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Introduction

This memorandum presents a needs assessment of Salem’s bicycle network and will
ultimately inform the development of alternative bicycle improvement concepts for the
Bicycle, Pedestrian and Safe Routes to School Plan. The memo examines bicycle system
needs through a variety of lenses, beginning with a discussion of the diverse needs and
preferences of various bicycle user types. The memo then describes planned future
improvements in order to identify current and future gaps in service to key destinations.
From an equity perspective, this report also examines locations of transportation
disadvantaged residents and their proximity to the existing cycling network. Additionally,
this memorandum analyzes reported bicycle crash data to identify current trends regarding
locations and types of collisions involving cyclists. Finally, the report describes the existing
bicycling environment at key locations including Salem’s downtown core and in vicinity of
major transit stops.

The assessments provided in this report are based on a variety of sources including
background documents and data provided by the City, extensive field work, and input from
stakeholder groups and Salem residents. The stakeholder and resident input summarized in
this memo is described at a broader level (e.g., identifying key major themes), while a
separate memorandum provides a more detailed discussion of site-specific comments.

Needs of Existing and Potential Bicyclists

When identifying potential bicycle network improvement options, it is important to
understand that the system must meet the needs of the many bicyclist types. Preferences of
bicyclists vary depending on the cyclist’s skill level and the type of trip a rider wishes to
take. For example, bicyclists who ride for recreational purposes may prefer scenic, winding,
off-street trails, while commuter cyclists or riders running errands may prefer more direct
on-street routes. Child bicyclists, seniors and adults new to bicycling may prefer riding on
residential streets, while adult bicyclists with more experience may prefer bicycle lanes on
major streets. Cyclists also include riders who choose to live with one fewer car and people
who ride because they have no other transportation option due to economic reasons.
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Bicycle planners have conducted numerous studies to help develop profiles of the various
bicycle user types and their respective needs. These studies also help planners understand
why people may not bicycle more often. The findings of several key studies are summarized
below, and address how Salem’s bicycle network could be improved to support the needs of
existing Salem bicyclists, and to encourage more Salem residents to bicycle.

Transportation Cyclist Types

This typology, developed by Portland’s Bureau of Transportation as part of the city’s recent
bicycle master planning efforts, divides the overall population into four general groups
according to their abilities and inclination toward bicycling for transportation (shown in
Figure 1 below). The percentage of the population in each category does not represent an
exact scientific measure and may vary by geographic area, but the relative size of these
groups helps frame the discussion about how and where people may choose to bicycle. It is
worth noting that the general breakdown of bicyclist types identified in Portland’s planning
efforts roughly reflects breakdown identified through Salem’s community outreach efforts
for this project (described in a separate memorandum), particularly the proportion of
population interested in cycling versus those who hold no interest.

First developed internally, the framing concept of these groups was vetted locally with
bicycle professionals, advocates and citizen advisory committee members, and subsequently
presented to city bicycle coordinators at the national Pro-Walk Pro-Bike Conference in 2006.
Local studies and surveys offered further support to the categorization. For example, a
Portland City Auditor survey showed that the number of people using the bicycle as their
primary commute vehicle approximately reflects the size of the “enthused and confident”
group (described below). As another example, the one percent of commuters nationally
traveling via bicycle often do so in the absence of dedicated bicycle facilities, representing
“strong and fearless” bicyclists. The 2008 Understanding and Measuring Bicycle Behavior study
(discussed later in this memo) found the proportion of Portlanders self identifying as never
riding a bicycle was approximately one third of the overall population, reflecting the size of
the “no way, no how” group.

This research regarding bicyclist user types is expected to be integrated into the forthcoming
update of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’
(AASHTO) Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. This document represents one of the
most commonly used reference materials for communities seeking to improve their
bicycling environments.

The following sections briefly describe the four bicycle user types.

Figure 1. Four Types of Cyclists by Proportion of Population (Source: Portland Bureau of Transportation, 2009)

Interested but Concerned No Way No How
60% 33%

Strong & Enthused &
Fearless Confident
<1% 7%
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Strong and Fearless

Strong and fearless bicyclists (see Figure 2) comprise the smallest portion of the bicycling
population. This group will bicycle on almost any road, regardless of roadway condition
and presence of bicycle facilities.

Enthused and Confident

Enthused and confident cyclists represent the majority of people who bicycle regularly.
These bicyclists may ride in areas where they have to share the road with vehicle traffic, but
often prefer to ride on streets designed with bicyclists in mind (e.g., streets with bike lanes).

Interested but Concerned

Interested but concerned bicyclists represent the majority of the population (see Figure 3).
This group likely rode a bike during childhood and may own a bicycle now, but may not
ride for transportation purposes. This group typically enjoys bicycling and may occasionally
ride for recreation (e.g., during summer months or on a shared use path), but may hold
concerns about riding on major streets with higher vehicle speeds and volumes. Riding on
residential streets is a possibility, but these riders would not likely consider bicycling for
transportation if much of the trip requires riding on or across major streets.

Not Interested in Bicycling (“No Way, No How™)

This population group is either unable to ride a bicycle, or is simply not interested in
bicycling regardless of the existence of a bikeway network.

Key Lessons

The Four Types of Cyclists model supports development of a diverse bikeway network
serving both the enthused and confident and interested but concerned groups as the best
way to attract new people to bicycling for transportation, and to help encourage existing
bicyclists to ride more often.

Figure 2. “Strong and Fearless” cyclists may Figure 3. “Interested but concerned” cyclists
feel comfortable using most roads whether or may prefer lower volume streets.
not bicycle facilities exist.
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Understanding and Measuring Bicycle Behavior Study

This 2008 study combined a phone survey and Global Positioning System tracking of
bicyclists in Portland to measure perceptions toward bicycling, and how travel patterns
varied among differing bicyclist types. The study focused on differences between men and
women bicyclists and between frequent and infrequent riders.

Key Lessons

e GPS tracking of bicyclists found that most trips made for utilitarian purposes (trips
for transportation such as going to work or running errands) were made primarily
on streets with formalized bicycle facilities, and riders preferred to follow slightly
longer routes in order to remain on streets equipped with bicycle facilities.

e Men and women bicyclists exhibited differing route patterns, with women more
strongly avoiding arterial streets, and more likely to take a longer route in order to
use a “low stress” bicycle route.

e Travel patterns of infrequent bicyclists showed they were more likely to follow a
longer route in order to use a formalized bicycle facility compared with frequent
riders. Infrequent cyclists also placed greater emphasis on the importance of flat, low
traffic routes.

Understanding Barriers to Bicycling Literature Review

This project, initiated by Portland’s Community Cycling Center in 2009, commissioned a
literature review of studies and programs examining factors that prevent women, low-
income, minority and immigrant groups from bicycling for transportation. The project’s
goal was to establish a model program to help make the bicycle a more practical and
affordable transportation option for disadvantaged groups.

Key Lessons

¢ Low-income people constitute a larger proportion of the population making trips
during off-peak hours, a factor which often makes transit use challengmg or
impossible. Bicycling may present an T
affordable means of transportation that
could overcome this obstacle.

e Bicycling is best suited to replace shorter
trips, so for low-income people living in
areas with dense, mixed land use patterns,
bicycling may provide a more convenient
option than carpooling or transit (both of
which may have restricted schedules).

e Women trip-chain more often, combining
trips to various destinations. For these  Figure 4. Trailers are becoming an increasingly
trips, bicycling may be more convenient popular bicycle accessory item.
than transit. Because it does not need to
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follow a fixed route, bicycling may be quicker (thereby eliminating transfer times
between transit lines).

e Because women are more likely to transport children or items from one destination
to the next, they may need bicycle racks, extra seats, trailers (see Figure 4) or other
accessories (thereby increasing the cost and complexity of bicycling).

e Women may prefer to follow different routes (compared with men) when using a
bicycle, thereby stressing the importance of diverse bicycle routes and facility types.

e Safety and security issues may pose an obstacle to women making more trips by
bicycle. Fear of crime and social stigma may also represent an obstacle to bicycling
for some women.

Other Bicyclist Needs

Commuter Bicyclists

Commuter bicyclists range from employees who ride to work to children riding to school.
Investment in bicycling nationwide has recently focused on attempting to increase the
number of people who ride to work or school, with some success. Salem’s existing network
of bike lanes on arterial streets generally supports the needs of commuter cyclists seeking
efficient, expedient routes to and from work. Key characteristics of commuter bicyclists
include the following:

¢ Commuter trips may range from several blocks to ten miles.
e Commuters typically seek the most direct and fastest route available.

e Commute periods typically coincide with peak-hour traffic volumes and congestion,
thereby increasing bicyclists” exposure to potential conflicts with motorists.

¢ DPlaces to safely store bicycles are of paramount importance to bicycle commuters.

e Major commuter concerns include changes in weather (rain), riding in darkness,
personal safety and security, and breakdowns.

e Commuters generally prefer routes where they are required to stop as few times as
possible, thereby minimizing delay.

e Facilities maintenance represents an important element for commuter cyclists.

Recreational Bicyclists

The needs of recreational bicyclists in Salem must be considered, as they are often different
from commuter cyclists. Many school-aged children, adults, and retired people enjoy
cycling for exercise or leisure, especially during pleasant weather in the spring, summer and
fall. Specific needs and patterns of recreational bicyclists include the following;:

e Recreational cyclists typically fall into one of four categories: (1) exercise, (2) non-
work trips to places such as parks, (3) touring, long distance treks or events, or (4)
sight-seeing.

e Recreational users include all age groups including children, adults and seniors.
Each group has their own abilities, interests and needs.
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e Directness of route is often less important than routes with fewer vehicle conflicts.
Visual interest, shade, protection from weather, moderate gradients or other
“comfort” features are also hold importance.

e People exercising or touring often prefer a loop route rather than having to retrace
their route.

Existing and Financially-Constrained Bicycle Network

Existing Bicycle Network

Salem’s existing bikeway network includes approximately 120 roadway miles of bike lanes
and ten additional miles of shared use paths, supplemented by a small network of streets
with recently-installed shared lane markings. Most bike lanes exist on arterial and collector
streets (see Figure 5), which provide direct and efficient routes to major destinations.
However, as discussed in the previous section, many existing and potential bicyclists may
prefer to use lower traffic, lower speed routes if the option existed. Despite the lack of a
formalized network of lower-volume bicycle boulevards or similar “low stress” bikeways,
significant opportunities to develop these facilities exist.

The distribution of Salem’s bike lane network generally reflects the distribution of major
streets across the city. While a grid of arterial streets in East Salem are striped with bike
lanes, West Salem and Southwest Salem (e.g., west of Liberty Road) are underserved by bike
lanes. Though several streets radiating from Downtown include bike lanes, fewer options
exist for cross-town travel. Connectivity is also represents an issue, as the bike lane network
includes gaps in several locations.

The City has recently expanded the on-street bikeway system with more diverse facility
types, namely the recent installation of shared lane markings on Chemeketa and
Commercial streets in Downtown and on Rosemont Avenue in West Salem (see Figure 6).
Implementation of these recent projects contributes to a more well-connected on-street
system in these areas.

Salem currently lacks a comprehensive and interconnected shared use path network, with
existing paths concentrated primarily in the city’s central neighborhoods. The existing path
system includes longer path segments along Salem Parkway, River Road, State Street, 12th
Street, and on the Center and Union Street bridges; while shorter segments exist within
parks such as Riverfront Park, Bush’s Pasture Park and Walker Park. Paths are generally
lacking in most of West Salem, South Salem, and in neighborhoods east of Interstate 5.

Figure 5. Most of Salem'’s bike lanes exist on Figure 6. The City of Salem recently installed 6
major roadways, such as Wallace Road. shared lane markings and supplemental

signage on Rosemont Avenue in West Salem.
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Financially-Constrained Bicycle Network

Through system expansion and gap closures, the City of Salem and other agencies
continually demonstrate their understanding of the benefits of a comprehensive, well-
connected bikeway network. This section describes planned bikeway system improvements
with committed funding, which will substantially improve Salem’s cycling environment.
Planned bicycle system projects with committed funding were gleaned from several sources
to identify Salem’s baseline bicycle network in the coming decades. Analysis of this
financially-constrained network will help identify areas within the community that will be
better served by the bikeway network, as well as locations that may continue to be
underserved. The City of Salem’s Capital Improvement Program, the Oregon Department of
Transportation’s Statewide Transportation Improvement Program and the financially-
constrained element of the Salem-Keizer Regional Transportation System Plan each identify
system improvements with committed funding. The following sections list the planned
improvements (organized by source), while Map 1 (on the previous page) depicts project
locations.!

City of Salem Capital Improvement Program (CIP)

The City of Salem’s Capital Improvement Program website? describes the program as
follows:

The CIP is a five-year financing plan for constructing major public projects based on City-
adopted master plans, goals and policies. The purpose of the CIP is to financially plan new capital
projects to meet the needs of a growing community, and preserve and enhance existing capital
projects to provide efficient city services.

Listed in Table 1, the most recently adopted CIP identifies projects to be implemented in the
2009 through 2014 time period.

TABLE 1

Salem Capital Improvement Program - Bicycles

CIP # Project Name Project Description

60783 Sidewalks and Bicycle Construct missing sidewalks and bicycle lanes on major pedestrian
Lanes to School and routes with priority given to streets serving as important routes to
Parks schools and parks. (Bond project)

60784 Pedestrian Crossing and  Construct pedestrian crossings on streets serving as important routes
Traffic Calming Measures to schools, parks, shopping, transit services, and other activity
centers. Install traffic calming measures on local residential streets
where warranted to reduce speeding and cut-thru traffic in
neighborhoods. (Bond project)

1255 Fairway Ave SE, Bridge Replace existing obsolete and deteriorating bridge with new
over Battle Creek - Bridge structure. (Bond project)
Replacement

1 Projects not shown on the map do not yet have a specific location.

2 http://www.cityofsalem.net/Departments/AdministrativeServices/Finance/capital-improvememts-program-
cip/Pages/default.aspx
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TABLE 1

Salem Capital Improvement Program - Bicycles

CIP #

Project Name

Project Description

1294

Market St NE, Lancaster
Dr to Swegle Rd, Swegle
Rd east and south to
Royalty

Improve Market St NE and Swegle Rd NE to Minor Arterial Street
Standards with center turning lane, proper travel lane widths, bicycle
lanes, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, drainage, streetlights and
landscaping as needed. Realign Market St and Swegle Rd to create
a single signalized intersection with 45th Ave, replacing the two
existing stop-controlled intersections. Construct cul-de-sac streets to
serve Swegle Elem. School and adjacent properties previously
accessed by Market St and Swegle Rd. Make needed traffic signal
modifications at intersection of Market St and Lancaster Dr, as well
as other project improvements as needed. (Bond project)

58816

Eola Dr NW, Kingwood
Dr to Gehlar Rd

Improve Eola Dr NW to Minor Arterial Street Standards with center
turning lane, proper travel lane widths, bicycle lanes, curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, drainage, streetlights and landscaping as needed. Smooth
and straighten curves in roadway to the extent feasible, as well as
make other project improvements as needed. (Bond project)

[This project is equivalent to RTSP projects S903 and S180].

60348

MCCC: Aumsville Hwy,
Saddle Club St to east-
left of Marion County Jalil

Construct Aumsville Hwy per typical cross section in Mill Creek
Industrial Park Master Plan. 3-lane turnpike minor arterial, shoulders,
bio-swales both sides, sidewalks, 12' shared use path and
widen/overlay. Full improvement both sides from Kuebler Blvd to
east/left to Marion County Jail.

[This project is equivalent to STIP project 16857].

60356

Skyline Rd S, Liberty Rd
to Kuebler Blvd

Improve Skyline Rd S to Minor Arterial Street Standards with center
turning lane, proper travel lane widths, bicycle lanes, curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, drainage, streetlights and landscaping as needed. Make
modifications and improvements at intersection with Kuebler Blvd
and Liberty Rd as needed as well as other project improvements as
needed. (Bond project)

[This project is equivalent to RTSP project S141].

60357

Hyacinth St and
Hawthorne Ave, Portland
Rd to Silverton Rd

Improve Hawthorne Ave NE and Hyacinth St to Minor Arterial Street
Standards with center turning lane, proper travel lane widths, bicycle
lanes, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, drainage, streetlights and
landscaping as needed. Reconstruct bridge over Claggett Creek.
Improve pedestrian safety and crossings to access nearby Hallman
Elem. School. Project includes modifications to existing traffic signals
as needed at intersections with Portland Rd and Silverton Rd, as well
as other project improvements as needed. (Bond project)

[This project is equivalent to RTSP project S101].

60763

Kuebler Blvd SE,
Commercial St to Lone
Oak Rd

Widen Kuebler Blvd SE with one additional travel lane in each
direction from Commercial St to Lone Oak Rd. Project includes
construction of dedicated westbound and eastbound right-turn lanes
on Kuebler Blvd at Lone Oak Rd, bicycle lanes, curbs, sidewalks,
drainage, streetlights, landscaping, and other improvements as
needed. (Bond project)

61095

Minto Brown Pedestrian
Bridge

n/a
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Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

The Oregon Department of Transportation’s STIP website® describes the program as
follows:

The Statewide Transportation Improvement Program [...] is Oregon's four year transportation
capital improvement program. It is the document that identifies the funding for, and scheduling
of, transportation projects and programs.

The current STIP identifies projects to be carried out in the 2010-2014 time period. A review
of the most recent version of the Plan (a public review draft, published November 2009)
identifies the following bicycle improvement projects, listed in Table 2.

TABLE 2
ODOT Statewide Transportation Improvement Program - Bicycles
STIP n . A
Key # Project Name Project Description
16857 Mill Creek Corporate Center — Widen Aumsville Hwy and improve Kuebler intersection
Aumsville Hwy within Mill Creek Corp. Center.
[This project is equivalent to CIP project 60348].
14333 Ward Dr: Ward Court-Lancaster Intersection improvements and urban standards.

16585 Bike/ped path: Union St RR to Glen Bicycle/pedestrian path along edge of Wallace Marine
Cr Road Park.

Salem/Keizer Regional Transportation Systems Plan (RTSP)

The 2007-2031 Salem/Keizer Regional Transportation Systems Plan (RTSP) represents a
compilation of transportation improvements proposed by various agencies that own and
operate roadways and other transportation facilities in the Salem area. According to the
document, these jurisdictions include “the cities of Salem, Keizer and Turner, Marion and
Polk counties, the Salem Area Mass Transit District (SAMTD), and the Oregon Department
of Transportation.” Table 3 lists the priority bicycle-related projects.

Project

4 Project Name Project Description

S197 Battle Creek Rd SE: Kuebler Improve to minor arterial standards with 2 travel lanes, center
Blvd SE to Hillrose St SE turn lane or turn pockets, bike lanes, curbs, gutters, and
sidewalks. Additional lanes may be required in the vicinity of the
Kuebler Blvd intersection.

S093  Eola Drive NW: Kingwood Dr  Improve to minor arterial standards with 2 travel lanes, center

NW to Sunwood Dr NW turn lane, bike lanes, curbs, gutters, and sidewalks.
[Combined with S180, this project is equivalent to CIP project
58816].
S113 Lancaster Dr SE: Cranston Realign curves and widen to 2 travel lanes plus a center turn
St SE to Kuebler Blvd SE lane with curbs, gutters, sidewalks, and bike lanes.
S134  Pringle Rd SE: Copper Glen  Improve to minor arterial standards with 2 travel lanes, center
Dr SE to Hillrose St SE turn lane or turn pockets, bike lanes, curbs, gutters and
sidewalks.

3 http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/STIP

10
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Project

i Project Name Project Description

S141  Skyline Rd S: Liberty Rd Sto  Widen to 3-lane configuration with 2 travel lanes, center turn
Kuebler Blvd S lane, curbs, gutters, sidewalks and bike lanes.
[This project is equivalent to CIP project 60356].

S286 Cordon Rd: Highway 22 Eto  Widen to 4 lanes, plus center turn lane or left turn lanes at

Caplinger Rd SE selected locations, curbs, gutters, sidewalks and bike lanes.
S110 Kuebler Blvd SE: Turner Rd Widen to four travel lanes, paved or raised median, bike lanes,
SE to Hwy 22 Overpass - curbs, gutters and sidewalks, improvements to the bridge over
SREC Mill Creek. Developer funds the NB portion.
S180 Eola Drive NW: Sunwood Dr  Widen to 3 lanes w/ curbs, bike lanes and sidewalks.
NW to Gehler Rd NW Intersection improvements as needed.
[Combined with S093, this project is equivalent to CIP project
58816].

Existing plus Financially-Constrained Bicycle Network

Together, the above listed projects from the CIP, STIP and RTSP constitute improvements
that will reliably be built using existing funding sources. Map 1 shows the location of these
projects across the community. Many improvement projects are slated for the eastern and
southern parts of Salem, notably key planned gap closures including the Hyacinth
Street/Hawthorne Avenue corridor, the Market Street corridor (in far Eastern Salem) and
the Skyline Road corridor.

West Salem’s bikeway network will expand with the completion of two major facilities,
including a shared use path in Wallace Marine Park and addition of bike lanes to Eola
Drive. Despite the addition of these two important facilities, West Salem’s baseline future
bikeway network will largely consist of existing infrastructure.

Bicycle Travel Demand

Examining locations of key existing and planned land uses and bicyclist destinations assists
with determining how well the existing and planned bikeway network will serve these
areas. Map 2 overlays the existing and financially-constrained bikeway network with key
attractor land uses. The key attractor areas shown on the map include existing and planned
schools, existing and planned parks, and the following land use designations from the
Salem Comprehensive Plan:

e COM (Commercial)

¢ (B (Central Business District)

¢ IC (Industrial/ Commercial)

e ROM (River-Oriented Mixed Use)

e CSE (Community Services Education)

¢ CSH (Community Services Hospital)

11
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e (CSB (Community Services Government)
e EC (Employment Center)
e MU (Mixed Use)

Map 2 reveals several important patterns. Many
key land uses in Salem are currently served by the
city’s existing bikeway network, as both bike lanes
and commercial and employment-oriented land
uses are commonly sited along arterial and
collector streets. However, several key attractor
areas appear to be underserved by the existing
bicycle network, including Silverton Road
between Portland Road and Lancaster Drive,
Liberty Road in vicinity of Commercial Street and
Madrona Avenue (see Figure 7), areas near
Chemeketa Community College, the Corbin  Figure 7. Several key land uses exist near the

University area, and industrial-zoned lands in Liberty Road/Madrona Avenue intersection,
vicinity of Reed Road. though few bicycle facilities exist in this area.

It should also be noted that while bike lanes on major streets serve most existing and future
key attractors in Salem, the minimal presence of alternative bikeway types (e.g., formalized
bikeways on lower-volume streets) may diminish the network’s potential to increased
cycling to these destinations. Additionally, the location of many schools and parks in Salem
highlights the need for bicycle facilities on lower-volume streets. For instance, several
schools along Salem’s eastern edge, in West Salem and South Salem are located in
residential neighborhoods isolated from the bikeway network. Bicycle facilities on
residential streets are also more likely to be attractive to young students than many of
Salem’s bike lanes on higher-speed, higher-volume roads.

The financially-constrained bicycle system will improve access to several key attractor areas
including destinations in the vicinity of the Hawthorne Avenue/Silverton Road
intersection, the Market Street corridor in far Eastern Salem, industrial land uses near
McGilchrist Street and Battle Creek Road, Salem Airport, and Mill Creek Corporate Center
along Kuebler Boulevard.

Consideration of Transportation Disadvantaged Populations

The 2000 Salem-Keizer Area Transportation Study (SKATS) publication, “Transportation
Disadvantaged Populations within the SKATS Region,” utilized data from the 2000 Census
to locate areas within Salem that may be underserved by the current transportation system.
The study identified transportation disadvantaged populations as the following:

¢ “Non-white and white/Hispanic persons”
e “Elderly persons (aged 65 and older)”

e “The poor (persons in households with income below poverty level)”

12
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e “Linguistically isolated persons”

e “Persons with go-outside-home disabilities” (e.g., persons unable to leave home due
to a mobility-impairment)

e “Households with no access to vehicles”

Many of these populations overlap, as some persons fall within multiple categories.
Likewise, some areas in Salem were found to have significant numbers of residents falling
within more than one of these categories. Because bicycling is among the least expensive
and most flexible transportation options, it is important to ensure that the bikeway network
adequately serves transportation disadvantaged populations.

Map 3 depicts census tracts in Salem by the number of transportation disadvantaged
population groups overlaid with the existing bicycle network. West and South Salem
contain the fewest groups of transportation disadvantaged residents, while areas containing
the greatest number of these groups are concentrated in Northern and Eastern Salem.

Two census tracts (located on either side of Portland Road) contain the highest
concentration of transportation disadvantaged residents (these tracts include all group
categories except elderly persons). Bike lanes on major roads (e.g., Portland Road, Cherry
Avenue and Hyacinth Street) represent the predominant facility type in these areas. Despite
acceptable north-south connectivity, physical constraints (e.g., Burlington-Northern Santa
Fe Railroad, Salem Parkway and Interstate 5) substantially limit east-west connectivity. In
particular, Portland Road and Sunnyview Avenue provide the only two bicycle access
points across Interstate 5 in this area.

Another five census tracts near Interstate 5 in East Salem contain four transportation
disadvantaged population groups. These areas generally provide lower street system
connectivity and tend to be located near railroads and areas of industrial land use, which
can combine to produce an environment challenging or unattractive for bicycling. Similar to
the census tracts in the vicinity of Portland Road, these areas benefit from acceptable north-
south bikeway connectivity but lack sufficient east-west connections.

The southern portion of Salem also contains higher concentrations of transportation
disadvantaged populations, particularly in the area bounded by Mission Street, Interstate 5,
Kuebler Boulevard and Pringle Road. Large-lot land uses (including the Salem Airport and
industrial parcels) limit overall transportation system connectivity in this area. Additionally,
several roadways on the area’s periphery include bike lanes, while bicycle facilities within
the area are lacking.

13
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Bicycle Crash Analysis

The Project Team evaluated reported bicycle crash data for the 2005-2009 time period,
provided by the Oregon Department of Transportation’s Crash Analysis and Reporting
Unit. Crash data evaluation is important to gain an understanding of the following.

e Trends in the overall number of crashes reported each year
e DPrevalent bicycle crash locations and types (e.g., injury, fatal)

¢ Common bicycle crash causes and errors

Analysis Procedure

Crash locations were reviewed for clustering along corridors and intersections, which may
indicate design or behavioral issues contributing to crash occurrences. Collision data was
also analyzed to identify patterns over time and by location. The crash data also includes
information about environmental factors and participants involved in each collision. These
factors were analyzed to gain insight into the main contributing causes associated with
bicycle crashes.

Overall Trends

A total of 292 bicycle-involved collisions were reported in the 2005 through 2009 time
period. Table 4 shows that year-to-year bicycle crash numbers during this period have
varied, dropping substantially from 2005 to 2006, and then growing annually from 2006
through 2009. With the exception of one fatal collision, all reported bicycle crashes resulted
in injuries.

;{éﬁgrEt;d Bicycle-Involved Collisions by Year and Severity (2005-2009)

Year
Collision Severity 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Injury 63 44 54 56 68
Fatal 0 0 0 0 1
Total 63 44 54 56 69

Objective No. 3 of the Salem TSP’s Bicycle Element includes a goal of reducing the number
of bicycle crashes. The TSP states that 64 bicycle-involved collisions occurred in 1995, similar
to the annual number of crashes occurring between 2005 and 2009. Given the variance in the
number of crashes that occur from year to year, this suggests that the annual number of
bicycle crashes in Salem has remained relatively stable over the past 15 years.

However, measuring the rate of bicycle crashes also accounts for the number of people
bicycling in the city. Data from the decennial Census and American Communities Survey
(see Table 5) indicates that approximately 1,000 people commuted to work via bicycle
between 2006 and 2008, compared with approximately 600 riders in 1990 and 2000. Since the
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number of reported crashes does not appear to have changed significantly during the same
period while bicycling has increased by two-thirds, this represents an overall reduction in
the bicycle crash rate of roughly 40 percent.

TABLE 5
Salem Journey-to-Work Data (source: US Census Bureau)
1990 2000 2006-2008 2006-2008 Change Over
Census Census ACS 1990-2000 Average
People Commuting to Work by Bicycle 614 620 1,034 +67.6%

Contributing Factors to Crashes

Table 6 displays the total number of reported
crashes involving a bicycle by collision type and
crash severity. The majority of injury crashes (74
percent) involved bicycle conflicts with turning
vehicles. The comparatively high number of crashes
attributed to vehicle turn movements is not unique
to Salem. Turn movement crashes typically
represent the most common collision type involving
a bicycle. This trend may indicate issues with
intersection control, motorist failure to yield to
bicyclists, or a lack of general awareness of
bicyclists on the roadway. For instance, some  Figure 8. The eastbound bike lane on Hyacinth
intersections in Salem place the bike lane on the  Street(approaching Portland Road) is placed
right side of a vehicle right-turn-only lane (see on the right side of the right-turn-only lane,
Figure 8), creating a direct conflict point between creating potential conflicts between right-turning
. . - ; . motorists and through bicyclists.
right-turning motorists and through bicyclists. The
most prevalent type of turning movement crash, known as the “right hook” crash, occurs
when a motorist overtakes and turns right across a through bicyclist’s path of travel. While
the available crash data lacks sufficient detail to determine the exact number of right hook
collisions in Salem, it may be assumed that these crashes occur at a higher rate than other
crash types.

TABLE 6
Reported Bicycle-Involved Collisions by Type and Severity (2005-2009)

Crash Severity

Collision Type Fatal Injury Total
Angle 1 66 67
Rear-End 0 2 2
Sideswipe-Overtaking 0 5 5
Turning Movement 0 216 216
Backing 0 0 0
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Sideswipe-Meeting 0 0 0
Miscellaneous 0 1 1
Head-On 0 1 1
Total 1 291 292
High Crash Corridors

Table 7 lists corridors in Salem experiencing the highest number of reported bicycle
collisions between 2005 and 2009. Seven corridors experienced ten or more reported crashes
during this time period. These corridors are spread across the city geographically, but share
common characteristics. For example, the three corridors with the highest number of
reported bicycle crashes (Commercial Street, Wallace Road and Lancaster Drive) are five-
lane arterials with higher vehicle speeds and volumes, surrounded by commercial
development with numerous driveways fronting the street.

While the higher number of reported collisions on the Commercial, Wallace and Lancaster
corridors creates a compelling case for bicycle safety improvements, consideration of
improvements should not be limited to only these roadways. The other high crash corridors
listed in Table 7 include streets of varying condition and design. For instance, sections of
Center Street, Market Street and Liberty Road currently lack bike lanes. Reported crashes on
Mission Street are also of concern because they were concentrated along the short segment
between 17th and 25th Avenues (an area surrounded by several key attractor land uses).

;{éﬁtlrztgd Bicycle-Involved Collisions by Roadway (2005-2009)

Street Bicycle-Involved Collisions
Commercial St SE 20

Wallace Rd NW 14

Lancaster Dr NE 13

Center St NE 11

Liberty St SE 10

Market St NE 10

Mission St SE 10

High Crash Intersections

Table 8 shows the six intersections in Salem experiencing three or more reported bicycle-
involved crashes between 2005 and 2009. All six intersections are located along the top five
high crash corridors listed in Table 7, further indicating a potential need for bicycle safety
improvements along these streets.
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TABLE 8

Reported Bicycle-Involved Collisions by Intersection (2005-2009)

Intersection Bicycle-Involved Collisions
Wallace Rd NW & Glen Creek Rd NW 9

Liberty St SE & Superior St SE

Center St NE & Hawthorne Ave NE

Commercial St SE & Madrona Ave SE

5
4
Lancaster Dr NE & Market St NE 4
3
3

Lancaster Dr NE & Wolverine St NE

The intersection of Wallace Road and Glen Creek Road experienced the highest number of
reported bicycle collisions (with nine reported crashes between 2005 and 2009). Commercial
land uses surround each intersection corner, while the Glen Creek Transit Station exists
approximately two blocks to the east. Bike lanes exist on both roadways approaching the
intersection, with the exception of eastbound Glen Creek Road where the bike lane abruptly
ends upstream from the intersection to provide space for a right turn slip lane onto Wallace
Road southbound. Eight of the nine reported crashes at this intersection consisted of a
turning movement crash where a motorist failed to yield to a bicyclist. A funded capital
improvement project is scheduled to upgrade this intersection in the near future. Since the
proposed improvements include widening the intersection to accommodate additional turn
lanes (which may further complicate bicycle travel in this area), special attention should be
given to elements that can improve bicycle safety at this location.

Downtown Barriers to Bicycling

For the purposes of this Plan, Downtown Salem is defined as the geographic area bounded
by the Willamette River, Union Street, 12th Street, and Mission Street. Map 4 illustrates
existing bikeways in Salem’s downtown core. Downtown is served by several bicycle
facilities, including bike lanes on portions of Commercial, Ferry, Trade, Front, Liberty and
Winter streets; bike lanes on Pringle Parkway and a short segment of Summer Street; and
shared lane markings on Commercial and Chemeketa streets (see Figure 9).

Downtown Salem is also served by shared use paths in Riverfront Park (see Figure 10).
These paths link to the Center Street Bridge and Union Street Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge,
each of which includes a shared use path providing non-motorized access to and from West
Salem. The following sections describe challenges facing cyclists in Downtown Salem.
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Figure 9. The City of Salem installed shared Figure 10. The Riverfront Park path system

lane markings on Chemeketa Street in links Salem’s downtown core with the
Downtown Salem in summer 2010. Willamette River bridges.

System Connectivity

Salem’s downtown core generally consists of a grid-like street pattern with reasonably good
connectivity, particularly in the area’s northern section. Natural and built environment
elements however, disrupt the grid pattern toward the downtown area’s southern end.
These features include Pringle Creek, the Oregon State Capitol grounds, and the Willamette
University and Salem Hospital campuses. Within and near these areas, cyclists have limited
routing options. The Winter Street/Summer Street corridor represents an example of an
interrupted bikeway corridor in Downtown Salem. Winter Street and Summer Street serve
as major southern and northern bicycle portals to and through the downtown core,
respectively; however, Wilson Park and the Oregon State Capitol grounds directly impede a
continuous north-south route in this area. Furthermore, northbound cyclists on Winter
Street approaching the Wilson Park area encounter a right-turn only provision at State
Street, forcing riders to divert substantially out-of-direction. Further complicating this
critical corridor is the potential closure of Winter Street within the Willamette University
campus, as proposed in the University’s Campus Master Plan. Wilson Park and the Oregon
State Capitol grounds also lack clear north-south bicycle routing through these areas.

The Center Street Bridge and Union Street Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge serve as
bicycle/pedestrian links between Downtown and West Salem. Both bridges benefit from
direct non-motorized connections with the Riverfront Park path system and bike lanes on
Front Street; however they lack streamlined connections to penetrate the remainder of the
downtown core to the east. For instance, the Center Street Bridge lies within one block of the
recently-improved Chemeketa Street corridor, but lacks a seamless link between the two
facilities. Additionally (explained further in a later section), the Union Street corridor lacks
sufficient crossing treatments to facilitate safe, comfortable and convenient bicycle travel
across several major roadways, thereby potentially diminishing the Union Street Bridge’s
full potential.

Crossing Issues

Bicyclists encounter challenging conditions at several intersections in Downtown Salem.
Particular issues include lack of bicycle detection at actuated signalized crossings, and
difficult crossing environments where cyclists must traverse major streets at unsignalized
locations.
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Some signalized intersections in the downtown core include semi-actuated or fully-actuated
signal timing, yet these crossings often lack bicycle detection. The Union Street at Front
Street intersection (on the Union Street approaches) represents an example. Cyclists must
either wait for an approaching vehicle to activate the signal, or dismount and use the
pedestrian push button. Field observations indicate that many cyclists simply cross against
the signal, thereby partaking in risky and illegal behavior.

Unsignalized minor street crossings of major streets also create challenging bicycling
conditions. For instance, cyclists on Union Street encounter four lanes of traffic when
crossing Commercial Street (see Figure 11). In addition to uneven gaps in the traffic stream
during free-flow conditions, peak-hour vehicle queuing often generates imbalanced lane
usage and resulting variances in vehicle speeds on Commercial Street. The imbalanced lane
usage often results in motorists in some lanes yielding to bicyclists/pedestrians while
motorists in adjacent lanes do not yield.

Bicyclist/Motor Vehicle Conflicts

Bicyclists in downtown Salem encounter several potential motor vehicle conflict types such
as turning movements at intersections, vehicles backing out of angled parking spaces, and
difficulty merging across multiple travel lanes to execute turns. Many streets in Downtown
Salem for instance provide head-in angled parking, which can pose hazards to bicyclists as
motorists back out of parking spaces into the travel lane with impaired visibility.

Streets with wide cross-sections (e.g., four-lane segments of Commercial and Liberty streets)
may present obstacles for bicyclists riding downtown. The sheer number of lanes can create

Figure 11. Bicyclists on Union Street encounter Figure 12. The position of this bike lane on

an unprotected 4-lane crossing of Commercial Summer Street (approaching Marion Street)

Street just east of the Union Street creates potential conflicts between through
Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge. bicyclists and right-turning motorists.

challenges for cyclists to attempting maneuver

to the desired outside lane to execute a turn. The difficulty for cyclists to merge across lanes
increases with higher vehicle volumes and speeds. Although cyclists may wish to avoid
these types of streets, limited street connectivity (especially in the downtown’s southern
area) may provide few or no attractive routing alternatives.

Cyclists also encounter potential conflicts with motorists at intersections, especially
intersections with multiple left or right turn lanes. For instance, bicyclists approaching
Downtown on Commercial Street encounter double right turn lanes onto the Marion Street
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Bridge, forcing riders to merge across two lanes of traffic to legally continue through the
intersection. Cyclists southbound on Front Street (where it becomes Trade Street) also
encounter this condition when approaching Commercial Street. Farther east, the
southbound bike lane on Summer Street is positioned between a right turn lane and a
shared through/right turn lane at the Marion Street intersection, creating uncomfortable
and potentially unsafe conditions for through cyclists (see Figure 12).

Bicycle Crashes in Downtown Salem

Between 2005 and 2009, 22 reported bicycle crashes occurred in Downtown Salem. The
location of these crashes shows no strong geographic pattern, with two intersections
experiencing greater than one crash (Commercial Street at Trade Street, and High Street at
Marion Street). Table 9 on the following page shows locations of reported downtown bicycle
crashes. An investigation of crash types in the downtown area reveals that turning
movements were involved in most reported crashes, accounting for 14 of 22 crashes over the
five-year period. Of these turning movement crashes, motorist failure to yield represented
the primary contributing cause.

TABLE 9

Reported Bicycle-Involved Collisions in Downtown Salem, by Intersection (2005-2009)

Intersection Bicycle-Involved Collisions
12th Street NE & Court Street NE 1

Bellevue Street SE & Commercial Street SE

Chemeketa Street NE & Church Street NE

Church Street SE & Ferry Street SE

Commercial Street NE & Center Street NE

Commercial Street SE & Trade Street SE

Cottage Street NE & Court Street NE

Court Street NE & Front Street NE

Court Street NE & Liberty Street NE

Ferry Street SE & High Street SE

Ferry Street SE & Liberty Street SE

High Street NE & Marion Street NE

Liberty Street SE & Trade Street SE

Marion Street NE & 12th Street NE

Mission Street SE & 12th Street SE

Mission Street SE & Liberty Street SE

Oak Street SE & 12th Street SE

Pringle Parkway SE & Winter Street SE

State Street & 12th Street

RPlRr|lRr|lRP|RP|RP[R[RP[N|RP|RP|RP|RP|RP|[N[RP|R|RL|PR

Winter Street NE & Marion Street NE
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Bicycle Access to Transit

Bicycle access to transit is essential to establishing seamless multi-modal transportation
connections. Bicycling and transit are symbiotic, and increasing bicycle access is recognized
as an efficient and effective way to improve transit ridership, as bicycles effectively extend
transit’s reach. The availability of transit service can also help meet the needs of bicycle
users. For example, bicyclists who may not be comfortable riding at night or in inclement
weather may be more inclined to make a bicycle trip knowing that transit exists as an
alternative option for their return trip should conditions change during an outing. Transit
can also help bicyclists to overcome steep hills, increasing the practicality of bicycling in
areas with challenging topography. Finally, transit provides a convenient safety net when
bicyclists encounter a flat tire, equipment breakdown or other unforeseen event.

Cherriots buses include bike racks with a capacity
for two bicycles (see Figure 13). Buses also provide
audible messaging (both on the inside and outside
of the bus), assisting passengers with identifying
stops and bus routes.

The Project Team conducted field observations of
existing major transit stops to identify existing
passenger infrastructure (e.g., bicycle parking,
shelters) and existing bikeways, as the presence or
absence of these important elements may influence

one’s decision whether to use transit (particularly Figure 13. Bicycleltransit integration is
for new or infrequent transit users). Identifying  streamlined through the provision of bike racks
major transit stops involved a review of daily on Cherriots buses.

boarding/alighting data provided by the Salem

Area Mass Transit District. According to the District’s transit stop usage data, transit stops
experiencing the highest daily boarding/alightings include the Courthouse Square Transit
Mall (prior to its temporary closure), Glen Creek Transit Station, and several stops along
and near the Lancaster Drive corridor (as shown on Map 5 on the previous page).

Existing Bicycle Network near Major Transit Stops

Ensuring that bicyclists have a safe and comfortable route to transit stops represents a
critical element toward increasing bicycle/transit integration. The following sections
describe bicycling conditions within close proximity of each major transit stop, while Map 5
displays Salem’s existing bikeway network and major transit stops.

Courthouse Square Transit Mall

The Courthouse Square Transit Mall (located in Downtown Salem) is temporarily closed
due to structural issues, and has been temporarily relocated near Wilson Park. Future
location of the Transit Mall and configuration of the system is currently under review.
Though specific plans are uncertain, it is likely that some sort of transit facility will relocate
to the Courthouse Square area in the future.
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The City of Salem installed shared lane markings on Chemeketa Street in Summer 2010,
providing a formalized bikeway immediately north of the Courthouse Square Transit Mall.
Chemeketa Street provides direct access to Downtown Salem’s retail and employment core,
the Oregon State Capitol grounds, and neighborhoods to the east. The nearest east-west bike
lanes exist three blocks to the south on the Ferry Street/Trade Street couplet, while existing
north-south bikeways within close proximity include Commercial Street, Front Street and
Summer Street. Cyclists in this area also benefit from wayfinding signage specifically
oriented to bicycle traffic.

Court Street, Church Street and High Street also provide local access to the Transit Mall, but
lack formalized bicycle facilities. Head in angled parking on most adjacent streets may
represent a concern for cyclists in the area, as motorists” visibility is compromised while
backing out of head-in angled parking spaces (creating the potential for conflict with cyclists
traveling in the outside travel lanes).

Glen Creek Transit Station

The Glen Creek Transit Station is located on Cornucopia Street between Taybin Road and
Glen Creek Road in West Salem. With the exception of cyclists approaching from Wallace
Marine Park and the Union Street Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge to the east, most bicycle traffic
approaches the station from the west (via bike lanes on Glen Creek and Wallace roads). The
high number of reported bicycle crashes on Wallace Road (14 in the last five years) creates
safety concerns for bicyclists traveling in this area, especially since this corridor provides
one of few continuous north-south routes in this area. The intersection of Glen Creek Road
and Wallace Road is particularly difficult for cyclists despite the presence of bike lanes on
both streets. Cyclists attempting to reach the transit station from the north may experience
difficulty executing left turns from Wallace Road to Taybin or Glen Creek roads.
Additionally, eastbound cyclists on Glen Creek Road encounter a dropped bike lane
approaching the Wallace Road intersection, and thereby must share the lane with higher
volumes of right-turning vehicle traffic.

Chemeketa Community College

Two major transit stops exist on the Chemeketa Community College campus. One stop is
located on the campus’s east side near the Satter Drive/East Campus Loop intersection. The
second stop is located on the campus’s west side near the main entrance (immediately south
of the Satter Drive/Cooley Drive intersection). Streets with bike lanes near the campus’s
west edge include Lancaster Drive and a short segment of Satter Drive (leading directly to
the campus). A separate short segment of Satter Drive includes bike lanes, providing direct
access to the eastern transit stop from adjacent neighborhoods. Bike lanes also exist on
Herrin Road east of 45th Street, further penetrating neighborhoods east of the college
campus.

The Chemeketa Community College campus itself represents an east-west bicycle barrier
due the campus’s relatively large layout and the lack of formalized bicycle connections
through campus. Beyond the campus, limited street connectivity provides few options for
bicycling along lower-volume residential streets. Farther west, Interstate 5 forms a barrier to
east-west bicycle travel (with the nearest crossing opportunities nearly one mile to the north
and south).
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Lancaster Drive & Devonshire Court

This major transit stop, located on Lancaster Drive southbound near Devonshire Court, is
served by bike lanes on Lancaster Drive and a pedestrian connection to commercial land
uses immediately to the west. Limited street connectivity in the area makes bicycle access to
this transit stop from the east somewhat impractical, as Silverton Road provides the only
extensive east-west connection. Bicycle safety along Lancaster Drive near this and other
major transit stops is a concern, as the corridor experienced 13 reported bicycle crashes
between 2005 and 2009.

Center Street & Lancaster Drive

This major transit stop is located on Center Street westbound immediately east of Lancaster
Drive. Bike lanes on both Lancaster Drive and Center Street serve this transit stop. Because
Center Street crosses over Interstate 5 to the west, bicycle access to the west is not as
challenging compared with other major transit stops along Lancaster Drive. Cyclists
approaching this stop from the north or south must use Center Street and Lancaster Drive
(both higher volume roadways) given the presence of few alternative routing options.
Vehicle turning movements across bike lanes represent a concern due to the presence of
numerous driveways in this area. Field observations also indicate that the lack of sidewalks
on Center Street east of Lancaster Drive often forces pedestrians to walk in the bike lanes,
creating potential bicycle/pedestrian conflicts.

Lancaster Drive & State Street

This major transit stop is located in Lancaster Drive southbound immediately north of State
Street. Bike lanes exist on both Lancaster Drive and State Street in vicinity of this transit
stop. State Street crosses under Interstate 5 to the west, enhancing east-west connectivity in
this area. The State Street bike lanes also link this stop with residential areas to the east,
north and south. Neighborhoods southeast of this transit stop have moderate residential
street connectivity, making bicycle access to this transit stop less challenging due to the
reduced need to travel along major streets.

Sunnyside Road & Hilfiker Lane

This major transit stop, located on Sunnyside Road southbound immediately south of
Hilfiker Lane, is sited adjacent to Sunnyside Care Center and near Woodmansee City Park.
Bike lanes exist on Sunnyside Road and on nearby Commercial Street. Minimal street
connectivity in the area complicates bicycle access. For instance, bicyclists traveling to or
from the north have only Commercial Street as an option, and face a series of complex
intersections (e.g.,, the Commercial/Sunnyside intersection). The absence of
bicycle/pedestrian connections west of the transit stop (through Woodmansee Park)
substantially limits bicycle routing options to several nearby destinations including Judson
Middle School.

Major Transit Stop Passenger Infrastructure

Table 10 summarizes existing passenger infrastructure conditions at the eight major transit
stops reviewed for this study. The two transit centers (Courthouse Square Transit Mall and
Glen Creek Transit Station) include most basic passenger infrastructure elements, though
the Glen Creek Transit Station lacks bicycle parking. At this location, bicycle racks for short-
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term parking exist at nearby businesses, though the absence of racks or lockers at the transit
center itself may dissuade some users from integrating bicycling and transit into their trip.
Although most major transit stops include various forms of passenger infrastructure, the
transit stop on Lancaster Drive at State Street lacks nearly all critical infrastructure elements.
This location only includes a bus route sign, with no other elements to serve passengers.
Figures 14 through 21 depict the existing passenger infrastructure environment at the major
transit stops.

TABLE 10
Existing Passenger Infrastructure at Major Transit Stops
Posted Landing
Shelter/ Route Pad for
Transit Covered or Posted ADA
Stop Waiting System Route Trash Bicycle Boarding/
Location Area Bench(es) Map Schedule Lighting Receptacle(s) Parking Alighting
Courthouse
Square Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Transit Mall
Glen Creek Ambient a':lgé'r:g:ﬁt
Transit Yes Yes Yes Yes from Yes c) Yes
. businesses
Station street
only)
Chemeketa Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes
CC (east)
Chemeketa
CC (west) No Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes
Lancaster Ambient
& Yes Yes Yes Yes from Yes Yes Yes
Devonshire street
Center and Ambient
Yes Yes Yes No from Yes No Yes
Lancaster
street
Lancaster Ambient
No No No No from No No Yes
& State
street
Sunnyside Ambient
ny Yes Yes No Yes from Yes No Yes
& Hilfiker

street
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Figure 14. Passenger infrastructure at
the Courthouse Square Transit Mall
includes covered and uncovered waiting
areas.

Figure 17. The absence of hicycle
parking at the western Chemeketa
Community College Transit Station
forces bicyclists to secure their bikes to
light poles and outdoor furniture.

Figure 20. The transit stop on Lancaster
Drive at State Street lacks basic
passenger infrastructure.

Figure 15. The Glen Creek Transit Station
includes numerous bus shelters and
benches.

Figure 18. The transit stop on Lancaster
Drive south of Devonshire Court includes
a passenger shelter and direct
bicycle/pedestrian link to nearby
businesses.

Figure 21. Bike lanes and sidewalks
provide access to the transit stop on
Sunnyside Road near Hilfiker Lane.

Figure 16. The eastern Chemeketa
Community College Transit Station
provides a spacious covered passenger

waiting area.

Figure 19. The transit stop on Center
Street near Lancaster Drive provides a
passenger shelter, bench, trash
receptacle, and rider information.
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Community Outreach Input — Key Issues

Supplementing the project’s technical analysis, the Project Team embarked on an extensive
public outreach process to better understand the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists in
Salem. The team conducted eleven outreach meetings, including five “small group”
meetings and six “listening station” events. The Project Team also launched an online and
paper questionnaire in both and English and Spanish, and also created a Google-based
interactive mapping tool enabling members of the public to pinpoint specific locations in
need of walking or cycling improvements.

Special efforts were made to reach out to stakeholder groups, including families with
school-aged children, the Downtown business community, cycling advocacy groups, senior
citizens, the youth community, the Hispanic community, mobility-impaired populations,
and lower-income, transit-dependent populations. The following sections summarize key
bicycling issues identified through the extensive feedback received. Mentioned earlier, this
memo describes key themes arising throughout the outreach process, while a separate
memorandum provides a more detailed discussion of site-specific comments.

The sections below list key general bicycle issues, categorized by outreach type.

Small Group Meetings and Listening Stations

e The desire exists for an expanded and better-connected bicycle system citywide,
consisting of diverse facility types (e.g., bike lanes, bicycle boulevards, shared use
paths, etc.).

e Many cyclists feel uncomfortable riding along Salem’s major arterials due to higher
vehicle speeds and volumes. The desire exists for alternative routing options on
lower-volume local streets.

e The desire exists for bicycle-only paths (also known as cycle tracks) separated from
motorists and pedestrians to reduce user conflicts.

e Improved bicycle wayfinding signage is needed.

e Cyclists could benefit from improved crossing conditions at intersections, such as
bicycle detection and/ or bicycle-only phases at signalized crossings.

e Convenient, secure and free long-term bicycle parking represents a community-wide
system need, particularly for lower-income populations dependent on bicycling for
transportation and who need to park bicycles overnight.

e Downtown Salem’s function as a multi-modal transportation hub needs to be
reinforced to serve various transportation users including pedestrians, bicyclists,
transit riders, skateboarders and motorists.

e Expanded transit service hours and affordable fares represent critical needs for
transit-dependent populations.
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Incentives to encourage walking, bicycling and transit use (as an alternative to
driving) could benefit the Salem community. Free helmet giveaways are an example
of an incentive.

A strong need exists for education programs to familiarize motorists, pedestrians,
cyclists and skateboarders of relevant laws, safe behavior, and how to share the road
with other transportation users. The need for awareness and enforcement programs
also exists.

Questionnaire

Over 80 percent of questionnaire respondents expressed a desire to bicycle more
often in Salem. This is despite the fact that most respondents reported having access
to a private automobile.

When asked to identify their preferred bicycling environment, over 35 percent of
respondents expressed a preference for lower-volume streets with appropriate
wayfinding signage. Approximately 25 percent prefer facilities fully separated from
vehicle traffic (e.g., shared use paths), while about 14 percent feel comfortable riding
on higher-volume streets with bike lanes.

When asked to identify obstacles to bicycling more often in Salem, most respondents
identified the following:

0 Inadequate or missing bicycle facilities
0 High vehicle speeds and volumes

0 Conflicts with motorists

0 Weather conditions

0 Insufficient or missing bicycle parking facilities

Interactive Comment Map

Bicycle system gaps to destinations such as parks represent a key concern among
respondents.

Upgraded or new bikeways are needed throughout the community, especially in
vicinity of major bicyclist destinations such as Downtown Salem, parks and
community centers.

The desire for formalized bicycle facilities along major streets exists (e.g., 25th Street,
Reed Road, Skyline Road, Turner Road, Brown Road).

Enhanced visual cues (e.g., shared lane markings or physical barriers) are needed to
increase motorists” awareness of bicyclists on the roadway.

Curb extensions may pose obstacles to cyclists by forcing riders to maneuver into the
adjacent vehicle travel lane.
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Optimizing traffic control devices on local streets to favor bicycle movements could
substantially improve riding conditions. For instance, placing stop signs on the side
street approaches of a local bicycle route minimizes excessive stopping-and-starting
movements for cyclists, thereby increasing rider convenience.

Improved bicycle detection at signalized intersections is needed.

Streets with railroad tracks embedded in the pavement (e.g., Front Street north of
Downtown) present safety issues for cyclists, as bicycle tires can become caught in
the flangeway causing the rider to lose control.

Conversion of former railroad corridors to trails should be considered.

The desire for vehicle speed control measures (e.g., consideration of lower speed
limits and corresponding enforcement) exists throughout the Salem community.

The desire exists for more covered bicycle parking in Downtown Salem.

Some respondents feel that a general dislike of bicyclists exists within the larger
Salem community.
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