Housing Needs Analysis and directing staff to implement the Salem Housing Needs 
Analysis Work Plan. Strategies that are being considered include: allowing a wider range of 
housing types (such as duplexes, triplexes, townhouses, accessory dwellings) in single-
family zones, encouraging more mixed-use development, encouraging redevelopment of 
underutilized lands, and re-designating or re-zoning land to allow multifamily housing.  

All of the Build Alternatives evaluated in the SRC project DEIS would displace residential 
units, with estimated displacement impacts ranging from 30 to 120 residential units. As 
documented in Figure 4.2-1 of the Right-of-Way Technical Report Addendum (Universal Field 
Services, Inc., 2016), an estimated 45-50 residential units would be displaced with the 
Preferred Alternative, primarily on the west side of the Willamette River. Approximately 16 
of these units would be multi-family units which would be potentially impacted through 
widening and straightening of Wallace Road or Marine Drive.  However, these projected 
displacements are based on conservative right-of-way assumptions that include enough 
land for a larger road than has been identified in the City’s TSP road design standards for 
this area. 

To the extent feasible and practicable, the SRC project follows and utilizes existing public 
road rights-of-way such as OR 22, Wallace Road Marine Drive to minimize displacement 
impacts. Salem Council recognizes that in every instance where the SRC project displaces an 
existing household, that represents an adverse social impact, and the Council is sympathetic 
to the significance of each residential displacement. It recognizes and acknowledges that 
                                                      
224 Salem Housing Needs Analysis 2015 to 2035, prepared by ECONorthwest, December 2014. 



FINDINGS ADDRESSING OTHER STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS AND ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
 

SRC PROJECT FINDINGS REPORT 253 
 

relocations can cause significant anxiety and trauma to families, uprooting them from 
neighborhoods, schools and friends and imposing change on them.  

It may be possible during final design of the Preferred Alternative to reduce some 
residential displacements by taking only a portion of a property and/or structure and by 
modifying the remaining property and/or structure to allow continued occupancy. 
Refinements to the design of the road also can be implemented to minimize or avoid 
displacements to the greatest degree possible.  Where displacements are unavoidable, the 
project will provide compensation for real property and/or relocation benefits to property 
owners and tenants based on fair market value and a comprehensive relocation program.225 

The Salem City Council advocated for the Preferred Alternative, in part, because it reduced 
residential displacement impacts relative to the initial alternative (4D with 85-95 residential 
displacements) recommended by the Oversight Team. Based on the evidence in the recently 
completed Salem HNA, the Council concludes that the existing UGB includes sufficient 
buildable land to meet Salem’s forecast housing needs over the 2015-2035 planning horizon. 
Much of the buildable residential land is located in west Salem, while much of the buildable 
employment land is located in east and south Salem. Approval of the consolidated plan 
amendments will improve transportation connectivity and capacity across the Willamette 
River and support development of lands designated for housing within the existing UGB. 
The City’s commitment to pursue “efficiency measures” to accommodate the deficiency of 
needed multifamily units will address and incorporate the anticipated number of 
displacements associated with the Preferred Alternative. The City also has proposed to 
rezone residential land to allow for development of a larger share of multi-family units and 
already has taken steps in that direction.  Comprehensive Plan amendments approved since 
adoption of the City’s HNA have added three acres of land designated for multi-family 
housing to the City’s inventory with the capacity for approximately 45-50 additional multi-
family units.   

In summary, based on the information described above, a combination of efficiency 
measures to increase the capacity for multi-family units, redesignation of land for multi-
family housing, and road design refinments to minimize displacements can be used to 
significantly reduce and/or mitigate potential displacements resulting from this project.  In 
conclusion, the consolidated plan amendments are consistent with Goal 10.  

6.2.11  Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services) 
To plan and develop a timely, orderly, and efficient arrangement of public facilities 
and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development.  

Findings – Goal 11:  
Goal 11 is intended to assure that urban development inside urban growth boundaries is 
guided and supported by types and levels of urban facilities and services appropriate for the 
needs and requirements of the urban areas to be served. Goal 11 is implemented through the 
Public Facilities Rule, OAR 660, Division 11.  

                                                      
225 SRC Project DEIS, Appendix A, Right-of-Way/Summary of Relocation Benefits.  
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The City of Salem has adopted public facilities plans describing the water, sewer, and storm 
water facilities needed to support the land uses designated in the Comprehensive Plan Map 
and lying within the Urban Growth Boundary: (1) Salem Area Wastewater Management 
Master Plan, (2) Stormwater Master Plan, and (3) Water System Master Plan.226 

Construction of the Preferred Alternative will have an impact on the existing public facilities 
located within the footprint of construction. The effects expected from project construction 
are generally limited to temporary disruption for the short term and possibly an 
improvement in service for the long term since better technology will likely be used in 
relocation and replacements of utilities.  

Public facilities and utilities are commonly located on bridge structures, particularly when 
they provide few crossing options over major waterways such as the Willamette River. 
Placing utilities on bridges can avoid and minimize the environmental impacts, costs and 
permitting required for placement of utilities in or under the river. Maintenance is also 
easier when utilities are located on bridges. This is evidenced by the number of different 
facilities/utilities that are located on the Marion and Center Street Bridges.  

Staff with the Salem Public Works Department reviewed the impact that the Salem River 
Crossing Bridge may have on City of Salem sewer and water utilities. Excerpts from the 
review are highlighted below and the memo is included in the record.227 

Sewer: The proposed SRC bridge is not likely to be used for sanitary sewer facilities dues to 
the location of major existing facilities and the cost to construct new facilities (pump station, 
force main, gravity pipe, etc.) that would be necessary to use the bridge as a conduit 
between east and west Salem.  

Water: The proposed SRC bridge is very likely to be used for water facilities. A pipeline is 
very likely to be hung on the bridge in order to improve the transmission capacity from east 
to west Salem. Evaluation of the pipeline size will be completed during design of the bridge 
project. It is anticipated that the City will use this opportunity to replace Transmission Line 
2 (36-inch) which is currently located beneath the Willamette River with a new 36-inch line 
on the bridge.  

The Salem City Council finds that approval of the plan amendments to authorize the new 
bridge crossing would benefit public facility/service providers by providing a new 
opportunity to extend public facilities across the river, enhance system connectivity and 
redundancy and better serve existing and planned urban development within the UGB on 
both sides of the Willamette River, consistent with Goal 11.  

6.2.12  Goal 12 (Transportation) 
To provide and encourage a safe, convenient, and economic transportation system.  

Findings – Goal 12:  
 Goal 12 is implemented through the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR), OAR 660, 
Division 12. Compliance with the relevant TPR criteria is addressed in Chapter 3 (UGB 

                                                      
226 Salem Revised Code, Chapter 64.  
227 Letter from Keith Garlinghouse, Salem Utilities Engineer, to Julie Warncke, Transportation Manager, June 7, 2016.  
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Amendment) and Chapter 4 (TSP Amendments) and those findings are incorporated by this 
reference. For the reasons stated therein, the consolidated plan amendments, particularly the 
UGB amendment and the TSP amendments, comply with Goal 12 and the TPR.  

6.2.13 Goal 13 (Energy Conservation) 
To conserve energy.  

Findings – Energy Conservation:  
Goal 13 directs cities and counties to manage and control land uses to maximize the 
conservation of all forms of energy, based on sound economic principles. LCDC has not 
adopted an administrative rule to implement Goal 13.  

Highways are not generally synonymous with the notion of energy conservation. However, 
Goal 13 does not prohibit new highways or improvements to existing highways. Indeed, 
such an interpretation would conflict with the provisions in Goal 12 and the TPR 
authorizing highway facilities and improvements as part of an overall connected and 
multimodal transportation system plan.  

Section 3.17 of the DEIS analyzes the energy required to construct and operate each of the 
Build alternatives and reviews energy consumption from the No Build Alternative. 
Currently, no federal laws regulate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in project-level NEPA 
documents. However, recognizing this as a growing issue, FHWA is working nationally 
with other agencies and organizations to develop strategies for reducing the transportation 
sector’s contribution to GHG (particularly carbon dioxide emissions) and to assess the risks 
to transportation systems and services from climate change. Climate smart policies in 
Oregon are frequently built from the land use and transportation plans and visions already 
adopted by cities and counties to comply with the Statewide Planning Goals. 

The DEIS notes that large traffic volumes, inefficient driving habits, and other traffic issues 
continue to increase in Oregon that, in turn, increases vehicle energy consumption.  The 
Salem corridor, from the Salem Parkway to OR 22, is heavily used and frequently congested. 
Excessive idling and stop-and-go traffic conditions can substantially reduce fuel economy 
compared to free-flowing traffic. The energy analysis in the DEIS concluded that the No 
Build Alternative would use more energy than any of the Build alternatives in 2031. This is 
primarily because, compared to the Build alternatives, the No Build Alternative would have 
increased vehicle volumes, lower travel speeds, and longer travel distances in the study 
area.  

The SRC project is intended to improve local, regional and statewide mobility through the 
Salem-Keizer area. The project will relieve the substantial traffic congestion that already 
exists on the existing Marion and Center Street bridges and bridgehead areas that will 
deteriorate further in the absence of the SRC project improvements. Providing safe and 
convenient travel through an area and facilitating the efficient movement of people, goods, 
and services in that area serves the growth needs and objectives of the region and the state 
and follows sound economic principles. Facilitating the smooth flow of traffic at acceptable 
levels of service also helps conserve fuel by avoiding the wasteful burning of fuel at 
intersections already above capacity or expected to exceed capacity during the planning 
period.  
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The proposed UGB amendment to accommodate the new bridge crossing is relatively 
unique from an energy perspective for two key reasons. First, the City has completed a 
Housing Needs Analysis and an Economic Opportunities Analysis and concluded that the 
existing UGB contains sufficient buildable land to meet Salem’s forecast population and 
employment growth during the 2015 to 2035 planning period. Second, the proposed new 
bridge is not building new transportation capacity at the fringe of the region – but instead 
will improve transportation connectivity and extend across a “notch” in the existing UGB to 
serve existing and planned land uses and forecast 20-year growth within the UGB.  

As documented in the Traffic and Transportation Technical Report Addendum (CH2M HILL, 
2016) this improved connectivity is expected to reduce annual Vehicle Hours of Delay 
(VHD) for the Preferred Alternative by 12% in the AM peak and 3% in the PM peak relative 
to the No Build Alternative, which is consistent with the objective of Goal 13 to conserve 
energy.  

6.2.14  Goal 14 (Urbanization) 
To provide an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to 
accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth 
boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communities.  

Findings – Goal 14:  
Every city in Oregon must establish an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to comply with the 
requirements of Goal 14. Pursuant to Goal 14, the cities of Salem and Keizer, in coordination 
with Polk County and Marion County, have established a regional UGB for the Salem-
Keizer area. The UGB was acknowledged by LCDC more than 30 years ago. 

Goal 14 is implemented through the UGB administrative rule, OAR 660, Division 24. The 
City of Salem initiated the plan amendment process to expand the UGB by about 35 acres to 
accommodate the following components of the Preferred Alternative that extend outside of 
the current UGB (see Figure 3):  

• About 19 acres associated with the Marine Drive Extension (which is included in 
Salem’s acknowledged TSP); and  

• Approximately 16 acres associated with the new bridge crossing west of the river.  

Compliance with the relevant criteria for UGB amendment is addressed in Chapter 3 of this 
report and those findings are incorporated by this reference. For the reasons stated therein, 
the proposed UGB amendment complies with the legal standards in Goal 14 and OAR 660, 
Division 24.  

6.2.15  Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway) 
To protect, conserve, enhance and maintain the natural, scenic, historical, 
agricultural, economic and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River 
as the Willamette River Greenway.  

Findings – Goal 15: 
The Preferred Alternative and all of the Build alternatives evaluated in the SRC project DEIS 
would impact water and lands inside Salem’s Willamette River Greenway boundary. All 
Build alternatives would require an exception to the Willamette River Greenway goal 
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because roads and highways are not generally considered water-dependent or water-related 
uses. The City of Salem initiated the plan amendment in the form of a Greenway goal 
exception to authorize the placement of piers/fill associated with the portions of the new 
bridge crossing and Marine Drive ramps and connection to OR 22 within the Greenway 
Overlay. The criteria for a Greenway goal exception in an urban area are set forth in OAR 
660, Division 4. Compliance with the relevant criteria for a Greenway goal exception is 
addressed in Chapter 5 of this report and those findings are incorporated by this reference. 
For the reasons stated therein, the Greenway goal exception for the Preferred Alternative 
complies with the criteria for a “reasons” exception to Goal 15.  
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7 Findings in Support of Plan Amendments 
Package: Local Policies and Regulations 

This chapter considers and makes findings addressing procedures and criteria applicable to 
the consolidate plan amendments.  

• Salem Revised Code Chapter 64 – Procedures and Criteria for Major Comprehensive 
Plan Amendments (applicable to UGB Amendment, Salem TSP Amendments and 
Greenway Goal Exception) 

• Salem Area Comprehensive Plan – Section III Regional Procedures and Policies 
(applicable to UGB Amendment) 

• Polk County Development Code Chapter 115 – Procedures and Criteria for 
Legislative Plan Amendments (applicable to UGB Amendment and Polk County TSP 
Amendments) 

In addition, relevant local policies are addressed in other chapters of this Findings Report. 
Chapter 3 (Section 3.2, page 141) addresses compliance with City of Salem and Polk County 
plan amendment policies relevant to the proposed UGB Amendment. Chapter 4 (Section 4.2, 
page 162) includes findings of compliance with key relevant policies in the Salem TSP and 
the Polk County TSP. Chapter 5 includes findings of compliance with Salem Area 
Comprehensive Plan policies for the Willamette River Greenway (see Section 5.2.1, page 
220).  
 

7.1 Local & Regional Plan Amendment Procedures 
7.1.1 Salem Revised Code  
SRC 64.020. Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 

(a) Applicability. Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, other than an 
amendment to a Plan Map, as that term is defined in SRC 64.025, shall be adopted 
as provided in this section. The two types of Comprehensive Plan Amendments are 
Major and Minor. (Ord No. 6-13)  

(b) Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment. A Major Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment is any amendment to the Comprehensive Plan that involves the 
creation, revision, or implementation of broad public policy generally affecting more 
than one property owner or affecting a large number of individual properties. (Ord 
No. 6-13) 

 (d) Procedure Type. Major and Minor Comprehensive Plan Amendments are 
legislative land use decisions, and are processed according to the Legislative 
Procedures under SRC Chapter 300. 
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(e) Standing to Initiate Comprehensive Plan Amendments.  

(1) Notwithstanding SRC 300.1110, a Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment may 
only be initiated by the City Council. 

(2) Notwithstanding SRC 300.1110, a Minor Comprehensive Plan Amendment may 
only be initiated by the City Council, the Planning Commission, or staff.  

(f) Criteria. 

(1) A Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment may be made if:  

(A) The amendment is in the best interest of the public health, safety, and welfare of 
the City. 

(B) The amendment conforms to the applicable Statewide Planning Goals and 
applicable administrative rules adopted by the Department of Land Conservation 
and Development.  

Findings – SRC 64.020: 
The consolidated package of plan amendments for the Preferred Alternative, including the 
UGB Amendment, Amendments to the Salem TSP, and Greenway Goal Exception, are all 
defined as Major Comprehensive Plan Amendments under SRC 64.020(b). The consolidated 
amendments involve the creation, revision, or implementation of broad public policy and 
affect a large number of individual properties.  

The Major Comprehensive Plan Amendments are classified as legislative land use decisions 
under 64.020(d) and will be processed according to the Legislative Procedures under SRC 
Chapter 300.  

As required by SRC 64.020(e)(1), the consolidated plan amendments were initiated by Salem 
City Council on August 8, 2016 by Resolution 2016-35.  

The Findings Report for the Consolidated Plan Amendments address a broad range of 
criteria and document that the amendments are in the best interest of the public health, 
safety, and welfare of the City. In particular, the findings in the following sections of the 
Findings Report are incorporated by this reference to address Criteria 1(A):  

• UGB Amendment – see Section 3.1.3 
• Salem TSP Amendments – see Section 4.2.2 
• Greenway Goal Exception – see findings addressing public benefit (page 200) 

The Consolidated Plan Amendments conform to the applicable Planning Goals and 
applicable administrative rules adopted by DLCD. In particular, the findings in the 
following sections of the Findings Report are incorporated by this reference to address 
Criteria 1(B): 

• UGB Amendment – see Chapter 3 for findings addressing Goal 14 and OAR 660-24 
and Goal 12 and relevant portions of OAR 660-12 

• Salem and Polk County TSP Amendments – see Chapter 4 for findings addressing 
Goal 12 and other relevant portions of OAR 660-012 
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• Other Statewide Planning Goals – see findings in Chapter 6 

In summary, the Consolidated Plan Amendments for the Preferred Alternative comply with 
the standards and requirements for a Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment as set forth in 
SRC 64.020.  

SRC 64.025. Plan Map Amendments. 
(a) Applicability. Amendments to a Plan Map shall be adopted as provided in this 
section. The two types of Plan Map amendments are major and minor. As used in 
this section, "plan map" means the Urban Growth Boundary, the Comprehensive 
Plan Map, or a general land use map in a Neighborhood Plan.  

(1) A Major Plan Map Amendment is: 

(A) Any amendment to the Urban Growth Boundary; or 

(B) An amendment to either the Comprehensive Plan Map or a general land use map 
in a Neighborhood Plan, where the amendment involves the creation, revision, or 
implementation of broad public policy generally affecting more than one property 
owner or a large number of individual properties.  

(1) Notwithstanding SRC 300.1110, a Major Plan Map Amendment may only be 
initiated by the City Council. 

(c) Procedure Type. 

(1) Major Plan Map Amendments are legislative decisions, and are processed 
according to the Legislative Procedures under SRC Chapter 300. 

(A) A Major or Minor Plan Map Amendment may be initiated by the City Council 
by the adoption of a resolution, identifying the property that is the subject of the 
amendment, and setting forth the public purpose for the amendment. 

Findings – SRC 64.025: 
The proposed plan map amendments include an amendment to the Urban Growth 
Boundary; therefore, they are considered a Major Plan Map Amendment. The City Council 
passed a resolution to initiate the Major Plan Map Amendment (Resolution No. 2016-35) on 
August 8. The resolution identifies the property that is the subject of the amendment and 
sets forth the public purpose for the amendment, including accommodating the Salem River 
Crossing Preferred Alternative (a regional transportation facility), addressing compliance 
with statewide planning goals, and achieving compatibility with local comprehensive plans. 

7.1.2 Salem Area Comprehensive Plan 
7.1.2.1 Salem/Keizer Urban Area (Regional) Procedures and Policies (SACP, Section III) 
B. JURISDICTION 

(1) Salem's Jurisdiction: Salem has exclusive jurisdiction over all land use actions 
applicable within its city limits other than regional planning actions and 
amendments to urban area policies.  
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(2) Keizer's Jurisdiction: Keizer has exclusive jurisdiction over all land use actions 
applicable within its city limits other than regional planning actions and 
amendments to urban area policies.  

(3) Polk County's Jurisdiction: Polk County has exclusive jurisdiction over all land 
use actions applicable within that portion of the Salem Urban Area that is outside 
the Salem city limits and inside Polk County other than regional planning actions 
and amendments to urban area policies.  

(4) Marion County's Jurisdiction: Marion County has exclusive jurisdiction over all 
land use actions applicable within that portion of the Salem Urban Area and Keizer 
Urban Area that are outside the Salem city limits and outside the Keizer city limits 
other than regional planning actions and amendments to urban area policies. 

Findings – Jurisdiction: 
Salem has exclusive jurisdiction over all land use actions applicable within its city limits 
other than regional planning actions. For the SRC Preferred Alternative, Salem has exclusive 
jurisdiction over the Greenway Goal Exception. In addition, Salem has primary jurisdiction 
over the proposed Salem plan map amendments for land added to the UGB and proposed 
amendments to the Salem TSP. Salem is initiating the UGB amendment. The UGB decision 
requires concurrence by Salem, Keizer, Polk County and Marion County.  

The Preferred Alternative does not have direct impacts on lands within Keizer’s city limits. 
The UGB Amendment is a regional decision that requires concurrence from the City of 
Keizer.  

Polk County has primary jurisdiction over the proposed Polk County plan map 
amendments for land added to the UGB and proposed amendments to the Polk County TSP. 
The UGB amendment is a regional decision that requires concurrence from Polk County.  

The Preferred Alternative does not have direct impacts on unincorporated lands within 
Marion County. The UGB Amendment is a regional decision that requires concurrence from 
Marion County.  

C. PROCEDURES FOR AMENDMENT 
(a) Regional planning actions may be initiated by any one of the four jurisdictions 
(Cities of Salem and Keizer and Counties of Marion and Polk), but must be 
concurred in by all of the other jurisdictions as set forth below before they are 
considered effective amendments to the Plan.  

(b) The proposing jurisdiction shall notify all of the other jurisdictions of the 
proposed regional planning action by sending to them a true copy of the 45- day 
notice sent to the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD). 
That copy shall be sent to the other jurisdictions not less than 45 days prior to the 
date set for final hearing in the matter. If the final hearing is rescheduled, the other 
jurisdictions shall be notified of the new hearing date.  

(c) All jurisdictions that concur with the regional planning action shall, at least 15 
days prior to the final hearing as cited in the DLCD notice, indicate to the proposing 
jurisdiction their concurrence. Those jurisdictions that concur shall adopt 
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ordinances indicating their concurrence and transmit those ordinances to the 
proposing jurisdiction.  

(d) Where "c" does not apply, jurisdictions shall at least 15 days prior to the final 
hearing as cited in the DLCD notice, indicate to the proposing jurisdiction their lack 
of concurrence, the conditions necessary for concurrence, or the need for a specific 
amount of additional time to consider the matter before responding. Those 
jurisdictions indicating non-concurrence shall provide their reasons, findings, and 
conclusions in writing to the proposing jurisdiction.  

(e) When the proposing jurisdiction has received concurring ordinances which are 
identical with regard to the text of the regional planning action adopted from each of 
the other jurisdictions, it may take final action to adopt its own ordinance and the 
effective date of that final ordinance shall be the effective date of the amendment to 
this plan. The proposing jurisdiction shall send copies of the final ordinance to all of 
the other jurisdictions. 

(f) If jurisdictions disagree as to regional planning actions or if there is a need for 
clarification of regional policies, the issue may be resolved through the Salem Keizer 
Area Plan Advisory Committee process.  

Findings – SACP Procedures for Regional Planning Actions: 
The City of Salem has initiated the regional planning action to add about 35 acres to the 
Salem-Keizer UGB to accommodate the components of the Preferred Alternative that extend 
outside of the current UGB.  

The four jurisdictions have very limited experience applying the procedures for regional 
planning actions for UGB amendments. Since the UGB was acknowledged in 1982, the UGB 
has only been amended only two times – once to remove about 5 acres at the request of a 
property owner and the second time to add about 55 acres for a park at the request of the 
City of Keizer. The SACP includes the most detailed description of the regional procedures. 
The Keizer Comprehensive Plan also describes the procedures and approval criteria for an 
amendment to the UGB. The Polk County Comprehensive Plan includes no reference to the 
regional procedures for amending the UGB, and only Polk County and the City of Salem are 
parties to the Urban Growth  Management Agreement. Similarly, the Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan includes no reference to the regional procedures for amending the 
Salem-Keizer UGB. Similar to Polk County, Marion County has entered into Urban Growth 
Management Agreements with cities in its jurisdiction, including the City of Keizer.  

In the absence of clearly defined procedures in all four plans, the City of Salem has focused 
on the regional procedures included in the SACP and Keizer Comprehensive Plan and 
highlighted above.  

• Salem’s City Manager sent letters to the Keizer City Manager, the Administrative 
Officer of Polk County and the Chief Administrative Officer of Marion County on 
July 19, 2016 indicating that Salem was initiating an amendment to the Regional UGB 
and requesting participation in the process for concurrence.  

• Salem Council passed Resolution No. 2016-35 on August 8, 2016 and “initiated” the 
consolidated plan amendments as allowed by provision 1.a above.  
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• The Polk County Commission, Marion County Commission and City of Keizer also 
passed resolutions on August 10, August 10, and September 6, respectively to 
participate in the concurrent process for the Regional UGB amendment initiated by 
Salem.  

• Salem and Polk County submitted a joint PAPA notice to DLCD on September 7, 
2016 for the consolidated plan amendments package (UGB Amendment, Greenway 
Goal Exception, and amendments to Salem TSP and Polk County TSP). The notice 
also listed the City of Keizer and Marion County as jurisdictions required to concur 
in the UGB decision.  

• The Salem City Council will conduct a first reading of its adoption ordinance on 
October 10. It will be accompanied by a staff report and accompanying findings will 
not be made available until one week before the October 12 joint hearing (see below). 

• October 12, 2016 was listed as the first evidentiary hearing data in the PAPA notice. 
The first evidentiary hearing will include decision-makers from all four jurisdictions 
to make it more efficient for the public to present testimony and for all decision-
makers to hear and consider that testimony at one time. This approach could also 
potentially expedite the deliberation and adoption schedule. The final hearing date 
has not been scheduled and was not included in the PAPA notice. However, the final 
hearing will be held no earlier than 45 days from the initial notice on September 7, 
2016, consistent with provision 1.b above and is tentatively expected to occur in mid-
December.  

• Additional, individual hearings will be conducted by Polk County, Marion County 
and the City of Keizer to allow their decision-making bodies to deliberate on their 
respective ordinances and/or UGB or Plan amendments. These hearings are 
expected to take place in October and November. Hearing dates will be announced 
at the October 12 hearing. 

• The City of Salem will publish a notice of the hearing in the Salem Statesman Journal 
that serves as the official published public notice for the cities of Salem and Keizer, as 
well as Marion County. Polk County will publish its own notice in the Polk County 
Itemizer-Observer. All four jurisdictions will mail notice to interested parties as 
required by their Development Codes. 

• A staff report prepared by the City of Salem will be available at least 7 days prior to 
the initial evidentiary hearing for the consolidated plan amendments, and will 
include draft findings. Staff reports or brief explanatory memos also will be prepared 
by and available from the other three jurisdictions at least one week in advance of 
the October 12 hearing. 

• The draft findings will be supplemented as needed to address and respond to public 
testimony submitted at the public hearing(s).  

• Salem will circulate the Draft Ordinance and supplemental findings to the 
jurisdictions that must concur in the UGB amendment decision.  
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• Following coordination with a concurrence from the other jurisdictions, Salem will 
take the final action in adopting the Ordinance and findings to support the UGB 
Amendment (the regional decision) and the related plan amendments (Greenway 
Goal Exception and Salem TSP Amendments) within Salem’s jurisdiction.  

• Polk County will adopt the Ordinance and take the final action in support of the Polk 
County TSP Amendments.  

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

(2) All parties shall work toward the development of the most efficient and 
economical method for providing specific urban services to the area within the 
Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary.  

(3) Changes to the Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary must be adopted 
concurrently by all four affected jurisdictions and shall be based upon consideration 
of the following factors:  

(a) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growth 
requirements consistent with LCDC goals.  

(b) Need for housing, employment opportunities and livability.  

(c) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services.  

(d) Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the fringe of the existing urban 
area.  

(e) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.  

(f) Retention of agricultural land, as defined, with Class I being the highest priority 
for retention and Class VI the lowest priority.  

(g) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities; and  

(h) Projections of land needs and supply of buildable land within the entire Salem 
and Keizer urban areas. 

Findings – SACP Regional Policies for UGB:  
Goal 14 and the Goal 14 administrative rule (OAR 660, Division 24) have been amended 
several times since the provisions above in the SACP were adopted and acknowledged. The 
findings in Chapter 3 (UGB Amendment) address the current versions of the Goal 14 rule, 
statutes and administrative rules.  

The City of Salem initiated the proposed expansion of the Salem/Keizer UGB to include 
about 35 acres needed to accommodate portions of the SRC Preferred Alternative that 
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extend outside of the current UGB. The City has prepared a legal description and figures to 
identify the areas proposed to be added to the UGB.228 Provision 1 has been met. 

The proposed UGB expansion is based on a transportation need, and no land is being added 
to the UGB for housing, commercial, industrial or other urban uses. Salem has concluded 
that the Salem portion of the Regional UGB includes sufficient land to meet urban land 
needs over the 2015-2035 planning horizon. Adopted public facility plans are already in 
place to provide orderly and efficient urban services to lands within the current UGB. 
Adding 35 acres to the UGB to accommodate the SRC Preferred Alternative will improve 
transportation connectivity and redundancy and support efficient development of lands 
within the current UGB based on acknowledged comprehensive plan designations. 
Provision 2 is met.  

Changes to the UGB will be coordinated with, considered and adopted by all four 
jurisdictions. Provision 3 will be met by following the regional procedures for a UGB 
amendment articulated in the SACP.  

Seven of the factors to be considered for a UGB amendment (set out in 3 a-g above) are 
included in the findings in Chapter 3 that address the current versions of Goal 14 and 
related statutes and rules. Current versions of Goal 14 and the rule have moved away from 
the vague term “livability” used in factor b, and instead more specifically articulate uses that 
may be the basis for land need – including but not limited to schools, parks, public facilities, 
and roads and streets. There have not been substantial changes in the remaining factors of 
Goal 14 (set out in 3 c-g above). Therefore, the findings for the consolidated plan 
amendments, particularly the findings in Chapters 3, demonstrate compliance with the 
factors that must be considered for a UGB amendment under the provisions of SACP 3 a-g 
above.  

The provision in factor 3h is unique to the Salem-Keizer UGB and is not included in Goal 14, 
ORS or OAR 660, Division 24. Essentially, this factor requires that if either Salem or Keizer 
initiates a plan amendment for a specific land need, they must consider land needs and the 
supply of buildable land within the entire Salem and Keizer urban area. The proposed UGB 
amendment is based on a transportation need, and no land will be included to meet needs 
for housing, employment or other urban uses. As noted earlier, the proposed UGB 
amendment will authorize the components of the SRC Preferred Alternative that will 
connect and support development of land within the current UGB to the west and east of 
the River. Therefore, the provision in SACP 3h is not applicable to the proposed UGB 
amendment.  

7.1.3 Polk County Development Code 
7.1.3.1 CHAPTER 115 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS  
115.040. PROCEDURES FOR LEGISLATIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS.  

(A) Legislative amendments may be initiated by the Board of Commissioners or 
Planning Commission. An interested party may request that the Planning 
Commission or Board initiate a legislative amendment. Legislative amendments 

                                                      
228 OTAK, Proposed Salem UGB Expansion, 4 Sheets and Parcel Details, July 26, 2016. 
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shall only be initiated by the Board or Planning Commission after findings are made 
that the proposed change is in the public interest and will be of general public 
benefit. In the case of a legislative amendment to an adopted urban growth 
boundary, the amendment may be initiated by Polk County or by the affected city as 
specified in any applicable comprehensive plan or intergovernmental agreement 
pertaining to the urban growth boundary and urbanizable land.  

(B) After a legislative amendment has been initiated, the Planning Commission shall 
hold a public hearing as prescribed in Chapter 111 on the complete petition for plan 
amendment. After concluding this hearing, the Planning Commission shall submit a 
recommendation to the Board of Commissioners.  

(C) The Board of Commissioners shall hold a public hearing on the proposed plan 
amendment as provided in Chapter 111. Final decision by the Board of 
Commissioners shall not be effective until 21 days after mailing of the decision. 
Filing of an appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals stays all proceedings by all 
parties in connection with the matter appealed until the appeal has been resolved. 
Any plan amendment or reclassification of property shall be by ordinance which 
shall be passed by the Board of Commissioners. Any denial of a proposed plan 
amendment shall be by order.  

Findings – Chapter 115 Procedures:  
The Polk County Board of Commissioners initiated the legislative amendment for the SRC 
Preferred Alternative on August 10. The majority of the Preferred Alternative is within the 
current UGB and Salem city limits, and Salem took the lead in initiating the amendment on 
August 8, 2016 as authorized by 115.040(A).  

As noted earlier, the procedures in the Polk County Code do not specifically address the 
unique regional procedures for amending the Salem-Keizer UGB. The Planning Commission 
will participate in the regional hearing that will include Salem City Council, Keizer City 
Council, Polk County Board of Commissioners and Marion County Board of 
Commissioners. Using a consolidated hearing format will provide the opportunity for all 
parties to present public testimony that can then be considered by all decision-makers at the 
same forum. It is expected that this approach will prove more efficient for all participants, 
and will streamline the overall process and schedule. The Polk County Planning 
Commission will have the opportunity to provide a recommendation to the Polk County 
Board of Commissioners as part of this process.  

As noted earlier, it is expected that the City of Salem will take the last action in adopting the 
consolidated plan amendments and findings in support of the SRC Preferred Alternative 
and the final decision will not be effecting until 21 days after Salem’s mailing of the decision.  

However, because many of the plan amendments are interrelated, each jurisdiction may 
need to adopt separate ordinances, and amendments to the Polk County TSP are under Polk 
County jurisdiction. If separate appeals of different adoption ordinances are filed, they will 
likely be consolidated for a LUBA appeal.  
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115.060. CRITERIA FOR LEGISLATIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS.  
A legislative plan amendment may be approved provided that the request is based on 
substantive information providing a factual basis to support the change. In 
amending the Comprehensive Plan, Polk County shall demonstrate: 

(A) Compliance with Oregon Revised Statutes, and the statewide planning goals 
and related administrative rules. If an exception to one or more of the goals is 
necessary, Polk County shall adopt findings which address the exception criteria in 
Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 660, Division 4;  

(B) Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan goals, policies and intent, and any 
plan map amendment criteria in the plan;  

(C) That the proposed change is in the public interest and will be of general public 
benefit; and  

(D) Compliance with the provisions of any applicable intergovernmental agreement 
pertaining to urban growth boundaries and urbanizable land.  

Findings – Chapter 115 Criteria: 
This Findings Report to support the consolidated plan amendments for the SRC Preferred 
Alternative is based on substantive information and an extensive factual base of information 
included in the record (including but not limited to the SRC Project DEIS and updated 
technical reports for the FEIS Preferred Alternative).  

The Findings Report demonstrates compliance with Oregon Revised Statutes, the statewide 
planning goals and related administrative rules as required by 115.060(A). In particular:  

• Chapter 3 (Urban Growth Boundary Amendment) provides findings to addresses 
Goal 14, OAR 660-24 (Urban Growth Boundaries), and relevant portions of Goal 12 
and OAR 660-012 (the Transportation Planning Rule). 

•  Chapter 4 (TSP Amendments) provides findings to addresses other sections of Goal 
12 and the TPR, and relevant goals and policies in local, regional and state 
transportation system plans.  

• The City of Salem is taking an exception to Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway) as 
part of the consolidated plan amendments. However, the portion of the Preferred 
Alternative within the Greenway is entirely within Salem’s land use jurisdiction, and 
Polk County is not taking exceptions to any statewide goals.  

The Findings Report demonstrates compliance with relevant goals, policies and intent 
statements in the Polk County Comprehensive Plan and Polk County TSP as required by 
115.060(B). In particular:  

• Findings to address relevant Polk County Comprehensive Plan goals and policies 
proposed UGB Amendment are provided in Section 3.2.2 (page 144). 

• Findings to address relevant Polk County TSP goals and policies are provided in 
Section 4.2.3 (page 176).  
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The Findings Report demonstrates that approval of the consolidated plan amendments 
required for the SRC Preferred Alternative is in the public interest and will be of general 
public benefit as required by 115.060(C). In particular:  

• Chapter 2 (Project Background) summarizes the project history, purpose and need 
and numerous transportation studies that have addressed the need for additional 
transportation capacity across the Willamette River. The NEPA process for the SRC 
Project also articulates the purpose and need for the project and Chapter 3 (Urban 
Growth Boundary) confirms this need in the context of Statewide Planning Goal 14.  

The regional partners in the NEPA process for the SRC Project, including Polk County, have 
agreed in the selection of the Preferred Alternative. Proceeding with adoption of the 
package of consolidated plan amendments to authorize the components of the Preferred 
Alternative that are not already included in adopted TSPs is required as a key step that must 
be completed before the FEIS and a Record of Decision can be issued by the Federal 
Highway Administration. 

The Findings Report demonstrates compliance with applicable provisions of the 
intergovernmental agreement between Polk County and the City of Salem as required by 
115.060(D). In particular, this agreement recognizes that the City shall have the lead role in 
planning and implementation decisions relating to land added to the UGB. The agreement 
also lays out the coordination roles for land added to the UGB prior to annexation, and 
specifically references that County zoning (EFU in this case) is an appropriate zone to retain 
under the County’s “Urban Reserve” plan designation prior to annexation.  

7.1.4 Keizer Comprehensive Plan 
7.1.4.1 Salem/Keizer Urban Area (Regional) Procedures and Policies (Keizer Comprehensive 

Plan (KCP), Section IV) 
B. JURISDICTION 

(1) Salem's Jurisdiction: Salem has exclusive jurisdiction over all land use actions 
applicable within its city limits other than regional planning actions and 
amendments to urban area policies.  

(2) Keizer's Jurisdiction: Keizer has exclusive jurisdiction over all land use actions 
applicable within its city limits other than regional planning actions and 
amendments to urban area policies.  

(3) Polk County's Jurisdiction: Polk County has exclusive jurisdiction over all land 
use actions applicable within that portion of the Salem Urban Area that is outside 
the Salem city limits and inside Polk County other than regional planning actions 
and amendments to urban area policies.  

(4) Marion County's Jurisdiction: Marion County has exclusive jurisdiction over all 
land use actions applicable within that portion of the Salem Urban Area and Keizer 
Urban Area that are outside the Salem city limits and outside the Keizer city limits 
other than regional planning actions and amendments to urban area policies. 
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Findings – Jurisdiction: 
As noted in section 7.1.2.1 (page 260) of these findings the Preferred Alternative does not 
have direct impacts on lands within Keizer’s city limits. The UGB Amendment is a regional 
decision that requires concurrence from the City of Keizer.  

C. PROCEDURES FOR AMENDMENT 
Procedures for amendment to the regional UGB are found in Chapter IV of the Keizer 
Comprehensive Plan (KCP) and are identical to those detailed in the SACP, as documented 
in section 7.1.2.1 (page 260) of these findings.  

Findings – Jurisdiction: 
The findings documented in section 7.1.2.1 (page 260) of this document detail actions to be 
undertaken by the City of Keizer, consistent with the procedural requirements identified in 
the KCP. 

G. URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 
Requirements and approval criteria for amendment to the regional UGB also are found in 
Chapter IV of the KCP and are identical to those detailed in the SACP, as documented in 
section 7.1.2.1 (page 260) of these findings.  

Findings – Jurisdiction: 
The findings documented in section 7.1.2.1 (page 260) of this document consistency with 
those approval criteria. 
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