Agenda
Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
Policy Committee (PC)
Date:
Time:
Place:

June 26, 2018
Noon
100 High St. SE, Suite 200
Salem, OR 97301
Phone: (503) 588-6177 FAX (503) 588-6094
E-mail: mwvcog@mwvcog.org
Website: www.mwvcog.org

Please note that this meeting
could last
longer than usual.

A.

Call to Order ............................................................................................... Cathy Clark

B.

Approval of Minutes of May 22, 2018 ....................................................... Cathy Clark

C.

Public Comment .......................................................................................... Cathy Clark

D.

SKATS FY 2018-2023 TIP Amendment: Bus Replacement ............ Karen Odenthal
Background: The Salem Area Mass Transit District (SAMTD) received a grant through
the Fiscal Year 2017 Bus and Bus Facilities Projects program to purchase
low-floor compressed natural gas (CNG) buses, replacing buses that are
beyond their useful life. SAMTD will receive $2,475,000 in federal funds
which will be combined with the required $825,000 in local match to
purchase six 35-40-foot compressed natural gas (CNG) buses. See the
attached resolution and amendment.
Action
Requested:

E.

Adopt Resolution 18-20 (attached) amending the FY 2018-2023 TIP to
add Project Key Number 21342 - SAMTD CNG Bus Replacement.

Letters of Support ............................................................. Julie Warncke, Dan Fricke
Background: The city of Salem is applying for funding through the Better Utilizing
Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD) Transportation
Discretionary Grants program to complete the construction of McGilchrist
Street SE from 13th Street SE to 25th Street SE including the realignment
of 22nd Street SE. A draft letter from the Policy Committee supporting the
project is attached.

The Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments is pleased to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). If you need
special accommodations or translation services to attend this meeting, please contact Lori Moore at (503) 540-1609, or send e-mail to
lomoore@mwvcog.org at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. Hearing impaired please call Oregon Telecommunications Relay Service, 71-1. Thank you.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) is applying for
funding through the BUILD Transportation Discretionary Grants program
to help fund the I-5 widening project between Kuebler Boulevard SE and
the Delaney Road interchanges. A draft letter from the Policy Committee
supporting the project is attached.
Action
Requested:
F.

Motion for the Policy Committee Chairman to sign the letters on the
behalf of the committee.

Federal Performance Measures: ODOT Targets.................................... Ray Jackson
Background: This item was postponed from last month.
MAP-21 (Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century) requires State
Department of Transportations (DOTs), Mass Transit Districts, and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to set targets for each of the
federally developed performance measures. ODOT has amended the
Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) to include the necessary language to
enable these performance measures and will set targets by the May 20,
2018 deadline. The baseline data and the targets that ODOT has selected
for the statewide system is discussed in the attached memorandum.
At the May SKATS Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting, the
TAC voted to recommend to the Policy Committee that they accept and
support the ODOT targets rather than set specific targets for SKATS.
SKATS has until November 16, 2018, to inform ODOT of our decision
regarding performance targets. Due to meeting schedules, the Policy
Committee will need to make a decision by their October 23, 2018
meeting. Staff plans to work with ODOT to continue the monitoring of
the regional system and track the performance measures.
Action
Requested:

G.

Provide direction to staff to either support the ODOT targets or to develop
SKATS-specific targets for bridge, pavement, and system performance.

RTSP: Review Population and Employment Forecasts .......................... Kim Sapunar
Background: SKATS staff has been working with a small group of TAC members to
allocate the future forecasted population into the SKATS area. Work has
also been on-going to allocate the forecasted future employment. This
effort uses the currently adopted Comprehensive Plans for each
jurisdiction. See the attached memorandum for more information. This
work will be documented as Appendix A for the 2019-2043 RTSP.
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Action
Requested:
H.

Motion to use the population and employment forecasts in the SKATS
2019-2043 RTSP.

Transportation Planning Rule Update ........................................................ Mike Jaffe
Background: On June 15th, DLCD staff shared the latest version of draft rules for
updating the Metropolitan Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-12)
with members of the TPR Rulemaking Advisory Committee. The draft
rules and related materials will be posted on the Rulemaking website:
https://www.oregon.gov/LCD/Pages/Metro_TPR.aspx
In addition to the draft rules, DLCD staff have also drafted “Optional
Elements for Commission Consideration” (attached). These options
include modifications of the TPR to require additional regional
coordination (i.e., finding a common set of performance measures for the
jurisdictions in the region and reporting years) and requiring specific
performance measures of mixed-use; and three options (labeled G1, G2,
G3) that include increasing levels of required reporting on metropolitan
area Greenhouse Gas emissions, with option G3 requiring the design of a
regional scenario to meet the GHG reduction targets in OAR 66-044.
Staff will go over these Optional Elements and ask for Policy Committee
direction. Staff will also review the discussion from the June 22
Rulemaking Advisory Committee meeting.
Action
Requested:

I.

Discussion item.

TIP Modifications .................................................................................Karen Odenthal
Background: Staff-approved modifications made to the SKATS TIP since the May
2018 Policy Committee meeting are summarized in the attached table.
Action
Requested:

Information item.

J.

Other Business............................................................................................. Cathy Clark
 Update on I-5 widening project: TIP Amendment and Public Hearing scheduled for
July 24th Policy Committee meeting.
 Next meeting of the SKATS Policy Committee: July 24, 2018.
o Public Hearing – TIP Amendment: I-5: Kuebler to Delaney Widening Project
o Review of RTSP 2019-2043 Chapters 1 (Introduction), Chapter 2 (Policy), and
Chapter 3 (Goals and Performance).

K.

Adjournment ............................................................................................... Cathy Clark
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DRAFT
Minutes

Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
Policy Committee Meeting
May 22, 2018
100 High St. SE, Suite 200
Salem, OR
Noon
Policy Committee Members Present
Sam Brentano, Marion County Board of Commissioners
Cathy Clark, 2018 Chair, Keizer Mayor
Lisa Nell, ODOT
Paul Kyllo, 2018 Vice Chair, Salem-Keizer School District
Jim Lewis, Salem City Council
Kathy Lincoln, Salem Area Mass Transit District
Gary Tiffin, Turner Mayor
Policy Committee Members Absent

Craig Pope, Polk County Board of Commissioners
Others Present

Phil Carver, 350 Salem
Bob Cortright, Citizen Interest
Steve Dickey, Salem Area Mass Transit District
Dan Fricke, ODOT
Mike Jaffe, MWVCOG-SKATS
Lori Moore, MWVCOG-SKATS
Karen Odenthal, MWVCOG-SKATS
Kim Sapunar, MWVCOG-SKATS
Julie Titchbourne, City of Salem
Linda Wallmark, 350 Salem
Julie Warncke, Salem Public Works
Agenda Item A. Call to Order
Chair Cathy Clark called the meeting to order at 12:04 p.m. Introductions were made.
Agenda Item B. Approval of Minutes of April 24, 2018
Motion was made by Paul Kyllo, seconded by Gary Tiffin, to approve the minutes of the
April 24, 2018, meeting as submitted. Those voting in favor of the motion were Sam Brentano,
Cathy Clark, Paul Kyllo, Jim Lewis, Kathy Lincoln, Lisa Nell, and Gary Tiffin. The motion
passed unanimously.

Agenda Item C. Public Comment
Bob Cortright distributed a handout, jointly authored by himself and Linda Wallmark, in
response to issues raised at last month’s Policy Committee meeting for Policy Committee
members to review at their convenience. Mr. Cortright provided an overview of the handout
highlights:






Information from the Yale Climate Communications Survey and the 2017 ODOT Survey of
Transportation Needs and Issues support the scientific and statistical validity of the assertion
that there is strong public support for GHG emissions reduction.
In response to the question of whether regional efforts to reduce carbon emissions are
sufficient, it was noted that a regional strategic assessment would provide an answer to that
question.
Regarding construction - a third bridge or other road expansion projects would not achieve
GHG emissions reductions by relieving congestion, as indicated in a 2015 University of
California.1 He noted that “induced travel” is not the way to reduce GHG emissions.

Phil Carver commented that he failed to mention of the seriousness of human-caused global
warming during his testimony last month. A rise in temperature of only one degree can have a
significant impact on weather patterns such as increasing forest fires, tornados and hurricanes.
He reported that 195 countries have signed the Paris Climate Treaty. The United States is the
only country that has not signed it.
Agenda Item D.

SKATS FY 2018-2023 TIP Amendment

Karen Odenthal informed the group that the amount of federal STBGP-U funds that SKATS is
scheduled to receive for 2018 is lower than anticipated due to a reduction in the spending
limitation. Ms. Odenthal reminded the committee that the federal Consolidated Appropriations
Act of 2018 (known as the FY 18 Omnibus) is anticipated to provide the region with $823,272 in
additional federal funds. The funding shortfall in the TIP (including projected shortfalls in
FY 2019-2021 if the trend continues) could be addressed by using some of the Omnibus funds
that the area will be receiving. Ms. Odenthal reported that TAC members brainstormed several
options for uses of additional federal funds from the Omnibus Bill during a recent TAC meeting.
Cost over-runs was among the suggested uses for the additional funds.
Ms. Odenthal reported that the city of Salem has requested additional funding to cover a shortfall
for the 12th St.: Hoyt to Fairview Southbound Widening project. She noted that this is the oldest
project listed in the TIP; therefore, the project cost estimate is very old. The low bid received for
the project was over $600,000 above the engineer's estimate, and the final right-of-way costs
were almost double what was programmed, due to unanticipated right-of-way decisions.

The effect of induced travel is included in a summary of available literature in the “Impact of Highway Capacity and Induced
Travel on Passenger Vehicle Use and Greenhous Gas Emissions” from the University of California, 2015

1
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City staff are requesting an additional $400,000 in Federal funding ($100,000 for right-of-way
and $300,000 for construction). The city will contribute an additional $1,162,886 of its own
funds. If federal Omnibus funds are allocated to cover this shortfall and the previously
mentioned TIP funding shortfall, approximately $53,272 would left from the region’s portion of
Omnibus funds.
Committee discussion focused on the reasons for such a significant cost escalation. The original
project cost estimate was made nearly eight years ago; although, it had been inflated for year of
expenditure. Costs across the spectrum for construction projects have increased during that time.
Councilor Jim Lewis expressed concern regarding our ability to make accurate cost estimates
and asked if other projects will also experience significant cost increases. Commissioner Sam
Brentano also expressed concern regarding shortfalls occurring with other TIP projects. He
asked what other projects might have the same problem. Ms. Odenthal responded that she
recollects several projects in the TIP that might end up with the same problem including the
Verda Lane and Center Street projects among others. When the next TIP is developed, project
sponsors will be asked to update cost estimates for existing projects, so that any cost escalations
can be addressed at that time.
Ms. Odenthal noted that the proposed amendment along with details was posted to the
MWVCOG website for public review, as required according to the process described in the
adopted SKATS Public Participation Plan and the TIP Management process. No comments were
received.
Following discussion, motion was made by Sam Brentano, seconded by Paul Kyllo, to adopt
Resolution 18-18 to add $100,000 in federal funds to the right-of-way phase and $300,00 in
federal funds to the construction phase of project Key Number 17994 (12th St.: Hoyt to
Fairview Southbound Widening project). Those voting in favor of the motion were Sam
Brentano, Cathy Clark, Paul Kyllo, Jim Lewis, Kathy Lincoln, Lisa Nell, and Gary Tiffin. The
motion passed unanimously.
Agenda Item E. SKATS FY 2018-2023 TIP Amendment: Chapter 4
Karen Odenthal reminded everyone that TIPs amended or approved after May 27, 2018, are
required to demonstrate how they are making progress towards achieving the adopted federally
required performance targets including a description on how the projects in the TIP would help
achieve the MPO performance targets. Targets for roadway safety and transit asset management
have been established since the adoption of the TIP and are included in the modified draft
chapter. An additional update to the chapter will be needed next fall/winter when the Policy
Committee is required to adopt ODOT targets or develop SKATS-specific targets for Pavement,
Bridge Conditions, and National Highway System (NHS) Performance.
Ms. Odenthal noted that the draft Chapter 4 of the TIP was revised based on the feedback
received. SKATS TAC members, during their May meeting, recommended that the Policy
Committee adopt the updated Chapter 4 of the FY 2018-2023 TIP.
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Referencing page 1, bulleted item “System Reliability,” Chair Clark initiated a discussion related
to the difference between the meaning of reliability and efficiency. Staff explained that “system
reliability” is the official federal performance measure required of states and MPOs.
Mayor Gary Tiffin asked about the status of the federal GHG performance measure. Mike Jaffe
responded that the federal GHG measure was originally set to go into effect in February 2017,
but the Trump administration delayed the launch date. After a lawsuit was filed by several states
and other organization, in October 2017, FHWA published a notice of proposed rulemaking
proposing to repeal the GHG measure and seeking public comment on the proposal. A Final
Rule is expected in the Spring2
Motion was made by Paul Kyllo, seconded by Jim Lewis, to adopt Resolution 18-19 to
amend the SKATS FY 2018-2021 TIP to include the revisions to Chapter 4 along with
additional language modifications from today’s discussion. Those voting in favor of the
motion were Sam Brentano, Cathy Clark, Paul Kyllo, Jim Lewis, Kathy Lincoln, Lisa Nell, and
Gary Tiffin. The motion passed unanimously.
Agenda Item F. RTSP Goals
Mike Jaffe announced that today’s action is to continue review of the proposed modifications to
the goals in the Regional Transportation Systems Plan (RTSP). Referencing the memorandum
included in the agenda packet, Mr. Jaffe reported that revisions have been drafted based on
responses to the SKATS Public Outreach Survey related to RTSP Goals along with Policy
Committee discussions and recommendations from previous meetings. Explanatory statements
have been added to each goal to better describe their intent. He suggested that committee
members review the proposed changes to Goals 1-10 saving discussion related to Goal 7 for last.
Referencing the options proposed for Goal 1, committee members discussed their preference of
the options presented. Chair Clark suggested adding language related to American with
Disabilities Act (ADA) issues in the clarifying statement. Mayor Tiffin prefers generalized,
rather than specific, language. The Policy Committee requested a hybrid between Options B and
D (i.e., using the term mobility from B and using it in Option D).
Committee members next made suggestions for changes for Goals 2-10 and deferred discussion
of Goal 7.





Goal 2: remove the parenthesis in the goal text.
Goal 3: the committee like the explanatory statement.
Goal 4: add language that lower-income populations and neighborhoods should not have
to bear the burden of transportation projects.
Goal 5: it was proposed to end the explanatory statement at the words “…regional
system.”

On May 22, 2018, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) signed a final rule repealing the performance
management measure in 23 CFR 490.507(b) that assessed the percent change in tailpipe carbon dioxide (CO2)
emissions, from the reference year 2017, on the National Highway System (NHS) (also referred to as the
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) measure).
2

SKATS Policy Committee
May 22, 2018

4






Goal 6: it was proposed to replace the word “choices” with “alternatives” and remove “…
and greenhouse gas creation” from the statement.
Goal 8 (…Developed and maintained with the funds available to the region) was
accepted as written.
Goal 9: (providing infrastructure for a vibrant regional economy), Mayor Tiffin supported
the use of the term “vibrant.” However, he suggested that the term needs to be defined.
The committee preferred Option C.
Goal 10: (….open and continuous dialog with the public and other stakeholders) Add to
the statement “inclusive and transparent, as possible” and reference the language in the
SKATS Public Participation Plan.

Staff were requested to prepare the modifications recommended during today’s meeting for
further review of the Policy Committee.
To start the discussion on Goal 7, Mike Jaffe gave a presentation on the GHG emission reduction
goals and policies in MPO, state, and local plans. This included an overview of federal and state
laws and regulations, as well as planning work by ODOT and the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and other MPOs and cities in Oregon. He distributed a
handout of his presentation.
Eugene, Portland/Multnomah County, Corvallis, and Ashland have some form of
Climate/Energy Action Plan. The City of Salem’s Strategic Plan, adopted in 2017, calls for a
Climate Action Plan to be developed along with a GHG inventory. The City of Salem’s TSP
does not have a GHG reduction goal.
MPOs without a GHG reduction goal or policy include Central Lane and Rogue Valley. Bend
MPO will decide this issue in the future. MPOs with a GHG reduction goal or policy include
Metro, Corvallis, Albany, and Middle Rogue.
Referencing page 8 of his presentation, Mr. Jaffe highlighted an analysis of the list (“toolkit”) of
GHG Reduction Strategies (developed by DLCD and ODOT) as they apply to the SKATS area.
Of the total 82 strategies, 53 are currently being done fully or partially in the SKATS area, 11 are
not being implemented in SKATS, and 18 are not applicable to SKATS.
The committee next considered the seven options for the wording of Goal 7. These options were
developed based on last month’s Policy Committee discussion, input from the public survey, and
the letter from the Salem City Council. Paul Kyllo said his preference is Option D. Mayor
Tiffin said he could support Option D but also likes option E, because it leaves the option of
local governments to have these conversations as needed, and Option E partly names the issue
without using a trigger word that potentially stops the conversation. Mayor Clark supported this
idea of a goal that allows jurisdictions to do what they want to do and be self-determinant.
Commissioner Brentano said he is okay with individual jurisdictions pursuing policies on their
own, but he has concerns about a regional goal that binds this group and Marion County.
Commission Brentano said that Options A or B (or the original goal language) would still allow
SKATS Policy Committee
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local jurisdictions to have the flexibility to have local policies on this subject. Mayor Clark
suggested in Option D substituting “according to” with “with flexibility for.” Sean O’Day
suggested substituting “according to” with “without interfering with.”
Councilor Jim Lewis commented that the Salem City Council has directed him, as their
jurisdiction’s representative, to support Option C: “Planned to minimize the impact(s) to the
natural and built environment and to reduce greenhouse gases “ - [per 4/23/18 letter from
Mayor Bennett on behalf of the Salem City Council], and anything else he’d want to discuss with
the full city council. Kathy Lincoln reiterated that local and state residents do consider reduction
of GHGs a critical issue.
Committee members discussed the current process for Policy Committee to make decisions on
documents. Mike Jaffe said that according to the 1987 Cooperative Agreement:





A unanimous vote of the Policy Committee members attending a meeting is required for
adoption of the Regional Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program.
If there isn’t a unanimous vote, the Cooperative Agreement outlines the process to refer
the document to the individual boards of Marion County, Polk County, Salem, Keizer,
and the Transit District and all five jurisdictions must endorse the document for it to be
considered adopted, i.e., “uniform adoption”. (Mr. Jaffe noted that when the Cooperative
Agreement was amended to add the city of Turner in 2003, Turner was not included in
the process when there is a non-unanimous vote).
If all five jurisdictions do not endorse the document, the next step in the process is either
individually or through the Policy Committee develop a mutually acceptable proposal
through consultation between conflicting parties.

Mr. Jaffe noted that other MPOs do not adopt by unanimous vote but rather by majority or supermajority. There was also discussion of how the Cooperative Agreement could be revised, but
that would take time and may not result in a better process. Mr. Jaffe also mentioned that the
jeopardy of not having an adopted plan is that projects in the TIP would eventually be stopped
without an adopted Plan.
Chair Clark said that this committee has had difficult issues to decide in the past. She thinks that
what makes this MPO stand out and makes it stronger as an organization is that they find ways to
reach agreement. She would hate to lose that by eliminating the unanimous process and moving
to a majority vote on SKATS. She said there is a space for local jurisdictions to try things that
are in the best interest of their communities, but they need to recognize that they don’t have
jurisdiction over their neighboring jurisdictions. Regional planning is best done by best practice
and collaboration. If a jurisdiction wants to add an overlay for greenhouse gas as part of their
planning that is fine, but the city of Keizer won’t accept a resolution passed by the city of Salem
as mandatory on Keizer.
Chair Clark also reiterated the concern of not having an adopted plan and the possibility of losing
funds and dropping projects. Commissioner Sam Brentano suggested that it might be prudent to
amend the Cooperative Agreement and consider other voting options.
SKATS Policy Committee
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Chair Clark and the committee composed a modification to the explanatory statement for Goal
7.3 Chair Clark asked and got agreement that Councilor Lewis and Commissioner Brentano will
take Goal 7 (Option B) and the revised explanatory statement to the Salem City Council and
Marion County Board of Commissioners and determine if Option B and the revised explanatory
statement is acceptable. Both members will report back on this issue next month.
Agenda Item G. Federal Performance Measures: ODOT Targets
This item was deferred for discussion until the June meeting.
Agenda Item H. I-5: Kuebler to Delaney Widening Project
Karen Odenthal and Lisa Nell provided an update related to the proposed widening of I-5
between the Kuebler Boulevard and the Delaney Road Interchange. ODOT is requesting that
the Oregon Transportation Commission (OTC) approve the addition of $17,332,151 to the
project and add a utility relocation phase and construction phase, bringing the total project
amount to $35,365,436. This amount is not sufficient to widen I-5 in both directions plus the
related bridge replacements that would be needed, but it is enough to do the design for entire
project (both directions) and construct an extra lane to a portion of southbound I-5.4
Construction to occur in 2021.
Ms. Odenthal explained that according to the SKATS Public Participation Plan and the TIP
Management Process, an amendment of the SKATS TIP for adding the construction phase will
require a 30-day public review and comment period and a public hearing with the SKATS Policy
Committee.
Agenda Item I. TIP Modifications
This is an informational item to let Policy Committee members know what staff-approved
modifications have made to the SKATS TIP since the March 2018 Policy Committee meeting.
Agenda Item J. Other Business
Chair Cathy Clark provided an overview of the agenda and discussion from the last meeting of
the Oregon Metropolitan Planning Organization Consortium (OMPOC). The meeting was held
in Grants Pass. Issues reviewed included the Safe Routes to School Infrastructure Program,
Transportation Planning Rule Project, and the Statewide Transportation Improvement Fund
Program along with MPO Updates and an overview of the Oregon Public Transportation Plan
(OTPT).
Goal 7, Option B: Optimize the protection and enhancement of the natural and built environment. Clarifying Statement:
Minimizing the impact(s) to the environment, natural systems and built environment ensures that fresh air and water are
available, that endangered and threatened species are able to remain in their habitats, and that historic and cultural resources are
preserved for future generations. Consideration should be given to factors that reduce or mitigate the effect the transportation
system has on the environment, which may include air pollution, water pollution, stormwater, greenhouse gases, and noise
pollution.
3

4

Additional information will be posted on the MWVCOG website as part of the public review process.
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Mike Jaffe provided an update of the activities of the Salem Congestion Relief Task Force. The
group met on Friday, May 18, 2018, and reviewed various solution packages for improving
capacity on the Marion Street and Center Street Bridges, bridgeheads, ingress streets, and egress
streets.
Regarding Safe Routes to School, Mike Jaffe announced that a workshop in this area is
scheduled at the Chemeketa Community College Center for Business and Industry, 626 High St.
NE, Salem, on June 25, 2018 from 3:00-4:30 p.m.
Chair Clark adjourned the meeting at 2:11 p.m.
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Agenda Item D.
SKATS FY 2018-2023 TIP
Amendment: Bus Replacement

SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
June 26, 2018
Action Requested:
Adopt Resolution 18-20 (attached) amending the FY 20182023 TIP to add Project Key Number 21342 - SAMTD CNG
Bus Replacement.

Draft
Resolution 18-20
Resolution Amending the Adopted Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS)
FY 2018-2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
WHEREAS, the Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study Policy Committee has been
designated by the State of Oregon as the official Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for
the Salem Urbanized Area; and
WHEREAS, the Policy Committee is authorized by an intergovernmental Cooperative
Agreement to adopt and adjust the Transportation Improvement Program; and
WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of the Policy Committee to identify transportation
projects for inclusion in the SKATS Transportation Improvement Program; and
WHEREAS, the adopted SKATS Transportation Improvement Program needs to
program federal transportation funds being spent in the urbanized area;
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE POLICY COMMITTEE OF
THE SALEM-KEIZER AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY:
THAT the proposed activities are consistent with the adopted RTSP and affected local

plans;

THAT the proposed amendment is consistent with the financial constraint provisions of
federal requirements;
THAT the proposed amendment does not negatively impact regional air quality
emissions;
THAT the project will help achieve the Transit Asset Management performance measure
target of having no revenue vehicles that exceed the useful life benchmark;
THAT the proposed changes to the TIP are consistent with the management process
established in the adopted TIP; and
THAT project Key Number 21342 – SAMTD CNG Bus Replacement be added to the
adopted TIP.
ADOPTED by the Policy Committee of the Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study on
the 26 day of June 2018.
th

Chair
Salem-Keizer Area Transportation
Study Policy Committee

SKATS FY 2018‐2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
Public Notification of New Project Pending Amendment

Proposed TIP Amendment
Project Name:

SAMTD CNG Bus Replacement

The public review period for this project is May 23, 2018 to June 26, 2018 at noon
As a Formal Amendment to the TIP, additional details about the project will be available and presented to SKATS’ Policy Committee
for approval on June 26, 2018 at noon at 100 High Street SE, Suite 200, Salem, Oregon.
Requests to submit comments or concerns about this amendment should be submitted to Karen Odenthal, via email at
Kodenthal@mwvcog.org
This amendment may be revised to address comments received during the public comment period. The most recently amended FY
2018‐2023 TIP is available at the MWVCOG website at:
http://www.mwvcog.org/programs/transportation‐planning/skats/planning‐programs/transportation‐improvement‐program‐tip/
Project Amendment Details
Amendment No. 18‐20
Project KN:
Project Sponsor:
SAMTD
Project Total Cost:
$3,300,000
21342
Project Name:
SAMTD CNG Bus Replacement
Purpose of amendment: The Salem Area Mass Transit District (SAMTD) received a grant through the Fiscal Year 2017 Bus and Bus
Facilities Projects program to purchase low floor compressed natural gas (CNG) buses, replacing buses that are beyond their useful
life.
Project Description: Replace six 35‐40‐foot compressed natural gas (CNG) heavy‐duty fixed route transit buses that have passed
their useful life.

Salem Keizer Area Transportation Study

SKATS FY 2018‐2023 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
Public Notification of New Project Pending Amendment

Project KN: 21342
Project Name: SAMTD CNG Bus Replacement
Financial Details by Phase and Year Before Amendment:
Fund Code
Type
Year
Planning
Preliminary
Right of
Engineering
Way
Federal
5339
Local Match

Total:
Financial Details by Phase and Year After Amendment:
Fund Code
Type
Year
Planning
5339

Federal
Local Match

2018

Total:

Salem Keizer Area Transportation Study

Preliminary
Engineering

Right of
Way

Construction

Other

Total

Construction

Other

Total

$2,475,000
$825,000

$2,475,000
$825,000

$3,300,000

$3,300,000

Agenda Item E.
Letters of Support

SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
June 26, 2018
Action Requested:
Motion for the Policy Committee Chairman to sign the letters
on the behalf of the committee.

100 High St. SE, Suite 200 Salem, OR 97301 Phone (503) 588-6177 FAX (503) 588-6094

June 26, 2018
The Honorable Elaine Chao
Secretary of Transportation
United States Department of Transportation
1200 New Jersey Ave., SE
Washington, DC 20590
Dear Secretary Chao:
The Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS) Policy Committee is pleased to offer support to
the City of Salem’s application for BUILD 2018 funding for the McGilchrist Complete Street project.
This important project would markedly improve Salem’s McGilchrist Street, a Critical Urban Freight
Corridor serving the 468-acre McGilchrist Opportunity Area. Should this project be funded, McGilchrist
Street would be expanded to handle growing freight traffic, to more effectively manage and treat storm
water, to improve safety for all roadway users, and to offer bicycle and pedestrian connections to essential
services – like the Social Security Administration office and Veterans’ Affairs clinic located on
McGilchrist.
An investment in the McGilchrist Complete Street project will help spur economic development in Salem
and the greater Mid-Willamette Valley area. The full build out of this project will make McGilchrist
Street the key connector between industrial lands and the multimodal transportation network, and will
encourage infill development with the associated creation of jobs and other economic opportunities.
The Policy Committee has demonstrated support for the McGilchrist Complete Street project through our
last two funding cycles in awarding more than $4.5 million in grants to the project and we hope the
Department of Transportation will support this grant application as well. Thank you for your
consideration.
Sincerely,

Chair
SKATS Policy Committee
CC:lm
h:/transpor\transpor\Policy Committee\2018\June2018\Letters of Support\McGilchrist Support.docx

City of Keizer - City of Salem - City of Turner - Marion County - Polk County - Salem-Keizer School District – Salem Keizer Transit – Oregon Department of
Transportation – Cooperating Agencies: Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments – Federal Highway Administration – Federal Transit Administration

100 High St. SE, Suite 200 Salem, OR 97301 Phone (503) 588-6177 FAX (503) 588-6094

June 26, 2018

The Honorable Elaine Chao
Secretary of Transportation
United States Department of Transportation
1200 New Jersey Ave., SE
Washington, DC 20590
RE: BUILD Grant Application: I-5 Widening Project – Kuebler to Delaney
Dear Secretary Chao:
The Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS) Policy Committee is pleased to offer
support to the Oregon Department of Transportation application for BUILD 2018 funding for the
I-5 widening project.
Interstate-5 is the major corridor through the Willamette Valley connecting the mid-valley cities
and counties to destinations in Portland, California, and Washington. I-5 serves as a major
transportation hub in the valley, since it connects to State Highway 22 (OR22) in Salem to
provide freight connections to other parts of the mid-Willamette Valley as well as the Oregon
coast and Eastern Oregon. I-5 plays a critical role in the economic vitality of the Willamette
Valley. Oregon’s Office of Economic Analysis recently posted that the “Salem MSA [Marion &
Polk counties] is projected to significantly outperform the rest of the state when it comes to
future labor force growth. In fact, Polk County ranks 1st and Marion County ranks 7th best
among the state's 36 counties.” [OEA, March 24, 2016]
Widening I-5 to six-lanes through the Salem area has been included in area transportation plans
for thirty years or more. Over the last 20 years, most of the construction to widen I-5 in Salem
has been completed including construction of the associated interchanges along I-5. The final
remaining piece of I-5 to be widened in the Salem area is between the Kuebler Boulevard and
Delaney Road interchanges. The intent of this project is to complete the design acceptance phase
and purchase right of way for the entire project and then construct the southbound widening,
including the reconstruction of the Battle Creek Road overcrossing, leaving only the northbound
widening to be completed in a future phase. The lack of a six-lane section in that area causes
bottlenecks resulting in recurring congestion and crashes (including two fatal crashes since 2010)
which severely impacts the movement of both goods and people.

City of Keizer - City of Salem - City of Turner - Marion County - Polk County - Salem-Keizer School District – Salem Keizer Transit – Oregon Department of
Transportation – Cooperating Agencies: Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments – Federal Highway Administration – Federal Transit Administration

The SKATS Policy Committee strongly supports ODOT’s BUILD grant application to widen I-5
between the Kuebler Boulevard and Delaney Road interchanges in the Salem area.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Chair
SKATS Policy Committee
CC:lm
h:/transpor\transpor\Policy Committee\2018\June2018\Letters of Support\ODOT I-5 Support.docx

Agenda Item F.
Federal Performance Measures:
ODOT Targets
SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
June 26, 2018
Action Requested:
Provide direction to staff to either support the ODOT targets
or to develop SKATS-specific targets for bridge, pavement,
and system performance.

100 High St. SE, Suite 200 Salem, OR 97301 Phone (503) 588-6177 FAX (503) 588-6094

Memorandum
Date:
To:
From:
Re:

May 15, 2018
SKATS Policy Committee (PC) Members
Ray Jackson, Senior Transportation Planner
Federal Performance Measures: State-wide Trends and Target Setting

Issue
Shall the Policy Committee support the targets set by the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT) for the federally required performance measures covering the conditions of the
pavement on the Interstate and non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS), the conditions
of the bridge decks on the NHS, the effectiveness of projects funded by the Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program, and the reliability of travel for truck on the
Interstate, and the reliability of travel for personal vehicles on the Interstate and non-Interstate
NHS?
Recommendation
Staff recommends supporting the targets set by ODOT for the above-mentioned performance
measures while collecting data on the operation of these systems. SKATS will reevaluate
whether this issue in 2021 and decide at that time whether to continue to support the ODOT
targets, or to develop SKATS-specific targets.
Background
The federal surface transportation bill, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21)
signed into law in 2012, introduced national goals for the transportation system. The Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) were tasked
with developing performance measures that would allow the state Department of Transportations
(DOTs), Mass Transit Districts, and the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) to track the
progress their investments are making toward meeting the national goals. Targets are set first by
the DOTs and Mass Transit Districts, with MPOs required to either support these targets or
develop their own quantitative targets within 180 days.

To date, SKATS has gone through this process twice: once for the State of Good Repair
measures set by the Salem Area Mass Transit District (accepted by the SKATS Policy
Committee (PC) at their June 2017 meeting) and the second for the road-related safety measures
set by ODOT (adopted by the PC at their January 2018 meeting). The SKATS Policy
Committee decided to support the ODOT targets for the safety performance measures and to
accept the targets SAMTD set for State of Good Repair.
ODOT is in the process of establishing targets for four (4) sets of road-related performance
measures that require ODOT action by May 20, 2018. These cover the condition of pavement
and bridges, the effectiveness of projects funded by the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
(CMAQ) program, and the reliability of travel on the Interstate and National Highway System
(NHS). SKATS is required to either support ODOT’s targets or develop MPO specific targets
within 180 days or by November 16, 2018. Due to meeting schedules, the Policy Committee
will need to decide by their October 23, 2018 meeting.
A brief discussion for each of the remaining sets of road-related performance measures, an
analysis of past data to establish what has happened in the SKATS area (as much as the data
allows), a presentation on the targets that ODOT has set for each of the performance measures,
and finally a discussion of the options available for consideration are presented in this
memorandum.
Pavement
There are four performance measures related to the pavement condition. These are:





Percent of Interstate Pavements in “Good” Condition
Percent of Interstate Pavements in “Poor” Condition
Percent of Non-Interstate NHS Pavements in “Good” Condition
Percent of Non-Interstate NHS Pavements in “Poor” Condition

Data on pavement condition is collected by ODOT (or their consultants) every year for the
Interstates and every two years for the non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS).
Interstate
Statewide, the percent of Interstate pavement rated as “Good” has gone up from 25 percent in
2008 to 46 percent in 2016, as illustrated in Figure 1. Some of the increase can be attributed to
extra funding that was available via the America Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARAA) of
2009 and from Oregon’s H.B. 2001 (enacted in 2009). ODOT forecasts the percent of pavement
rated as “Good” to decrease to 40 percent by 2021, mainly due to budgetary reasons.
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Figure 1: Interstate Pavement, Statewide 2008-2016 (ODOT)

Figure 2: Interstate Pavement, SKATS area 2008-2016 (ODOT)
In the SKATS area, the percent of pavement rated as “Good” has decreased from 71 percent in
2008 to 31 percent in 2016.
The percent rated as “Poor” is under 1 percent, both statewide and for I-5 within SKATS.
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Non-Interstate NHS
Compared to the Interstate, roads on the non-Interstate NHS have a higher percentage that are
rated as “Poor”, with 6.5 percent statewide and 17 percent within SKATS for 2016 rated as
“Poor” (See Figures 3 and 4). Historically, the percentage of NHS roads in “Poor” condition
has been steady since 2008 for all roads (statewide and within SKATS).
The percent of NHS roads with a pavement rating of “Good” has increased statewide from 56
percent to 64 percent and in SKATS from 33 percent to 41 percent.
As a reminder, the majority of the non-Interstate NHS are owned and operated by local
jurisdictions such as the city of Salem, city of Keizer and Marion County. If we decide to set
SKATS-specific targets, there will need to be conversations with the owners of the NHS roads as
to preservation projects and maintenance planned to be completed between now and 2021 that
could change the rating of the pavement within SKATS.

Figure 3: Non-Interstate NHS Pavement, Statewide 2008-2016 (ODOT)
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Figure 4: Non-Interstate NHS Pavement, SKATS area 2008-2016 (ODOT)
ODOT is setting their targets for pavement as follows:
Pavement Measure
Percent Interstate rated “Good”
Percent Interstate rated “Poor”
Percent non-Interstate NHS rated “Good”
Percent non-Interstate NHS rated “Poor”

4-Year Target
35 %
0.5 %
50 %
10 %

Note that the federally required performance measures are not aligned with the reporting on
pavement condition required by Oregon legislation (H.B. 2017). This means, that for roads on
the NHS there will be two reports: one with the federal performance measures and one with the
state-mandated reporting. For SKATS, we are only concerned with the federal requirements.
Also, for the non-Interstate NHS, only one measure of pavement quality (I.R.I, a measure of
roughness) is used for the first reporting period (2018-2022). Beginning with the second
reporting period (2022-2026), a larger set of measures will be used.
Bridges
There are two federal performance measures regarding bridge condition. These measures apply
only to the deck area of a bridge. (See Figure 1) The measures are:



Percent of NHS Bridges Classified in “Good” Condition
Percent of NHS Bridges Classified in “Poor” Condition
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Figure 5: Components of a Bridge (Source: ODOT)
All bridges in Oregon are inspected by either ODOT or their consultant(s) every two years. This
inspection includes all components of the bridge and not just the deck area. The trend since 2009
has been for a decrease in the “Good” and “Poor” ratings for both ODOT and non-ODOT owned
bridges on the NHS. (See Figure 7) While in general that is acceptable, there are an increasing
number of bridges rated as “Fair” which ODOT says are at the lower end of “Fair” and which
can be considered “Almost Poor.” The concern by ODOT is that without proper maintenance,
these bridges are more likely to be rated as “Poor” at the next inspection.

Figure 6: 2017 Condition of NHS Deck Area, Statewide (ODOT)
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Figure 7: All NHS Bridge Condition Trends, Statewide 2009-2017 (ODOT)
ODOT has set their statewide two and four-year targets as:
Bridge Measure
NHS Rated “Good”
NHS Rated “Poor”

Baseline
13.8 %
2.2 %

2-Year Target
12.0 %
2.6 %

4-Year Target
10.0 %
3.0 %

Figures 8 and 9 show the condition category for SKATS area NHS bridges. Figure 8 is for the
55 bridges in the area on the NHS and owned by both ODOT and local jurisdictions. Figure 9 is
for the 11 bridges on the NHS owned only by local jurisdictions.

Figure 8: NHS Bridge Condition (All Owners), SKATS area 2009-2017 (ODOT)
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Figure 9: NHS Bridge Condition (Local Owners), SKATS area 2009-2017 (ODOT)
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)
For the SKATS area, there is one measure (Total Emissions Reduction) under this category for
target setting in 2018. Two additional measures (Peak Hour Excessive Delay and Non-Single
Occupancy Vehicle Travel Measure) will be required when we set the targets for the second
reporting period that begins in 2022.
SKATS is a maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO); and thus, the measure will reflect only
that pollutant:


Total Emissions Reductions (of CO) from Funded CMAQ Projects

This measure is meant to capture how well projects funded with CMAQ funds are reducing
emissions from on-road mobile sources (i.e., vehicles with internal combustion engines).
ODOT’s baseline emission reductions (3618.44 kg/day) is the sum of emissions from all projects
funded with CMAQ dollars in Oregon over the period 2014-2017. The 4-year target is the
estimated emission benefits for projects in the 2018-2022 STIP; the 2-year target is one-half the
four-year target. ODOT explains that the emission reductions for the baseline years are higher
than the future four-year targets because vehicle engines and fuels have significantly reduced
vehicle emissions. Estimated future emission benefits therefore are declining from one STIP
cycle to the next for some project types.
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CMAQ Measure
CO

Baseline (kg/day)
3618.44

2-Year Target
584

4-Year Target
1168

Setting a target for the SKATS area is complicated by the fact that until FY 2017 we did not
receive any CMAQ funds, and thus, have no historical projects to provide a baseline.
System Performance
There are three performance measures for tracking the system performance of the Interstate and
non-Interstate NHS. These measures are:




Percent of Person Miles Traveled on the Interstate that are Reliable (LOTTR)
Percent of Person Miles Traveled on the Non-Interstate NHS that are Reliable (LOTTR)
Truck Travel Time Reliability (on the Interstate) (TTTR)
[LOTTR = level of travel time reliability]
[TTTR = truck travel time reliability]

These three measures are calculated for each segment of the NHS or Interstate for four to five
time periods. For the “Percent of Person Miles Traveled” measures (also known as level of
travel time reliability), the calculation is done for each segment during each time period. If the
maximum value for a segment during a given time period exceeds the threshold target of 1.50,
the segment is classified as ‘not reliable.’ For the Truck Travel Time Reliability index, the
calculation is length-weighted for all segments and divided by the length of the Interstate. There
is no threshold value for this measure. On a system with zero delay for all segments and all time
periods, the TTTR index would equal 1.0; therefore, numbers higher than 1.0 show increasing
amounts of truck travel segments that are unreliable.
The data for the required calculations for a baseline is only available for 2017, thus no
information on trends is readily available. The ODOT targets for these measures are shown
below. The values represent the percent of the system that provides for reliable travel times. For
the Interstate, ODOT calculates that 81 percent of the Interstate system provides reliable travel
time; however, the four-year target is 78 percent of the Interstate system will provide reliable
travel time. Similar baselines and targets apply to the non-Interstate.
Reliability Measures
LOTTR - Interstate
LOTTR – Non-Interstate NHS
Truck Travel Time Reliability

Baseline
81 %
84 %
1.36

4-Year Target
78 %
78 %
1.45

Implications of Federal Performance Measures
For each of the federal performance measures, SKATS must either support the target set by
ODOT or SAMTD or develop a quantifiable target. For the bridge, pavement, and system
performance measures, the targets are for four years (2018 to 2022). Under current federal
9

regulations, there are no repercussions if SKATS sets a target and they are not met. While there
are penalties that apply to ODOT if they fail to show progress toward meeting the goals they set,
these penalties do not apply to SKATS if we choose to support ODOT’s target.
If SKATS decides to “accept and support” the target for a performance measure set by ODOT or
SAMTD, this means that SKATS will:




Work with ODOT or SAMTD to identify portions of the regional system that are below the
thresholds for each performance measure.
Include in the RTSP and TIP programs or projects that will contribute toward meeting the
target for each performance measure.
Include in the RTSP and TIP a discussion of how the projects included will assist in making
progress toward the target for each performance measure.

If SKATS decides to develop a region-specific quantifiable target for a performance measure,
this means SKATS will:





Work with ODOT or SAMTD to establish the baseline conditions for the performance
measure.
Develop programs or projects that will contribute toward meeting the target.
Document in the RTSP and TIP the projects or programs that are being funded to meet the
target for that performance measure.
Work with ODOT or SAMTD to track the progress toward meeting the target and report in
each RTSP Update.

It should be noted that the targets are set for 1 or 4 years into the future, depending on the
performance measure. The RTSP covers a minimum of 20 years, and the projects that are listed
within the RTSP that are scheduled to be implemented within four years are also included in the
TIP. It is not clear how to reconcile the federal requirement for showing progress at every RTSP
update for projects that have yet to be programmed or constructed.
It is recommended that for the first reporting period, that SKATS agree to “accept and support”
the targets set by ODOT or SAMTD. The reasons for the recommendation are slightly different
for each of the sets of performance measures.
a) For the System Performance measures, CMAQ and reliability on the Interstate and/or
NHS), there is at most data for the SKATS area for one year. This is not sufficient to
allow for trends to be established, which makes target setting difficult. ODOT has data
on the CMAQ portion covering multiple years. For reliability, consistent data is
currently available only for 2017.
b) For the pavement and bridge measures, historically, SKATS has not allocated any
funding to maintaining the regional roads. These have been funded via local (or ODOT)
sources. Replacement of bridges has used federal funds, but this occurs infrequently.
While we could set targets, this would require gathering where paving work will be done
in the next four years (which may not be available outside ODOT, if at all), aligning that
10

with the identified poor/fair pavement quality locations, and figuring out what the change
in the score would be. It is easier to agree to support the ODOT targets and track the
measures over the next three years.
RJ:lm
h:/transport/Policy Committee/2018/May2018/Fed Performance Measures-ODOT target setting-PC May 2018.docx
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Agenda Item G.
RTSP: Review Population and
Employment Forecasts
SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
June 26, 2018
Action Requested:
Motion to use the population and employment forecasts in
the SKATS 2019-2043 RTSP.

100 High St. SE, Suite 200 Salem, OR 97301 Phone (503) 588-6177 FAX (503) 588-6094

Memorandum
Date: June 13, 2018
To:
SKATS Policy Committee Members
From: Mike Jaffe, Transportation Planning Director
Kim Sapunar, Associate Planner
Re:
2043 Population Forecasts as part of the 2019 Regional Transportation Systems
Plan (RTSP) Update
Action Requested:

Review the following projections for use in the 2019 update of the
Regional Transportation Systems Plan (RTSP):

Background
SKATS is required by federal regulations to update the Regional Transportation Systems Plan
(RTSP) at least every four years. As part of this work, a population forecast is needed that
extends to at least a 20-year planning horizon. SKATS Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
members and staff formed a Land-Use Working Group which has met since December 2017 to
develop a 2043 population and employment forecast for the SKATS area by jurisdiction.
Key Elements of the Forecasts:
1. Forecasts are developed on the best available local information including a parcel-level land
use inventory, building permit information, local adopted comprehensive plans, and official
population forecasts. Since the last RTSP, the Oregon State Legislature passed HB 2253 in
2013 requiring Portland State University’s Population Research Center (PRC) to issue
forecasts by urban growth boundaries. This provided a total Salem/Keizer UGB number for
both a base-year population estimate (2017) and a target population forecast (2043) split
between Polk and Marion Counties. PRC also provided base and forecast numbers for
Turner’s UGB. For areas outside of the UGBs, growth was forecast using average annual
building permit numbers. Other recent work including the city of Keizer’s adopted local
Economic Opportunity Analysis (EOA) and Housing Needs Analysis (HNA), the city of
Salem’s completed HNA study and adopted EOA, and Turner’s buildable land inventory
work provided supporting information and data that were incorporated into the forecasts, as
applicable.

City of Keizer - City of Salem - City of Turner - Marion County - Polk County - Salem-Keizer School District – Salem Keizer Transit – Oregon Department of
Transportation – Cooperating Agencies: Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments – Federal Highway Administration – Federal Transit Administration

2. Using the PRC target numbers for population growth (column 3 on the attached table), the
population was allocated using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping to a parcel
level by estimating future housing units. The resulting RTSP forecast (column 4) is the result
of allocated housing units multiplied by average persons per household (this results in the
slight 1 or 2-person difference). The PRC did not provide forecast numbers for the cities of
Keizer and Salem separately, only for the combined UGB. To determine a population split,
all of Keizer’s available residential land was allocated growth, resulting in a 2043 population
forecast of 44,047, with the remainder of the population forecast then distributed to the
Salem portion of the UGB. This resulting Keizer forecast is less than their 2032 forecast
number (48,089) which was adopted in 2013 (before the PRC forecast process began). The
lower forecast is due to a shortfall of developable residential land, as previously identified in
Keizer’s 2013 Housing Needs analysis findings. This difference also occurred in the last
forecast for the 2015 RTSP update. Keizer is currently undertaking two land-use studies
which are examining long-term development concerns and constraints: the Keizer
Revitalization Plan and a Transportation Impacts Study. The objectives of these two projects
is to provide information, look for efficiency measures, and provide information needed to
create an action plan to address growth. SKATS staff will monitor any planning changes as a
result of these studies.
3. Employment projections were calculated by taking 2016 covered employment as reported by
Oregon Employment Department, and applying growth rates by industry to create target
2043 estimates. The Oregon Employment Department forecasts growth rates by industry
(e.g., service sector, retail trade, etc.) for Marion and Polk Counties combined. Though their
growth rates only cover a 10-year horizon (2014-2024), these rates were used to calculate a
2043 number as they are the best available local area data. Modest employment growth
outside the Salem/Keizer UGB matched the population growth rate for these areas.
4. Parcel maps were produced showing all housing forecast units and were reviewed by the
planning staff of each jurisdiction in April. As of May, employment target numbers have
been calculated, and an initial allocation has been made using GIS. Specific parcel maps of
employment will be created and distributed for review by local planning staff in the next
month.
Conclusion:
The RTSP forecasts are built on existing land-use conditions and applying the most recent
planning information to develop a long-term forecast. No forecast can accurately predict the
future and that is why the forecast used in the RTSP is updated every four years in order to
incorporate new information, policies, and data, as it becomes available. The Policy Committee
can elect to amend the RTSP in the future with a modified population forecast if conditions
change and the situation is warranted. SKATS staff use the forecasts primarily for long-range
transportation planning and travel modeling. Staff will continue to monitor both land use and
planning changes that may influence future growth.
MJ:KS:lm
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Attachment
Draft Population and Employment Estimates and Forecasts:
2010

2017*

2043+

2043**

2016

2043++

1

2

3

4

5

6

Population
from census

Population
estimate

PRC
provided
Forecast
Target

Resulting
RTSP
Forecasts

Covered
Employment

Employment
Forecast

36,478

38,345

44,047

7,074

9,574

193,640

208,231

284,744

104,190

136,663

167,499

180,344

243,513

26,141

27,888

41,229

41,231

230,118

246,576

328,790

328,792

111,264

146,237

218,689

287,561

287,561

27,888

41,229

41,231

1,854

2,066

3,776

3,778

498

814

Outside UGB

11,619

12,077

13,846

3544

4018

Marion

10,156

10,538

12,016

1,463

1,538

1,831

243,591

260,719

346,417

115,306
2.2

151,069
2.2

Area
Keizer UGB
Salem UGB
East Salem (Marion County)
West Salem (Polk County)

Salem‐Keizer UGB
Marion County Portion UGB
Polk County Portion UGB

Turner

Polk

Total SKATS Area

Population to Employment Ratio (SK UGB only)

* The Portland Research Center (PRC) produces current year estimates for cities each year, 2017 is the most current.
In addition, PRC produced 2017 estimates for the Salem‐Keizer UGB and Turner UGB, with the forecasts.
All values provided by PRC are in bold .
Population outside the UGB was estimated using building permit history.
** The split between Keizer and Salem of Marion County's share of the UGB was determined by building out all
remaining residential land in Keizer and calculating the resulting population.
Keizer's growth was subtracted from Marion County's total, with the balance distributed in Salem.
The population forecast for the area outside of the UGB was based on average permit activity as no
forecast was provided for this area by PRC.
+ The PRC provides a spreadsheet tool for interim year forecasts to calculate a 2043 number. If the value is
blank, no forecast was provided by the PRC.
++ Forecasts calculated by applying growth rates from the Oregon Employment Department to the 2016
current employment numbers. Area outside of UGB, employment growth matches population growth.
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Agenda Item H.
Transportation Planning Rule
Update
SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
June 26, 2018
Action Requested:
Discussion item.

Department of Land Conservation and Development

Rulemaking Advisory Committee on
Metropolitan Transportation Planning

Planning Services Division
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150
Salem, Oregon 97301-2540
Phone: (503) 373-0050
Fax: (503) 378-5518
www.oregon.gov/LCD
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Optional Elements for Commission Consideration
For each of these options, affected sections of the base draft rules are reproduced, with changes
noted by using strikeout for deleted language, and bold for added language.
Comments noting changes are in bold in the right column.

Option R1: Additional Regional Coordination Requirements
This option would strengthen regional planning by requiring metropolitan jurisdictions to:



Coordinate with other jurisdictions in the area to try to find a common set of performance
measures that all jurisdictions could use; and
Use the same reporting year for all jurisdictions in the metropolitan area.

This changes to 0110 would need to be included with options G1, G2, and G3.
660-012-0105: Performance Measures for Metropolitan Transportation Planning
This method is similar to the existing rule at
(4) Metropolitan jurisdictions may
OAR 660-012-0035(5).
demonstrate increasing transportation
choices using a set of performance measures
and targets.
(c) The metropolitan jurisdiction must
demonstrate that the selected set of
performance measures:
(C) Are measurable and reportable;
and
(D) Are reasonably related to
achieving the goal of increasing
transportation choices and
reducing reliance on the
automobile.
(d) The metropolitan jurisdiction must
demonstrate that the targets, if
achieved, would:
(C) Accomplish a significant increase in This is very similar to the language in the
existing rules at OAR 660-012-0035(5)(a)(B).
the availability or convenience of
modes of transportation other
than the automobile; and
(D) Result in a reduction in reliance on This is very similar to the language in the
existing rules at OAR 660-012-0035(5)(a)(A).
automobiles.
This would encourage, but not require,
(e) The metropolitan jurisdiction must
jurisdictions to use the same performance
coordinate with other metropolitan
measures within a single metropolitan
jurisdictions within the same
metropolitan area to consider whether area.
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one or more common performance
measures would be appropriate for
multiple jurisdictions. After
coordinating, the metropolitan
jurisdiction may propose common
performance measures or individual
performance measures.

660-012-0110: Metropolitan Transportation Performance Reporting
Provides for twelve months to report after the
(2) The reports required by section (1) must
“reporting year” is over.
be submitted to the director no later than
December 31 of the year following each
This section is about reporting year intervals.
reporting year of the metropolitan
jurisdiction. Reporting years must be either
four or five years apart.
(a) If a metropolitan jurisdiction is within
an MPO that is required to adopt an
RTP every four years, the metropolitan
jurisdiction shall report every four
years.
(b) If a metropolitan jurisdiction is within
an MPO that is required to adopt an
RTP every five years, the metropolitan
jurisdiction shall report every five
years.
(c) When determining which reporting
year to use, metropolitan jurisdictions
shall consider the Regional
Transportation Planning process, to
ensure proper coordination with the
MPO. Reporting years must be timed
to permit performance reports to
inform development of the Regional
Transportation Plan.
This change would require metropolitan
(d) When determining which reporting
year to use, metropolitan jurisdictions jurisdictions to have the same reporting
year, rather than simply considering it.
in the same metropolitan area must
coordinate with each other and the
MPO to consider using use the same
reporting year across the metropolitan
area.
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Option P1: Required Common Performance Measures
This option would require all metropolitan jurisdictions to report on two common performance
measures, population and employment in Mixed Use and Transit Oriented Development areas as
defined by Oregon Place Types. Metropolitan jurisdictions would select addition to performance
measures. This option would provide for the ability to compare between metropolitan
jurisdictions.
660-012-0110: Metropolitan Transportation Performance Reporting
(1) Metropolitan jurisdictions, as defined in
OAR 660-012-0100, must regularly report
progress toward increasing transportation
choices and reducing reliance on the
automobile. Reports must meet the following
requirements:
(a) Reports must include the actual
performance in the reporting year
against the adopted targets for each
adopted performance measure, as
adopted under OAR 660-012-0105.
Updated to expand the scope of potential
(b) If a report shows that actual
actions to meet targets.
performance does not meet any
adopted target in the reporting year,
then the report must include a
proposal intended to meet future
targets. The proposal may include a
combination of actions, including
changes to plans, land use regulations,
or targets.
(c) The report must include a comparison Added in response to comments. Similar to
existing requirements in OAR 660-012-0016.
between the most recently adopted
regional transportation plan and the
acknowledged local TSP, and a
description of any inconsistencies.
Added in response to comments. Similar to
(d) If a report shows that there is an
inconsistency described in subsection existing requirements in OAR 660-012-0016.
(c), then the report must include a
proposal to amend local or regional
plans to resolve the inconsistency.
(e) If the report in the previous reporting
year included proposed actions
described in subsections (b) or (d),
then the report must include a
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description of how these actions were
completed.
(f) Reports must include findings
demonstrating compliance with the
requirements in OAR 660-012-0120.
(g) Reports must include a description of This requires jurisdictions to report on
how the metropolitan jurisdiction has progress toward meeting existing law.
met its obligations under ORS
184.899(2).
This change would require metropolitan
(h) Reports must include the number of
jurisdictions to use the recommended
households and the number of
performance measure for land use.
employees within areas with a higher
level of transportation choices and mix Receiving reports on a common
performance measure from all
of land uses. The department will
classify these areas for all metropolitan jurisdictions would allow for comparisons
between metropolitan areas. This measure
jurisdictions using a consistent
would use the Oregon Place Types system.
methodology.
Areas classified as Mixed Use or Transit
Oriented Development would be included.
Renumbered
(h)(i) Reports may include other
information from the metropolitan
jurisdiction that demonstrates efforts
to increase transportation choices and
reduce reliance on the automobile.

Option G1: Require GHG Data Submission
This option would require metropolitan jurisdictions to report a set of data that could be used to
inform modeling greenhouse gas emissions.
This option includes option R1.
660-012-0110: Metropolitan Transportation Performance Reporting
(1) Metropolitan jurisdictions, as defined in
OAR 660-012-0100, must regularly report
progress toward increasing transportation
choices and reducing reliance on the
automobile. Reports must meet the following
requirements:
(a) Reports must include the actual
performance in the reporting year
against the adopted targets for each
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adopted performance measure, as
adopted under OAR 660-012-0105.
Updated to expand the scope of potential
(b) If a report shows that actual
actions to meet targets.
performance does not meet any
adopted target in the reporting year,
then the report must include a
proposal intended to meet future
targets. The proposal may include a
combination of actions, including
changes to plans, land use regulations,
or targets.
(c) The report must include a comparison Added in response to comments. Similar to
existing requirements in OAR 660-012-0016.
between the most recently adopted
regional transportation plan and the
acknowledged local TSP, and a
description of any inconsistencies.
Added in response to comments. Similar to
(d) If a report shows that there is an
inconsistency described in subsection existing requirements in OAR 660-012-0016.
(c), then the report must include a
proposal to amend local or regional
plans to resolve the inconsistency.
(e) If the report in the previous reporting
year included proposed actions
described in subsections (b) or (d),
then the report must include a
description of how these actions were
completed.
(f) Reports must include findings
demonstrating compliance with the
requirements in OAR 660-012-0120.
(g) Reports must include a description of This requires jurisdictions to report on
how the metropolitan jurisdiction has progress toward meeting existing law.
met its obligations under ORS
184.899(2).
This change would require local
(h) Reports must include greenhouse gas
jurisdictions to report GHG emission
emissions model inputs.
model inputs.
This keeps the reporting consistent with
(A) Model inputs must be consistent
the GHG methodology in Division 44.
with the methods set in OAR 660044-0030 to allow for comparison
with targets set in OAR 660-0440020 or OAR 660-044-0025.
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This ensures consistency with adopted
(B) Model inputs must be based on
plans.
acknowledged plans and the
adopted Regional Transportation
Plan.
(C) Model inputs must be reported at a This requires metropolitan jurisdictions to
regional level, in coordination with work together to report model inputs
regionally.
other metropolitan jurisdictions in
the metropolitan area.
Renumbered
(h)(i) Reports may include other
information from the metropolitan
jurisdiction that demonstrates efforts
to increase transportation choices and
reduce reliance on the automobile.
Provides for twelve months to report after the
(2) The reports required by section (1) must
“reporting year” is over.
be submitted to the director no later than
December 31 of the year following each
This section is about reporting year intervals.
reporting year of the metropolitan
jurisdiction. Reporting years must be either
four or five years apart.
(a) If a metropolitan jurisdiction is within
an MPO that is required to adopt an
RTP every four years, the metropolitan
jurisdiction shall report every four
years.
(b) If a metropolitan jurisdiction is within
an MPO that is required to adopt an
RTP every five years, the metropolitan
jurisdiction shall report every five
years.
(c) When determining which reporting
year to use, metropolitan jurisdictions
shall consider the Regional
Transportation Planning process, to
ensure proper coordination with the
MPO. Reporting years must be timed
to permit performance reports to
inform development of the Regional
Transportation Plan.
This change would require metropolitan
(d) When determining which reporting
year to use, metropolitan jurisdictions jurisdictions to have the same reporting
year, rather than simply considering it.
in the same metropolitan area must
coordinate with each other and the
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This is required for regional-level GHG
MPO to consider using use the same
reporting year across the metropolitan data submission.
area.

Option G2: Require GHG Data Submission and Reporting of Result of Existing
Plans
This option would require metropolitan jurisdictions to report a set of data that could be used to
inform modeling greenhouse gas emissions; and to undertake modeling, jointly with other
metropolitan jurisdictions, to determine the GHG emissions result of adopted plans.
This option includes option R1.
660-012-0110: Metropolitan Transportation Performance Reporting
(1) Metropolitan jurisdictions, as defined in
OAR 660-012-0100, must regularly report
progress toward increasing transportation
choices and reducing reliance on the
automobile. Reports must meet the following
requirements:
(a) Reports must include the actual
performance in the reporting year
against the adopted targets for each
adopted performance measure, as
adopted under OAR 660-012-0105.
Updated to expand the scope of potential
(b) If a report shows that actual
actions to meet targets.
performance does not meet any
adopted target in the reporting year,
then the report must include a
proposal intended to meet future
targets. The proposal may include a
combination of actions, including
changes to plans, land use regulations,
or targets.
(c) The report must include a comparison Added in response to comments. Similar to
existing requirements in OAR 660-012-0016.
between the most recently adopted
regional transportation plan and the
acknowledged local TSP, and a
description of any inconsistencies.
Added in response to comments. Similar to
(d) If a report shows that there is an
inconsistency described in subsection existing requirements in OAR 660-012-0016.
(c), then the report must include a
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proposal to amend local or regional
plans to resolve the inconsistency.
(e) If the report in the previous reporting
year included proposed actions
described in subsections (b) or (d),
then the report must include a
description of how these actions were
completed.
(f) Reports must include findings
demonstrating compliance with the
requirements in OAR 660-012-0120.
(g) Reports must include a description of This requires jurisdictions to report on
how the metropolitan jurisdiction has progress toward meeting existing law.
met its obligations under ORS
184.899(2).
This change would require local
(h) Reports must include greenhouse gas
jurisdictions to report GHG emission
emissions model inputs.
model inputs.
This keeps the reporting consistent with
(A) Model inputs must be consistent
the GHG methodology in Division 44.
with the methods set in OAR 660044-0030 to allow for comparison
with targets set in OAR 660-0440020 or OAR 660-044-0025.
The inputs must be consist with local land
(B) Model inputs must be based on
use plans, the local transportation system
acknowledged plans and the
plan, and the regional transportation plan
adopted Regional Transportation
adopted by the MPO.
Plan.
(C) Model inputs must be reported at a This requires metropolitan jurisdictions to
regional level, in coordination with work together to report model inputs
regionally.
other metropolitan jurisdictions in
the metropolitan area.
This change would require local
(i) Reports must include a projection of
jurisdictions to report estimated GHG
greenhouse gas emissions that would
emissions.
result from existing plans.
This keeps the reporting consistent with
(A) The projection of greenhouse gas
the GHG methodology in Division 44.
emissions must use the reported
model inputs required in
subsection (h), and be consistent
with the methods set in OAR 660044-0030 to allow for comparison
with targets set in OAR 660-0440020 or OAR 660-044-0025.
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This requires metropolitan jurisdictions to
(B) The projection of greenhouse gas
work together to report greenhouse gas
emissions must be reported at a
regional level, in coordination with emissions regionally.
other metropolitan jurisdictions in
the metropolitan area.
(C) The projections of greenhouse gas Most of the data needed for input into the
model will come from the analysis that was
emissions must be for the horizon
done to prepare the RTP, so the RTP
year of the adopted Regional
horizon year will be the easiest to report.
Transportation Plan.
Renumbered
(h)(j) Reports may include other
information from the metropolitan
jurisdiction that demonstrates efforts
to increase transportation choices and
reduce reliance on the automobile.
Provides for twelve months to report after the
(2) The reports required by section (1) must
“reporting year” is over.
be submitted to the director no later than
December 31 of the year following each
This section is about reporting year intervals.
reporting year of the metropolitan
jurisdiction. Reporting years must be either
four or five years apart.
(e) If a metropolitan jurisdiction is within
an MPO that is required to adopt an
RTP every four years, the metropolitan
jurisdiction shall report every four
years.
(f) If a metropolitan jurisdiction is within
an MPO that is required to adopt an
RTP every five years, the metropolitan
jurisdiction shall report every five
years.
(g) When determining which reporting
year to use, metropolitan jurisdictions
shall consider the Regional
Transportation Planning process, to
ensure proper coordination with the
MPO. Reporting years must be timed
to permit performance reports to
inform development of the Regional
Transportation Plan.
This change would require metropolitan
(h) When determining which reporting
year to use, metropolitan jurisdictions jurisdictions to have the same reporting
year, rather than simply considering it.
in the same metropolitan area must
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This is required for regional-level GHG
coordinate with each other and the
data submission.
MPO to consider using use the same
reporting year across the metropolitan
area.

Option G3: Require GHG Data Submission, Reporting of Result of Existing Plans,
and Designing a Scenario to Meet GHG Targets
This option would require metropolitan jurisdictions to:




Report a set of data that could be used to inform modeling greenhouse gas emissions;
To undertake modeling, jointly with other metropolitan jurisdictions, to determine the
GHG emissions result of adopted plans; and
To design and report on a scenario that would meet GHG emissions targets.

This option includes option R1.
660-012-0110: Metropolitan Transportation Performance Reporting
(1) Metropolitan jurisdictions, as defined in
OAR 660-012-0100, must regularly report
progress toward increasing transportation
choices and reducing reliance on the
automobile. Reports must meet the following
requirements:
(a) Reports must include the actual
performance in the reporting year
against the adopted targets for each
adopted performance measure, as
adopted under OAR 660-012-0105.
Updated to expand the scope of potential
(b) If a report shows that actual
actions to meet targets.
performance does not meet any
adopted target in the reporting year,
then the report must include a
proposal intended to meet future
targets. The proposal may include a
combination of actions, including
changes to plans, land use regulations,
or targets.
(c) The report must include a comparison Added in response to comments. Similar to
existing requirements in OAR 660-012-0016.
between the most recently adopted
regional transportation plan and the
acknowledged local TSP, and a
description of any inconsistencies.
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Added in response to comments. Similar to
(d) If a report shows that there is an
inconsistency described in subsection existing requirements in OAR 660-012-0016.
(c), then the report must include a
proposal to amend local or regional
plans to resolve the inconsistency.
(e) If the report in the previous reporting
year included proposed actions
described in subsections (b) or (d),
then the report must include a
description of how these actions were
completed.
(f) Reports must include findings
demonstrating compliance with the
requirements in OAR 660-012-0120.
(g) Reports must include a description of This requires jurisdictions to report on
how the metropolitan jurisdiction has progress toward meeting existing law.
met its obligations under ORS
184.899(2).
This change would require local
(h) Reports must include greenhouse gas
jurisdictions to report GHG emission
emissions model inputs.
model inputs.
This keeps the reporting consistent with
(A) Model inputs must be consistent
the GHG methodology in Division 44.
with the methods set in OAR 660044-0030 to allow for comparison
with targets set in OAR 660-0440020 or OAR 660-044-0025.
The inputs must be consist with local land
(B) Model inputs must be based on
use plans, the local transportation system
acknowledged plans and the
plan, and the regional transportation plan
adopted Regional Transportation
adopted by the MPO.
Plan.
(C) Model inputs must be reported at a This requires metropolitan jurisdictions to
regional level, in coordination with work together to report model inputs
regionally.
other metropolitan jurisdictions in
the metropolitan area.
This change would require local
(i) Reports must include a projection of
jurisdictions to report estimated GHG
greenhouse gas emissions that would
emissions.
result from existing plans.
This keeps the reporting consistent with
(A) The projection of greenhouse gas
the GHG methodology in Division 44.
emissions must use the reported
model inputs required in
subsection (h), and be consistent
with the methods set in OAR 660-

June Draft Rules for Metropolitan Transportation Planning
June 15, 2018
Page 29 of 48

660-012-0110: Metropolitan Transportation Performance Reporting
044-0030 to allow for comparison
with targets set in OAR 660-0440020 or OAR 660-044-0025.
This requires metropolitan jurisdictions to
(B) The projection of greenhouse gas
work together to report greenhouse gas
emissions must be reported at a
regional level, in coordination with emissions regionally.
other metropolitan jurisdictions in
the metropolitan area.
(C) The projections of greenhouse gas Most of the data needed for input into the
model will come from the analysis that was
emissions must be for the horizon
done to prepare the RTP, so the RTP
year of the adopted Regional
horizon year will be the easiest to report.
Transportation Plan.
This requires finding at least one scenario
(j) Reports must include a land use and
that would meet the GHG reduction target.
transportation scenario designed to
meet the greenhouse gas emissions
targets in OAR 660-044-0020 or OAR
660-044-0025.
(A) The metropolitan jurisdiction is not Adoption of the scenario is not required.
required to adopt amendments to
land use and transportation plans
to implement the scenario.
This requires metropolitan jurisdictions to
(B) The land use and transportation
work together to develop and report on a
scenario must be at a regional
scenario regionally.
scale, developed and reported in
coordination with other
metropolitan jurisdictions in the
metropolitan area.
Once a scenario has been designed to meet
(C) The land use and transportation
the targets, it may be used for two
scenario may be a previously
reporting periods. Then a new scenario
reported scenario if it was initially
must be designed after eight to ten years
reported not more than five years
(depending on the reporting cycle).
prior to the current report.
Renumbered
(h)(k) Reports may include other
information from the metropolitan
jurisdiction that demonstrates efforts
to increase transportation choices and
reduce reliance on the automobile.
Provides for twelve months to report after the
(2) The reports required by section (1) must
“reporting year” is over.
be submitted to the director no later than
December 31 of the year following each
This section is about reporting year intervals.
reporting year of the metropolitan
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jurisdiction. Reporting years must be either
four or five years apart.
(a) If a metropolitan jurisdiction is within
an MPO that is required to adopt an
RTP every four years, the metropolitan
jurisdiction shall report every four
years.
(b) If a metropolitan jurisdiction is within
an MPO that is required to adopt an
RTP every five years, the metropolitan
jurisdiction shall report every five
years.
(c) When determining which reporting
year to use, metropolitan jurisdictions
shall consider the Regional
Transportation Planning process, to
ensure proper coordination with the
MPO. Reporting years must be timed
to permit performance reports to
inform development of the Regional
Transportation Plan.
This change would require metropolitan
(d) When determining which reporting
year to use, metropolitan jurisdictions jurisdictions to have the same reporting
year, rather than simply considering it.
in the same metropolitan area must
This is required for regional-level GHG
coordinate with each other and the
data submission.
MPO to consider using use the same
reporting year across the metropolitan
area.

Agenda Item I.
TIP Modifications
SKATS Policy Committee
(PC)
June 26, 2018
Action Requested:
Information item.

2018-2023 SKATS TIP Modifications (Since May 2018)

Key
Date Number Project Name

MTIP
CMAQ-U, STP- CMAQ-U, STPModification Total Project Total Project U and TAP-U U and TAP-U
Number
Cost Before Cost After
Funds Before Funds After Description of Modification

5/23/2018

20187

City of Salem Signal Enhancements (Unit 3)

18-AA13

$914,800

$914,800

$0

$0 Slip Preliminary Engineering (PE) phase to 2019

5/23/2018

20190

Region 2 (Central & S) Curve Warning Upgrades

18-AA14

$1,870,100

$1,870,100

$0

$0 Slip Preliminary Engineering (PE) phase to 2019

6/18/2018

20200

Marion County centerline rumble strips

18-AA15

$212,500

$212,500

$0

$0

Move funding to State Funded Local Program (SFLP), move years for
2018 obligation for all phases

