
The City of Keizer is committed to providing equal access to all public meetings and information per the requirements of the ADA and Oregon Revised Statutes 
(ORS).  The Keizer Civic Center is wheelchair accessible.  If you require any service such as language translation or other interpretive services that furthers your 
inclusivity to participate, please contact the Office of the City Recorder at least 48 business hours prior to the meeting by email at davist@keizer.org or phone 
at (503)390-3700 or (503)856-3412.  To provide oral comments via electronic means, please contact the City Recorder’s Office no later than 2:00 p.m. on the 
day of the meeting.  Most regular City Council meetings are streamed live through www.KeizerTV.com and cable-cast on Comcast Channel 23 within the Keizer 
City limits.  Thank you for your interest in the City of Keizer. 

AGENDA 
KEIZER CITY COUNCIL 

REGULAR SESSION 
Monday, May 15, 2023 

7:00 p.m. 
Robert L. Simon Council Chambers 

Keizer, Oregon 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ROLL CALL 

 
3. FLAG SALUTE 

 
4. SPECIAL ORDERS OF BUSINESS 

 
a. PROCLAMATION – Older Americans Month 

 
5. COMMITTEE REPORTS 

 
 

a. Recommendation from Volunteer Coordinating Committee - Appointment of Youth 
Councilor – 2023-2024 School Year 

 
b. Appointment to the Volunteer Coordinating Committee and Community Diversity 

Engagement Committee – Councilor Husseman 
 

6. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
This time is provided for citizens to address the Council on any matters other than those on 
the agenda scheduled for public hearing. 

 
7. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

a. Brix Tavern Liquor License Application 
 
b. Kagoshima Ramen House Liquor License Application 
 
c. ORDINANCE – Declaring a Lien Against Property Located at 961 Chemawa Road NE, 

Keizer Oregon and Directing the City Recorder to Enter Such Lien in the Minor Lien 
Docket Pursuant to Ordinance No. 2019-809 (Regulating the Maintenance, 
Reconstruction, Alteration and Repair of Sidewalks); Declaring an Emergency 

 
d. Keizer Development Code Text Amendment Case No. 2023-04 – Various Corrections, 

Accessory Dwelling Unites, and Cottage Cluster Standards 
 

8. ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION  
 
a. Greater Gubser Neighborhood Association Annual Report 
 
b. Greater North East Keizer Neighborhood Association Report 
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City of Keizer Mission Statement 
Keep City Government Costs And Services To A Minimum By Providing City Services To The Community In A Coordinated, Efficient, And 

Least Cost Fashion 
 
 

 
c. ORDER – In the Matter of the Application of Chemawa Station, LLC for Approval of the 

Keizer Station Master Plan Amendment (Area D-Keizer Station); Amendment of Order in 
the Application of Chemawa Station LLC Adopted September 8, 2020 and Order in the 
Application of Chick-Fil-A Adopted February 16, 2021 

 
d. RESOLUTION – Amending City of Keizer City Council Rules of Procedure (Amending 

Resolution R2022-3269)  
 
e. RESOLUTION – Adopting Updates to the Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard 

Mitigation Plan; Repeal of Resolutions R2009-1999, R2011-2157, and R2017-2795 
 
f. ORDINANCE – Amending Ordinance Providing for Public Art and Public Murals; 

Amendment of Ordinance No. 2020-813 
 
g. Fee Waiver for Soggy Day in the Park – Keizer Rapids Park 
 

9. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
a. Keizer Police Department Petty Cash Report 
 
b. RESOLUTION - Authorizing the City Manager to Sign Cellular Tower Lease with T-Mobile 

West Tower LLC 
 
c. Approval of May 1, 2023 Regular Session Minutes 
 

10. OTHER BUSINESS 
This time is provided to allow the Mayor, City Council members, or staff an opportunity to 
bring new or old matters before the Council that are not on tonight’s agenda. 
 

11. STAFF UPDATES 
 
12. COUNCIL MEMBER REPORTS 
 
13. AGENDA INPUT 

   
  May 15, 2023 – 7:00 p.m. 

City Council Regular Session 
  

June 5, 2023 – 7:00 p.m. 
City Council Regular Session 

 
  June 12, 2023 – 6:00 p.m. 

City Council Work Session 
 

June 20, 2023 – 7:00 p.m. (Tuesday) 
City Council Regular Session 

 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
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WHEREAS, the Department of Health and Human Services traditionally proclaims 
the month of May as Older Americans Month and has selected the 2023 theme of 
“Aging Unbound”, which offers an opportunity to understand diverse aging 
experiences and combat stereotypes and myths; and, 
 
WHEREAS, aging is a natural part of human life and we, as a community, can and 
should understand and act to care for and remain connected with people through all 
the stages of life, promoting physical, emotional and mental well-being; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Keizer community spans several generations and is enriched by the 
diversity of life experiences, perspectives, knowledge and wisdom of each generation; 
and, 
 
WHEREAS, the people of Keizer respect and honor our elders, and seek to encourage 
their ongoing involvement, with meaningful opportunities to work, volunteer, learn, 
lead and mentor. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, I, Cathy Clark, Mayor of the City of Keizer, together with the 
Keizer City Council assembled in Regular Session, do hereby proclaim the month of 
May 2023 as  
 

OLDER AMERICANS MONTH 
 
And ask all the people of Keizer to express their thanks to and join in with the many 
volunteers who continue to help and serve in our community. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the Seal of the 
City of Keizer, Oregon to be affixed to this document this 15th day of May, 2023.  
 
 
         ____________________________ 
          MAYOR CATHY CLARK 
          City of Keizer, Oregon   
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: MAY 15, 2023 

             
 
 

TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 

THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 

FROM:  Tracy Davis, City Recorder  
 

SUBJECT: Youth Councilor Appointment 
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move that the Keizer City Council approve the recommendation of the Volunteer Coordinating 
Committee and appoint Grayton Woodward as Youth Councilor for the 2023-24 term. 
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 

The Volunteer Coordinating Committee met on March 9, 2023 to review applications for Youth 
Councilor 2023-24 term.   
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

Each school year one Youth Councilor may be appointed as a non-voting member of the 
Council. A media release was distributed and applications were received from Emerson Carella 
and Grayton Woodard. The Volunteer Coordinating Committee reviewed the applications and 
heard testimony from both candidates. 
 
III. CURRENT SITUATION:  

 

Following a ballot vote, the Volunteer Coordinating Committee voted unanimously to 
recommend Grayton Woodard to serve the 2023-24 term as Youth Councilor.  

RECOMMENDATION: 
 

It is recommended that the City Council accept the recommendation of the Volunteer 
Coordinating Committee and appoint Grayton Woodward to serve as Youth Councilor for the 
2023-24 term. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

None 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: MAY 15, 2023 

             
 
 

TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU: Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM: TRACY L. DAVIS, MMC – CITY RECORDER 
 
SUBJECT: VOLUNTEER COORDINATING COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS AND 

COMMUNITY DIVERSITY ENGAGEMENT COMMITTEE – COUNCILOR 
HUSSEMAN  

 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
No Motion is necessary.  Councilor Husseman will announce his appointments to the Volunteer 
Coordinating Committee and Community Diversity Engagement Committee.    
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 
The City Council Rules of Procedure – Section 18.2 states each Council member will make a 
one-member appointment to the Volunteer Coordinating Committee for a two-year term.  
Councilor Husseman appointed Shyanne Tovar in January 2023.  Ms. Tovar was unable to fulfill 
the duties of the position, therefore Councilor Husseman will be announcing a new appointee to 
serve in Council Position #5 on the Volunteer Coordinating Committee.  This term will expire in 
January 2025. 
 
The Community Diversity Engagement Committee membership is comprised of nine voting 
members.  Two members are Keizer City Councilors and the remaining 7 members are each 
appointed by a member of the City Council.  Councilor Husseman appointed LaTonya Gibbs in 
January 2023.  Ms. Gibbs has resigned from the Committee.  Councilor Husseman will announce 
a new appointment to the Community Diversity Engagement Committee.  This term will end in 
November 2024.  
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. The City Council Rules of Procedure outline the process for appointments to the Volunteer 
Coordinating Committee.   

 
B. Resolution R2021-3225 outline the purpose, tasks, and membership guidelines for the 
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Community Diversity Engagement Committee.   
 
 

III. CURRENT SITUATION:  
 
A. There is currently a vacancy in Council Position #5 (Councilor Husseman) on the 

Volunteer Coordinating Committee.  This term ends in January 2025. 

B. There is currently a vacancy in Council Position #5 (Councilor Husseman) on the 
Community Diversity Engagement Committee.  This term ends in November 2024. 

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – There is no strategic impact for this action.    

B. Financial – No financial impact will occur.     

C. Timing – Appointments should be announced to fill these vacancies.     

D. Policy/legal – Appointment process and voting rights are included in the City 
Council Rules of Procedure and the Community Diversity Engagement Committee 
Resolutions.   

V. ALTERNATIVES: 
 
A. Appointments are made to fill the vacancies on the Volunteer Coordinating 

Committee and Community Diversity Engagement Committee.  
 
B. If appointments are not made at this meeting, it should be announced at an 

upcoming City Council meeting.   
 

VI. RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends Councilor Husseman announce the recommended member appointments on 
the Volunteer Coordinating Committee and Community Diversity Engagement Committee.     
 
 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 
None 

 

6



CITY COUNCIL MEETING: MAY 15, 2023 

             
 
 

 
TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Tracy L. Davis, City Recorder  
 
SUBJECT: BRIX TAVERN LIQUOR LICENSE APPLICATION 
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move the City Council recommend approval of the application for a new liquor license for Brix 
Tavern under the guidelines as established by ORS 471.178 and the Ordinances of the City of 
Keizer.   
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 
On April 12, 2023 the City received an application for a new liquor license for Brix Tavern located at 
6045 Keizer Station Blvd, Keizer, Oregon.  The application is for a Full On Premises license.  As 
required by Keizer Ordinance 2010-623 a public hearing was scheduled; notice was published and 
mailed to all property owners within 200 feet of the establishment.  The Keizer Police Department 
has completed a background check on the applicant and has no reason to recommend denial of the 
application.  In addition, the Keizer Planning Department finds the location of the establishment to 
be property zoned and has no additional comment on the application.   
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. Keizer Ordinance 2010-623 includes guidelines for review of liquor license 
applications in the City of Keizer.   

 
B. The Ordinance states liquor licensees should promote, sell, and serve alcohol in a 

responsible manner which minimizes the risks associated with its use, and should 
work in a partnership with the community to improve community livability. 
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III. CURRENT SITUATION:  
 
A. The applicant, Mary Byrum will be opening a new establishment in the former 

location of Gustavs Bargarten.   

B. The Oregon Liquor Control Commission requires a new application be submitted 
for review by the local governing body.   

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – N/A    

B. Financial – The application requires a $100 fee, which has been paid.   

C. Timing – Upon a recommendation of approval, the applicant will finalize the liquor 
license application with the Oregon Liquor Control Commission.  

D. Policy/legal – The review process for a liquor license application is outlined in City 
Ordinance 2010-623.     

ALTERNATIVES: 

A. Recommend approval of the license application. 

B. If no action is taken, the Oregon Liquor Control Commission will have the authority to 
make a determination.    

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends the public hearing be opened to allow testimony from the applicant or other 
interested individuals and upon completion, the hearing be closed.  It is further recommended 
the Council recommend approval of the application for Brix Tavern under the guidelines as 
established by ORS 471.178 and the Ordinances of the City of Keizer.  This recommendation shall 
then be forwarded to the Oregon Liquor Control Commission for final approval.   
 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 

• Brix Tavern Liquor License Application 
• Keizer Ordinance No.  2010-623 
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TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Tracy L. Davis, City Recorder  
 
SUBJECT: KAGOSHIMA RAMEN HOUSE LIQUOR LICENSE APPLICATION 
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move the City Council recommend approval of the application for a change of ownership and 
trade name for the Liquor License for Kagoshima Ramen House under the guidelines as 
established by ORS 471.178 and the Ordinances of the City of Keizer.   
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 
On April 12, 2023 the City received an application for a change of ownership and trade name for the 
liquor license for Katoshima Ramen House (previously Thai Lotus) located at 3858 River Road N, 
Keizer, Oregon.  The application is for a Limited On Premises license.  As required by Keizer 
Ordinance 2010-623 a public hearing was scheduled; notice was published and mailed to all 
property owners within 200 feet of the establishment.  The Keizer Police Department has completed 
a background check on the applicant and has no reason to recommend denial of the application.  In 
addition, the Keizer Planning Department finds the location of the establishment to be property 
zoned and has no additional comment on the application.   
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. Keizer Ordinance 2010-623 includes guidelines for review of liquor license 
applications in the City of Keizer.   

 
B. The Ordinance states liquor licensees should promote, sell, and serve alcohol in a 

responsible manner which minimizes the risks associated with its use, and should 
work in a partnership with the community to improve community livability. 
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III. CURRENT SITUATION:  
 
A. The new owner, Tracy Lam has purchased the business located at 3858 River Road 

N, Keizer Oregon.   

B. The Oregon Liquor Control Commission requires a new application be submitted 
for review by the local governing body.   

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – N/A    

B. Financial – The application requires a $75 fee, which has been paid.   

C. Timing – Upon a recommendation of approval, the applicant will finalize the liquor 
license application with the Oregon Liquor Control Commission.  

D. Policy/legal – The review process for a liquor license application is outlined in City 
Ordinance 2010-623.     

ALTERNATIVES: 

A. Recommend approval of the license application. 

B. If no action is taken, the Oregon Liquor Control Commission will have the authority to 
make a determination.    

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends the public hearing be opened to allow testimony from the applicant or other 
interested individuals and upon completion, the hearing be closed.  It is further recommended 
the Council recommend approval of the application for Kagoshima Ramen House under the 
guidelines as established by ORS 471.178 and the Ordinances of the City of Keizer.  This 
recommendation shall then be forwarded to the Oregon Liquor Control Commission for final 
approval.   
 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 

• Kagoshima Ramen House Liquor License Application 
• Keizer Ordinance No. 2010-623 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: Monday May 15, 2023 
             
 
 
 

 
TO:  MAYOR CLARK AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 
THROUGH:  Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Bill Lawyer, Public Works Director  
 
SUBJECT: ORDINANCE – DECLARING A LIEN AGAINST PROPERTY LOCATED AT 961 

CHEMAWA ROAD NORTHEAST (SIDEWALK ABATEMENT) 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move the City Council adopt Ordinance No. 2023-___ Declaring a Lien Against Property Located 
at 961 Chemawa Road Northeast, Keizer, Oregon and Directing the City Recorder to Enter Such 
Lien in the Minor Lien Docket Pursuant to Ordinance No. 2019-808 (Regulating the Maintenance, 
Reconstruction, Alteration and Repair of Sidewalks); Declaring an Emergency. 
 
I. SUMMARY:    

The property in question, located at 961 Chemawa Road Northeast, Keizer, Oregon was 
in violation of Ordinance No. 2019-808 and the property owner was given notice of such 
violation.  After the owner failed to correct the violation, the City abated the nuisance by 
removal and reconstruction of the sidewalk.  The total abatement costs, including the ten 
percent administrative charge is $1,527.20.  A copy of the Statement of Costs presented 
to the owner is attached for your review.  In addition, notice publication costs of $78.00 
increases the total costs to $1,605.20. 

 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. The property owner was notified of the needed sidewalk repairs and did not 
contact the City after being notified.    
 

B. If repairs were not made, the sidewalk condition would be hazardous to 
pedestrians and other users. 

III. CURRENT SITUATION:  
 
A. The repairs have been made and the property owner has been notified of the 

amount due.  
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B. Placing a lien on the property ensures the City will be reimbursed for the costs to 
repair the sidewalk. 

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – None. 

B. Financial – There is no direct financial impact to the City once payment is received. 

C. Timing – Approval at this request will allow the lien to be recorded against the 
property.  

D. Policy/legal – This is what is required to meet the legal requirements to place a 
lien on a property. 

V. ALTERNATIVES: 
 
A. Adopt the attached Ordinance.  

B. Take No Action – The City will not be reimbursed for the repairs to the sidewalk.  

VI. RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council open the public hearing, and unless there are specific 
questions, close the public hearing and adopt the attached Ordinance declaring a lien against the 
property at 961 Chemawa Road Northeast. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  

• Ordinance No. 2023-___ Declaring a Lien Against Property Located at 961 Chemawa Road 
Northeast, Keizer, Oregon and Directing the City Recorder to Enter Such Lien in the Minor 
Lien Docket Pursuant to Ordinance No. 2019-808 (Regulating the Maintenance, 
Reconstruction, Alteration and Repair of Sidewalks); Declaring an Emergency 
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      Page 1 - ORDINANCE NO. 2023-_______ 

          Keizer City Attorney 
             930 Chemawa Road NE 
                      PO Box 21000 
                Keizer, Oregon 97307 
                      503-856-3433 

BILL NO.          A BILL ORDINANCE NO. 1 
 2023-__________                                 2 
 FOR 3 
 4 
 AN ORDINANCE 5 
 6 

DECLARING A LIEN AGAINST PROPERTY LOCATED AT 961 7 
CHEMAWA ROAD NORTHEAST, KEIZER, OREGON AND 8 
DIRECTING THE CITY RECORDER TO ENTER SUCH LIEN IN 9 
THE MINOR LIEN DOCKET PURSUANT TO ORDINANCE NO. 10 
2019-808 (REGULATING THE MAINTENANCE, 11 
RECONSTRUCTION, ALTERATION AND REPAIR OF 12 
SIDEWALKS); DECLARING AN EMERGENCY 13 

 14 
WHEREAS, the City of Keizer Ordinance 2019-808 provides that an owner of 15 

the property abutting a sidewalk shall maintain the sidewalk in accordance with the 16 

standards outlined in the Ordinance; 17 

WHEREAS, the owner for the property located at 961 Chemawa Road 18 

Northeast, Keizer, Oregon has failed to comply with the requirements of Ordinance 19 

No. 2019-808 (Regulating the Maintenance, Reconstruction, Alteration and Repair or 20 

Sidewalks) after being duly given the notice required under such Ordinance; 21 

WHEREAS, the City Manager, or his designee was required to remove and 22 

reconstruct the sidewalk under the power given to such city officials under Ordinance 23 

No. 2019-808;  24 

 25 

 26 
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      Page 2 - ORDINANCE NO. 2023-_______ 

          Keizer City Attorney 
             930 Chemawa Road NE 
                      PO Box 21000 
                Keizer, Oregon 97307 
                      503-856-3433 

WHEREAS, after such work was performed, the City Manager or his designee 1 

notified the owner responsible by certified mail and regular mail of the sum of money 2 

due to the City of Keizer for such work performed and such person was duly notified 3 

of the public hearing to consider and assess such cost as a lien against the property;  4 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance No. 2019-808, the matter was heard by the 5 

City Council at public hearing on May 15, 2023, after reasonable opportunity for 6 

objections;  7 

NOW, THEREFORE, 8 

The City of Keizer ordains as follows: 9 

Section 1. CORRECTNESS OF STATEMENT.  The City Council declares 10 

the correctness of the statement of costs as set forth in Exhibit “A”, attached hereto, 11 

and by this reference incorporated herein. 12 

Section 2. DECLARATION OF LIEN.  The amount set forth on the 13 

statement of costs regarding the property located at 961 Chemawa Road Northeast, 14 

Keizer, Oregon is declared to be a lien upon such property, as more particularly 15 

described in Exhibit “B” attached, and by this reference incorporated herein. 16 

Section 3. ENTRY IN LIEN DOCKET.  The City Recorder is directed to 17 

enter the amount set forth in Exhibit “A” into the minor lien docket and such amount 18 

shall be a lien against the property described in Exhibit “B” from the date of such 19 
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      Page 3 - ORDINANCE NO. 2023-_______ 

          Keizer City Attorney 
             930 Chemawa Road NE 
                      PO Box 21000 
                Keizer, Oregon 97307 
                      503-856-3433 

entry.  Such lien shall accrue interest at the rate of nine percent (9%) per annum from 1 

June 15, 2023 until paid. 2 

 Section 4. EMERGENCY CLAUSE.  This Ordinance being necessary for 3 

the immediate preservation of the public health, safety, and welfare, an emergency is 4 

declared to exist and this Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its passage. 5 

PASSED this                 day of                                     , 2023. 6 
 7 
SIGNED this                 day of                                     , 2023. 8 

 9 
 10 

_________________________________ 11 
Mayor 12 
 13 
_________________________________ 14 
City Recorder 15 
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 

Abatement at 
961 Chemawa Road Northeast, Keizer, Oregon 

 
 

Statement of Costs Summary 
 
 

Itemization of Abatement Costs if Paid Prior to May 10, 2023 Per Statement of Costs 
Attached Hereto: 
 

Removal and Reconstruction of Sidewalk by City  $1,355.96 
Postage – Certified Mail   $     32.40 
Administrative charge (10%)  $   138.84   
 ______________________________________ 
 TOTAL COSTS  $1,527.20 

 
Additional Expenses Occurred as a Result of Failure to Pay by May 10, 2023: 
 
  Newspaper Publication  $  78.00 
 
Total Amount to Become a Lien Against the Property: 
 
  TOTAL COSTS   $1,605.20 
 
Such lien shall accrue interest at the rate of nine percent (9%) per annum from June 15, 
2023 until paid. 
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EXHIBIT “B” 
 
 

Beginning on the south line of Lot 19, Claggett Fruit and 
Garden Tracts in Township 6 and 7 South, Range 3 West of 
the Willamette Meridian in Marion County, Oregon at a point 
which is 110.00 feet Westerly from the Southeast corner 
thereof; thence Westerly along the South line of said Lot, 
78.00 feet; thence Northerly, parallel with the East line of 
said lot, 185.00 feet; thence Easterly, parallel with the South 
line of said Lot, 78.00 feet; thence Southerly, parallel with the 
East line of said Lot, 185.00 feet to the place of beginning. 
 
Reserving for road purposes a strip 30.00 feet in width off of 
the South line of the above described tract of land. 
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TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Shane Witham, Planning Director  
 
SUBJECT: TEXT AMENDMENT CASE 2023-04 – VARIOUS CORRECTIONS, 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS, AND COTTAGE CLUSTER STANDARDS 
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move the City Council direct staff to prepare an ordinance with findings to adopt the proposed 
revisions to the Keizer Development Code. 
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 
This matter is before the Council for public hearing to consider proposed changes to the Keizer 
Development Code (KDC). Several minor changes are proposed to various sections of the KDC to 
correct identified errors and language corrections. Section 2.403 (Shared Housing Facilities) is 
proposed to be renamed to “Accessory Dwelling Unit” (ADU) and changes are proposed that will 
allow greater flexibility for the development of an ADU over a garage. Clarifications are proposed 
to KDC Section 2.432 (Cottage Cluster Development) that clarifies the building height allowance 
and that an existing ADU may be incorporated into a cottage cluster development. Planning 
Commission held a public hearing on November 9th, 2022 and after a fairly robust discussion 
unanimously recommended the proposed changes be sent to City Council for adoption.  
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. The Planning Commission work program had identified a need to update several 
sections of the KDC to correct “scrivener-type” errors in order to correct references and 
provide consistency in the terminology used throughout the KDC. In addition, changes 
are proposed to clarify requirements for Accessory Dwelling Units and Cottage Cluster 
Developments to allow greater flexibility for property owners to accomplish their 
development goals. 
 

B. The specific sections and a brief description of the proposed amendments to the Keizer 
Development Code are as follows: 
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a. Section 1.103 Establishment of Zoning Districts – correct reference error. The 
“Historic Landmark Overlay” designation was previously changed to  “Historic 
Resources”  

b. Sections 2.102 Single Family Residential (RS); 2.103 Limited Density Residential 
(RL); 2.104 Medium Density Residential (RM); 2.107 (Mixed Use (MU); 2.110 
Commercial Mixed Use (CM) - Change “Shared Housing Facilities” to “Accessory 
Dwelling Unit” to align with terminology change for ADUs. 

c. Section 2.122 Flood Plain Overlay Zone (FPO) and Section 2.127 Historic 
Resources – change term “chapter” to “section” throughout since that is the 
naming convention used in the KDC 

d. Section 2.103 River Cherry Overlay District (RCOD) – change reference of  
“shared housing facilities” to “accessory dwelling unit” to align with terminology 
used for ADUs.  

e. Section 2.302 Street standards – Correct an error to a section referenced and 
provide clarification on access easements serving middle housing development 
in order to align more closely with what is required by the Fire District.   

f. Section 2.308 Signs – correct language error: “sunrise to sunset” should be 
“sunset to sunrise”. Change term “chapter” to “section” throughout since that is 
the naming convention used in KDC. 

g. Section 2.401 General Provisions – Change “Shared housing facilities” to 
“Accessory Dwelling Unit” to align with terminology for ADUs. 

h. Section 2.403 Shared Housing Facilities – Change title of section to Accessory 
Dwelling Unit. Provide clarifying language on requirements for ADU’s – only 
allowed in conjunction with a single-family residence for both attached and 
detached (current inconsistency in the section which causes confusion). Change 
how square footage is calculated (living space) in order to allow for second story 
ADUs over a detached garage or accessory structure, and change to allow an 
accessory building to be constructed with a second story ADU without having to 
go through the “conversion” process.  

i. Section 2.432 Cottage Cluster Development – Clarify the height limitation of 25 
feet for cottages (there were 2 separate references which created confusion – 
this was missed when it was originally adopted). Clarify that an existing ADU may 
be incorporated into a cottage cluster development. 

j. Section 3.105 Variances – Minor and Major  – correct an error to the section 
referenced. 

k. Section 3.202 General Procedures – Types I, II, and III Actions – clarify that 
notice (request for comments) is to be sent for all type 2 and 3 actions as well as 
partitions. This aligns with our long-held practice, but has not technically been a 
requirement in the KDC. 

 
III. CURRENT SITUATION:  

 
A. The current scrivener-type errors in the KDC need to be corrected for accuracy. 

The proposed changes that clarify existing requirements and modify standards are 
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desired to allow for development consistent with the intent of the KDC. 

B. Once the proposed changes are adopted, inconsistencies and errors found within 
the KDC will be corrected.  

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – No strategic impact 

B. Financial – No financial impact.   

C. Timing – Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval of the 
proposed changes at their April 12th, 2023 meeting, and it is now before City 
Council for consideration. Staff anticipates bringing back an ordinance and 
findings for adoption by council at a future council meeting.  

D. Policy/legal – A public hearing is required for Council to consider a proposed text 
amendment.   

ALTERNATIVES: 

A. Take No Action – The KDC would continue to have identified errors to references and 
terminology. In addition, barriers to the development of ADUs over a garage or 
outbuilding would remain.  

B. Adopt proposed revisions with any desired changes identified by Council.  

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council open the public hearing to consider the proposed text 
amendments, close the public hearing, deliberate, and by motion direct staff to prepare an 
ordinance with findings to adopt the proposed revisions.  
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

• KDC Sections 1.103, 2.102, 2.103, 2.104, 2.107, 2.110, 2.122, 2.127, 2.130, 2.302, 2.308, 
2.401, 2.403, 2.432, 3.105, 3.202 
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1.103 Establishment of Zoning Districts  1 
 

1 . 1 03  E S TAB L I S HM EN T  O F Z O NI NG  D I S T RI C TS 

1.103.01 Districts 
For the purposes of this Ordinance, the City of Keizer is divided into the following 
zoning districts: 
 
  Classification     Abbreviation 
  Single Family Residential    RS 
  Limited Density Residential    RL 
  Medium Density Residential   RM 
  High Density Residential    RH 
  Residential Commercial    RC 
  Mixed Use      MU 
  Commercial Office     CO 
  Commercial Mixed Use    CM 
  Commercial Retail     CR 
  Commercial General     CG 

Employment General    EG   (02/03) 
  Industrial Business Park    IBP 
  General Industrial     IG 
  Agricultural Industrial    IA 
  Public       P 
  Exclusive Farm Use     EFU 
  Urban Transition     UT 
 
 
For the purposes of this Ordinance, the following overlay zones are placed in certain 
areas of the City of Keizer: 
 
  Floodplain Overlay Zone     FPO 
  Greenway Management Overlay Zone   GMO 
  Limited Use Overlay Zone    LUO 
  Activity Center Overlay Zone   ACO 
  Resource Conservation Area Overlay Zone RCO 
  Historical Landmark Overlay Zone   HLO 
  River-Cherry Overlay District   RCOD (12/19) 
 

1.103.02 Comprehensive Plan Designation and Zoning Districts 
Zone classifications implement the Comprehensive Plan map designations.  The 
following are the zones allowed in each Comprehensive Plan designation: 
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1.103 Establishment of Zoning Districts  2 
 

  Comprehensive Plan Designation   Zone Classification 
 
  Low Density Residential (LDR)   RS, RC, UT 
  Medium Density Residential (MDR)  RL, RM, RC, MU 
  Medium and High Density Residential (MHDR) RL, RM, RH, RC, MU 
  Mixed Use (MU)     MU 
  Commercial (C)      CM, CR, CG, CO 

Special Planning District (SPD)   EG   (02/03) 
  General Industrial (GI)    IG, IBP 
  Campus Light Industrial (CLI)   IBP 
  Special Policy Area (SPA)    IA, EFU 
  Civic (CI)      P 
  Schools (ES, MS, HS)    P 
  Park (P)      P 

1.103.03 Boundaries 
A. Zoning Map.  The zoning district boundaries are shown on the zoning map of the 

City of Keizer.  This map is made a part of this Ordinance and shall be filed in 
the office of the Zoning Administrator.  The Zoning Administrator shall amend the 
map as required.  The map shall be available for public review with copies 
provided at reasonable cost. (5/98) 

 
B. Zoning Map Interpretation.  The Zoning Administrator shall resolve any dispute 

over the exact location of a zoning district boundary.  In interpreting the location 
of the zoning boundaries, the Zoning Administrator shall rely on the Keizer 
Comprehensive Plan Map and the following guidelines: 

 
1. Right-of-way.  Boundaries indicated as approximately following the 

centerline or the right-of-way boundary of streets, highways, railways or 
alleys shall be construed to follow such centerline or boundary. (5/98) 

 
2. Lot Lines.  Boundaries indicated as approximately following lot lines shall 

be construed as following such lot lines. (5/98) 
 
3. Water Courses.  Boundaries indicated as approximately following the 

centerline of streams, rivers, canals, lakes, or other bodies of water shall 
be construed to follow such centerline. (5/98) 

 
4. Extensions.  Boundaries indicated as parallel to or extensions of features 

indicated in subsections 1., through 3., above shall be so construed. (5/98) 
 
5. Specific Description.  Where a Plan map designation or zoning action 

referenced a specific property description, that description shall 
establish the boundary.  Where 2 or more property descriptions 
establish conflicting boundaries, the most recent description shall 
govern. (5/98) 

52



City Council 
May 15, 2023 

Keizer Development Code - May 1998 (Revised 6/22) 2.102 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (RS)1 
 

2 . 1 02  S I NG LE FAM I LY R ESI D E N TI AL ( R S)  

2.102.01 Purpose 
The purpose of the RS (Single Family Residential) zone is to allow development of 
single family and middle housing type homes on individual lots provided with urban 
services at low urban densities. This zone also allows duplexes, triplexes, 
quadplexes, townhouses, and cottage cluster housing. Other uses compatible with 
residential development are also appropriate.  These areas are designated as Low 
Density Residential in the Comprehensive Plan. (6/22) 

2.102.02 Permitted Uses 
The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards 
in this Ordinance, are permitted in the RS zone: 

A. Detached single family dwelling. (6/22) 

B. Duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and townhouses. (6/22) 

C. Residential homes. (5/98) 

D. Family day care provider, for 16 or fewer children consistent with state 
regulations. (4/16) 

E. Public or private utility substation, but excluding communication towers 
and electrical substations. (5/98) 

F. Child foster home for five or fewer children. (6/99) 

2.102.03 Special Permitted Uses 
The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards 
in this Ordinance and special development requirements, are permitted in the RS 
zone: 

A. Partitions, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 

B. Subdivision, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 

C. Planned unit development, subject to the provisions in Section 2.311. (5/98) 

D. Accessory structures and uses prescribed in Section 2.203.02. (5/98) 

E. Transit Facilities (Section 2.305). (5/09) 

F.  The following special uses subject to the applicable standards in Section 
2.400. (5/98) 
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1. Shared housingAccessory Dwelling Unit Facilities (Section 2.403). 
(5/98) 

2. Cottage Cluster Development (Section 2.432) (6/22) 

3. Home occupations (Section 2.407). (5/98) 

4. Residential sales offices (Section 2.409). (5/98) 

5. Public golf course (7992) or membership recreation club having golf 
course (7997) (Section 2.410). (5/98) 

6. House of Worship (Section 2.423). (5/98) 

7. Manufactured homes on individual lots (Section 2.402). (5/98) 

8. Recreational vehicle storage space (Section 2.413). (5/98) 

9. Electrical substation (Section 2.426) (5/98) 

10. Wireless Telecommunication Facilities (Section 2.427) (5/98) 

11. Manufactured home parks (Section 2.405). (5/98) 

12. Public Water Supply (Section 2.430) (06/10) 

2.102.04 Conditional Uses 
The following uses may be permitted subject to obtaining a conditional use permit.  
Development of the site may also require compliance with development standards 
in Section 2.4. (5/98) 

 
A. Elementary schools (Section 2.424). (5/98) 

B. Public parks, playgrounds, community clubs including swimming, tennis 
and similar recreation facilities; and other public or semi-public uses. (5/98) 

C. Civic, social and fraternal organizations (864). (5/98) 

D. Day care facility for 17 or more children consistent with state regulations. 
(4/16) 

E. Bed and breakfast establishment (Section 2.408). (5/98) 

F. Use of a mobile home as a temporary hardship dwelling (Section 2.406) 
(5/98) 

G. Child foster home for six, seven or eight children, providing such home: 

1. Is properly accredited by the Council on Accreditation on Child and 
Family Programs; 
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Keizer Development Code - May 1998 (Revised 6/22) 2.102 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (RS)3 
 

2. Be located on a lot of no less than 16,000 square feet; 

3. The lot shall be located on an arterial or major collector street; 

4. Shall be no less than 2,400 square feet in size, excluding attached 
garages, carports, patios, and all unfinished space; 

5. Shall have setbacks for all structures of no less than 16 feet on each 
side and 30 feet along the back of the property; 

6. Shall have usable paved off-street parking for no less than 6 vehicles, 
plus one additional usable off-street paved parking space is to be 
provided for each foster child that owns or is the principal driver of 
any vehicle; 

7. At least on half of the lot area (no less than 8,000 square feet) shall 
consist of open space, grass and landscaping, including landscaping 
area at least 8 feet wide for permanent visual screening along the 
sides and back of the property. (which landscaping along sides and 
back of the property shall be designed for a minimum height of no 
less than 6 feet after five years) Decks, patios, paved areas, and 
parking areas, (paved or unpaved) shall not be included when 
calculating the amount of required open space, grass and 
landscaping. 

8. Is not located within one-half (1/2) mile of another child foster home of 
six to eight children, as measured between the closest lot lines of the 
existing child foster home and the proposed child foster home. 

All child foster homes shall meet all applicable laws and regulations, including, but 
not limited to, applicable building codes. (6/99) 

H. Transit Station (Section 2.429). (5/09) 

2.102.05 Dimensional Standards 
The following dimensional standards shall be the minimum requirements for all 
development in the RS Zone except for modifications permitted under Section 
2.202, General Exceptions or as required in Section 2.4. (5/98) 
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A. Minimum Lot Dimension and Height Requirements (6/22) 
 

DIMENSION Single family 
detached 
and duplex 
 

Triplex Quadplex and 
cottage cluster 

Townhouse Non-
Residential 
Uses 

Lot Size 4000 sq ft 5000 sq ft 7000 sq ft 1500 sq ft (1) 

Average 
Width 

40 feet 40 feet 40 feet 20 feet (3) None 

Average 
Depth 

70 feet 70 feet 70 feet 70 feet None 

Maximum 
Height 

35 feet  35 feet Quad: 35 ft 
Cottages: 25 ft 

35 feet (2) 

 (1) Parcel size shall be adequate to contain all structures within the required yard 
setbacks. (5/98) 

(2) 50 Feet - Required setbacks shall increase 1 foot for every foot the height exceeds 
35 feet. (5/98) 

(3)  The width for townhouses must be a minimum of 20 feet instead of average 20 feet.  
 
B. Minimum Yard Setback Requirements (6/22) 

SETBACKS Residential Uses  Non-Residential Uses 
Front (5) 10 feet  20 feet 

Side 5 feet (1) 10 feet 

Rear (2) 20 feet 

Street-side (3) 10 feet 20 feet 

Garage Entrance (4) 20 feet 20 feet 
 
(1) Townhouses may have zero-side yard setbacks for interior lot lines. (6/22) 
(2) The rear yard setback shall be as follows: 14 feet for a 1-story building; 20 feet for a 2-

story building. The rear yard setback for cottage clusters shall be 10 feet. (6/22) 
(3) Setbacks are measured from property lines, not easement lines.  However, no 

structure shall be placed any closer than five feet from the edge of an access 
easement or 20 feet from the right-of-way of an arterial or collector street. (5/98) 

(4) The garage entrance setback shall be measured from the property line or edge of 
private access easement to the entrance of the garage.  The centerline of the 
driveway shall be measured if the driveway to the garage entrance is not 
perpendicular to the property line or private access easement.  In no case shall a 
garage be set back less than the minimum front, side, and rear setbacks. (5/98) 

(5) The minimum front setback from an access easement shall be ten (10) feet. (10/15) 
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C.  Proposals to develop properties in RCOD are subject to dimensional 
standards in Section 2.130. (12/19) 

2.102.06 Development Standards 
All development in the RS Zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of this 
Ordinance.  The following includes referenced items as well as additional 
development requirements: 
 
A. Off Street Parking: Parking shall be as specified in Section 2.303. (5/98) 

B. Subdivisions and Partitions: Land divisions shall comply with provisions of 
Section 2.310. (5/98) 

C. Yards and Lots: Yards and lots shall conform to the standards of Section 
2.312. (5/98) 

D. Design Standards - Unless specifically modified by provisions in this 
Section, buildings located within the RS zone shall comply with the 
following standards: (5/98) 

1. Single family detached dwellings, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, 
cottage cluster developments, and townhouses shall comply with the 
design standards in Section 2.314. (6/22) 

2. Residential structures with five or more attached dwelling units and 
non-residential structures shall comply with the provisions in 
Section 2.315 - Development Standards. (6/22) 

E. Signs: Signs shall conform to the requirements of Section 2.308. (5/98) 

F. Accessory Structures: Accessory structures shall conform to requirements 
in Section 2.313. (5/98) 

G. Landscaping: A minimum of 30% of the property shall be landscaped, 
including all required yards.  Landscaped areas shall be landscaped as 
provided in Section 2.309. (5/98) 

H. Lot Coverage: The maximum coverage allowed for buildings, accessory 
structures and paved parking shall be 70%. Maximum lot coverage does not 
apply to cottage clusters. (6/22) 

I. Density: When RS zoned property is subdivided the minimum density shall 
be 4 units per acre; the maximum density shall be 8 units per acre for single 
family detached or 25 units per acre for townhouses. The maximum density 
does not apply to duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, or cottage clusters. (6/22) 

J. Proposals to develop properties in RCOD are subject to development 
standards in Section 2.130. (12/19) 
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Keizer Development Code - May 1998 (Revised 6/22) 2.103 LIMITED DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (RL)1 

2 . 1 03  L I M I T E D D EN SI TY R ESI D EN TI AL ( R L )  

2.103.01 Purpose 
The RL (LIMITED DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) zone is intended to provide for detached 
and attached dwellings on a lot or multiple dwellings on a lot at an intermediate density.  
Other uses compatible with residential development are also appropriate.  RL zones are 
located in areas designated Medium Density Residential, and, Medium and High 
Density Residential in the Comprehensive Plan and provided with urban services.  RL 
zones will generally abut a collector or arterial street so that traffic is not required to 
travel through lower density residential neighborhoods. (01/02) 
 

2.103.02 Permitted Uses 
The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards in the 
Ordinance, are permitted in the RL zone: 
 
A. Detached single family dwelling on a lot. (5/98) 
 
B. Residential homes and facilities. (5/98) 

 
C. Duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and townhouses. (6/22) 
 
D. Multi-family dwellings. (6/22) 
 
E. Combination of permitted attached or detached dwellings on a lot. (5/98) 
 
F. Family day care provider, for 16 or fewer children consistent with state 

regulations. (4/16) 

 
G. Public or private utility substation, but excluding communication towers and 

electrical substations. (5/98) 
 
H. Child foster home for five or fewer children. (6/99) 

 

2.103.03 Special Permitted Uses 
The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards in the 
Ordinance and special development requirements, are permitted in the RL zone: 
 
A. Partitions, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 
 
B. Subdivision, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 
 
C. Planned unit development, subject to the provisions in Section 2.311. (5/98) 
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D. Accessory structures and uses prescribed in Section 2.203.02. (5/98) 

 
E. The following special uses subject to the applicable standards in Section 2.4: 
 

1. Shared housing facilitiesAccessory Dwelling Unit (Section 2.403). 
(5/98) 
 

2. Cottage Cluster Development (Section 2.432). (6/22) 
 

3. Home occupations (Section 2.407). (5/98) 
 
4. Residential sales offices (Section 2.409). (5/98) 
 
5. Public golf course (7992) or membership recreation club having golf 

course (7997) (Section 2.410). (5/98) 
 
6. House of Worship (Section 2.423). (5/98) 
 
7. Boat and RV storage area (Section 2.411). (5/98) 
 
8. Manufactured homes on individual lots (Section 2.402) (5/98) 
 
9. Recreational vehicle storage space (Section 2.413). (5/98) 
 
10. Electrical substations (Section 2.426). (5/98) 
 
11. Wireless Telecommunications Facilities (Section 2.427) (5/98) 
 
12. Manufactured home parks (Section 2.405). (5/98) 
 

2.103.04 Conditional Uses 
The following uses may be permitted subject to obtaining a conditional use permit: 
 
A. Schools (8211) (Section 2.424). (5/98) 
 
B. Public parks, playgrounds, community clubs including swimming, tennis and 

similar recreational facilities, and other public and semi-public uses. (5/98) 
 
C. Civic, social and fraternal organizations (864). (5/98) 
 
D. Day care facility for 17 or more children consistent with state regulations. (4/16) 
 
E. Bed and breakfast establishment (Section 2.408). (5/98) 
 
F. Rooming and boarding houses (702). (5/98) 
 
G. Water supply (494). (5/98) 
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H. Child foster home for six, seven or eight children, providing such home: 
 

1. Is properly accredited by the Council on Accreditation on Child and 
Family Programs; 

 
2. Be located on a lot of no less than 16,000 square feet; 
 
3. The lot shall be located on an arterial or major collector street; 
 
4. Shall be no less than 2,400 square feet in size, excluding attached 

garages, carports, patios, and all unfinished space; 
 
5. Shall have setbacks for all structures of no less than 16 feet on each side 

and 30 feet along the back of the property; 
 
6. Shall have usable paved off-street parking for no less than 6 vehicles, 

plus one additional usable off-street paved parking space is to be 
provided for each foster child that owns or is the principal driver of any 
vehicle; 

 
7. At least on half of the lot area (no less than 8,000 square feet) shall 

consist of open space, grass and landscaping, including landscaping area 
at least 8 feet wide for permanent visual screening along the sides and 
back of the property. (which landscaping along sides and back of the 
property shall be designed for a minimum height of no less than 6 feet 
after five years) Decks, patios, paved areas, and parking areas, (paved or 
unpaved) shall not be included when calculating the amount of required 
open space, grass and landscaping. 

 
8. Is not located within one-half (1/2) mile of another child foster home of six 

to eight children, as measured between the closest lot lines of the existing 
child foster home and the proposed child foster home. 

 
All child foster homes shall meet all applicable laws and regulations, 
including, but not limited to, applicable building codes. (6/99) 
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2.103.05 Dimensional Standards 
 
A. Minimum Lot Dimension and Height Requirements (6/22) 
 

DIMENSION Single Family 
Detached & 
Duplex 

Triplex  Quadplex & 
Cottage 
Cluster 

Townhouse Multi-Family Non-
Residential 

Lot Size 4000 sq ft 5000 sq ft 7000 sq ft 1500 sq ft 10000 sq. ft. 
(1) 

(2) 

Average Width 40 feet 40 feet 40 feet 20 feet (4) 50 feet None 

Average Depth 70 feet 70 feet 70 feet 70 feet 80 feet None 

Maximum 
Height  

35 feet 35 feet Quad:35 ft 
Cottages:25 ft 

35 feet 35 feet (3) 

 
 (1) Multi-family development must comply with the density standard in Section 

2.103.06.I. (5/98) 
(2) Parcel size shall be adequate to contain all structures within the required yard 

setbacks. (5/98) 
(3) 50 Feet - Required setbacks shall increase 1 foot for every foot the height 

exceeds 35 feet. (5/98) 

(4) The width for townhouses must be a minimum of 20 feet instead of average 20 
feet. (6/22) 

 
B. Minimum Yard Setback Requirements (6/22) 
 

SETBACKS Single Family, 
Duplex, triplex, 
quadplex, cottage 
cluster 

Multi-Family Non-Residential 

Front 10 feet (5) 10 feet 20 feet 

Side 5 feet (1)  10 feet 10 feet 

Rear (2)  (2) 20 feet 

Street-side (3) 10 feet 10 feet 20 feet 

Garage 
entrance (4) 

20 feet (4) 20 feet (4) 20 feet (4) 

 
(1) Townhouses may have zero-side yard setbacks for interior lot lines. (6/22) 
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(2) The rear yard setback shall be as follows: 14 feet for a 1-story building; 20 feet 
for a 2-story building. The rear yard setback for cottage clusters shall be 10 feet. 
(6/22) 

 (3) Setbacks are measured from property lines, not easement lines.  However, no 
structure shall be placed any closer than five feet from the edge of an access 
easement or 20 feet from the right-of-way of an arterial or collector street. (5/98) 

 (4) The garage entrance setback shall be measured from the property line or edge 
of private access easement to the entrance of the garage.  The centerline of the 
driveway shall be measured if the driveway to the garage entrance is not 
perpendicular to the property line or private access easement. In no case shall a 
garage be set back less than the minimum front, side, and rear setbacks. (5/98) 

 (5) The minimum front setback from an access easement shall be ten (10) feet. 
(10/15) 

 

2.103.06 Development Standards 
All development in the RL Zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of this 
Ordinance.  The following includes referenced items as well as additional development 
requirements: 
 
A. Off Street Parking: Parking shall be as specified in Section 2.303. (5/98) 
 
B. Design Standards - Unless specifically modified by provisions in this Section, 

buildings located within the RL zone shall comply with the following standards:  
(5/98) 

 
1. Single family detached dwellings, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, 

cottage clusters, and townhouses shall comply with the design standards 
in Section 2.314. (6/22) 

 
2. Residential structures with five or more attached dwelling units, and 

non-residential structures shall comply with the provisions in Section 
2.315 - Development Standards. (6/22) 

 
C. Subdivisions and Partitions: Land divisions shall be reviewed in accordance 

with the provisions of Section 2.310. (5/98) 
 
D. Yards and Lots: Yards and lots shall conform to the standards of Section 2.312. 

(5/98) 
 
E. Signs: Signs shall conform to the requirements of Section 2.308. (5/98) 
 
F. Accessory Structures: Accessory structures shall conform to requirements in 

Section 2.313. (5/98) 
 
G. Landscaping: A minimum of 25% of the property shall be landscaped, including 

all required yards.  Landscaped areas shall be landscaped as provided in 
Section 2.309. (5/98) 
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H. Lot Coverage: The maximum coverage allowed for buildings, accessory 

structures and paved parking shall be 75%.   Maximum lot coverage does not 
apply to cottage clusters. (6/22) 

 
I. Density: Subdivisions and multi-family development within the RL zone shall 

comply with the following density requirements: 
 

1. For property designated Medium Density in the Comprehensive Plan, the 
minimum density shall be 6 units per acre; the maximum density shall be 
10 units per acre for single family detached and 25 units per acre for 
townhouses. (6/22) 

 
2. For property designated Medium-High Density in the Comprehensive 

Plan, the minimum density shall be 8 units per acre; the maximum density 
shall be 14 units per acre. (5/98) 

 
3.  Maximum densities do not apply to duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, or 

cottage clusters. (6/22) 
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2 . 1 04  M EDI UM  D E NSI TY R ESI D E N TI AL ( RM )  

2.104.01 Purpose 
The RM (MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) zone is primarily intended for multiple 
family development on a parcel, or attached dwellings on separate lots, at medium 
residential densities.  Other uses compatible with residential development are also 
appropriate.  RM zones are located in areas designated Medium and High Density 
Residential in the Comprehensive Plan.  They are suited to locations near commercial 
areas and along collector and arterial streets where limited access is necessary so that 
traffic is not required to travel on local streets through lower density residential areas. 
(5/98) 

2.104.02 Permitted Uses 
The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards in the 
Ordinance, are permitted in the RM zone: 

A. Detached single family dwelling on a lot. (5/98) 

B. Duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and townhouses. (6/22) 

C. Residential homes and facilities. (5/98) 

D. Multi-family dwellings. (6/22) 

E. Combination of permitted attached or detached dwellings on a lot. (5/98) 

F. Family day care provider, for 16 or fewer children consistent with state 
regulations. (4/16) 

G. Public or private utility substation, but excluding communication towers and 
electrical substations. (5/98) 

H. Child foster home for five or fewer children. (6/99) 

2.104.03 Special Permitted Uses 
The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards in the 
Ordinance and special development requirements, are permitted in the RM zone: 

A. Partitions, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 

B. Subdivision, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 

C. Planned unit development, subject to the provisions in Section 2.311. (5/98) 

D. Accessory structures and uses prescribed in Section 2.203.02. (5/98) 

E. Transit Facilities (Section 2.305). (5/09) 
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F. The following special uses subject to the applicable standards in Section 2.4: 

1. Shared housing facilitiesAccessory Dwelling Unit (Section 2.403). 
(5/98) 

2. Cottage Cluster Development (Section 2.432) (6/22) 

3. Home occupations (Section 2.407). (5/98) 

4. Bed and breakfast establishments (Section 2.408). (5/98) 

5. Residential sales offices (Section 2.409). (5/98) 

6. Public golf course (7992) or membership recreation club having golf 
course (7997) (Section 2.410). (5/98) 

7. House of Worship (Section 2.423). (5/98) 

8. Boat and RV storage area (Section 2.411). (5/98) 

9. Manufactured home parks (Section 2.405). (5/98) 

10. Manufactured homes on individual lots (Section 2.402) (5/98) 

11. Accessory commercial uses (Section 2.416). (5/98) 

12. Recreational vehicle storage space (Section 2.413). (5/98) 

13. Electrical substation (Section 2.426). (5/98) 

14. Wireless Telecommunications Facilities (Section 2.427) (5/98) 

2.104.04 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted subject to obtaining a conditional use permit: 

A. Schools (8211) (Section 2.424). (5/98) 

B. Public parks, playgrounds, community clubs including swimming, tennis and 
similar recreational facilities, and other public and semi-public uses. (5/98) 

C. Day care facility for 17 or more children consistent with state regulations. (4/16) 

D. Civic, social and fraternal organizations (864). (5/98) 

E. Rooming and boarding houses (702). (5/98) 

F. Water supply (494). (5/98) 
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G. Child foster home for six, seven or eight children, provided such home: 

1. Is properly accredited by the Council on Accreditation on Child and 
Family Programs; 

2. Be located on a lot of no less than 16,000 square feet; 

3. The lot shall be located on an arterial or major collector street; 

4. Shall be no less than 2,400 square feet in size, excluding attached 
garages, carports, patios, and all unfinished space; 

5. Shall have setbacks for all structures of no less than 16 feet on each side 
and 30 feet along the back of the property; 

6. Shall have usable paved off-street parking for no less than 6 vehicles, 
plus one additional usable off-street paved parking space is to be 
provided for each foster child that owns or is the principal driver of any 
vehicle; 

7. At least on half of the lot area (no less than 8,000 square feet) shall 
consist of open space, grass and landscaping, including landscaping area 
at least 8 feet wide for permanent visual screening along the sides and 
back of the property. (which landscaping along sides and back of the 
property shall be designed for a minimum height of no less than 6 feet 
after five years). Decks, patios, paved areas, and parking areas, (paved 
or unpaved) shall not be included when calculating the amount of 
required open space, grass and landscaping. 

8. Is not located within one-half (1/2) mile of another child foster home of six 
to eight children, as measured between the closest lot lines of the existing 
child foster home and the proposed child foster home. 

All child foster homes shall meet all applicable laws and regulations, including, 
but not limited to, applicable building codes. (6/99) 

H. Transit Station (Section 2.429). (5/09)  

I. Residential Care Facilities for more than 15 residents or uses noted in SIC 805 
(Nursing and Personal Care Facilities) (Section 2.431) (6/11) 
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2.104.05 Dimensional Standards 
A. Minimum Lot Dimension and Height Requirements (6/22) 
 

DIMENSION Single Family 
Detached & 
Duplex 

Triplex Quadplex & 
Cottage 
Cluster 

Townhouse Multi-Family Non- 
Residential 

Lot Size 4,000 sq ft   5,000 sq ft  7,000 sq ft  1,500 sq ft 9,000 sq ft 
(1) 

(2) 

Average Width 40 feet 40 feet 40 feet 20 feet (4) 50 feet None 

Average Depth 70 feet 70 feet 70 feet 70 feet 80 feet None 

Maximum Height 35 feet 35 feet Quad: 35 ft 
Cottages: 25 ft 

35 feet 45 feet (3) 

 
(1) Multi-family development must comply with the density standard in Section 

2.104.06.I. (5/98) 
(2) Parcel size shall be adequate to contain all structures within the required yard 

setbacks. (5/98) 
(3) 50 Feet - Required setbacks shall increase 1 foot for every foot the height 

exceeds 35 feet. (5/98) 

(4) The width for townhouses must be a minimum of 20 feet instead of average 
20 feet. (6/22) 

 
B. Minimum Yard Setback Requirements (6/22) 
 

SETBACKS 
 

Single Family, Duplex, Triplex, 
Quadplex, Cottage Cluster, 
and Townhouse 

Multi-Family Non- Residential 

Front  10 feet (5) 10 feet 20 feet 

Side 5 feet (1)  10 feet 10 feet 

Rear (2) (2) 20 feet 

Street-side (3) 10 feet 10 feet 20 feet 

Garage entrance (4) 20 feet (4) 20 feet (4) 20 feet (4) 
 

(1) Townhouses may have a zero-side yard setback for interior lot lines (6/22) 
(2) The rear yard setback shall be as follows: 14 feet for a 1-story building; 20 

feet for a 2-story building. The rear yard setback for cottage clusters shall 
be 10 feet. (6/22) 

(3) Setbacks are measured from property lines, not easement lines.  
However, no structure shall be placed any closer than five feet from the 
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edge of an access easement or 20 feet from the right-of-way of an arterial 
or collector street. (5/98) 

(4) The garage entrance setback shall be measured from the property line or 
edge of private access easement to the entrance of the garage.  The 
centerline of the driveway shall be measured if the driveway to the garage 
entrance is not perpendicular to the property line or private access 
easement.  In no case shall a garage be set back less than the minimum 
front, side, and rear setbacks. (5/98) 

(5) The minimum front setback from an access easement shall be ten (10) 
feet. (5/98) 

 
C. Proposals to develop properties in RCOD are subject to dimensional 

standards in Section 2.130. (12/19) 
 

2.104.06 Development Standards 
All development in the RM Zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of this 
Ordinance.  The following includes referenced items as well as additional development 
requirements: 

A. Off Street Parking: Parking shall be as specified in Section 2.303. (5/98) 

B. Design Standards - Unless specifically modified by provisions in this Section, 
buildings located within the RM zone shall comply with the following 
standards: (5/98) 

1. Single family detached dwellings, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, 
cottage cluster developments, and townhouses shall comply with the 
design standards in Section 2.314. (6/22) 

2. Multi-family units, and non-residential structures shall comply with the 
provisions in Section 2.315 - Development Standards. (6/22) 

C. Subdivisions and Partitions: Land divisions shall be reviewed in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 2.310. (5/98) 

D. Yards and Lots: Yards and lots shall conform to the standards of Section 2.312. 
(5/98) 

E. Signs: Signs shall conform to the requirements of Section 2.308. (5/98) 

F. Accessory Structures: Accessory structures shall conform to requirements in 
Section 2.313. (5/98) 

G. Landscaping: A minimum of 25% of the property shall be landscaped, including 
all required yards.  Landscaped areas shall be landscaped as provided in 
Section 2.309. (5/98) 
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H. Lot Coverage: The maximum coverage allowed for buildings, accessory 
structures and paved parking shall be 75%. Maximum lot coverage does not 
apply to cottage clusters. (6/22) 

I. Density: Subdivisions and multi-family development within the RM zone shall 
comply with the following density requirements: 

1. For property designated Medium Density in the Comprehensive Plan, the 
minimum density shall be 6 units per acre; the maximum density shall be 
10 units per acre for single family detached and multi-family, and 25 units 
per acre for townhouses. (6/22) 

2. For property designated Medium-High Density in the Comprehensive 
Plan, the minimum density shall be 8 units per acre; the maximum density 
shall be 22 units per acre for single family detached and 25 units per acre 
for townhouses. (6/22) 

3.  Maximum densities do not apply to duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, or 
cottage clusters. (6/22) 

J. Proposals to develop properties in RCOD are subject to development 
standards in Section 2.130. (12/19) 
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2 . 1 07  M I XE D US E (M U )  

2.107.01 Purpose 
The Mixed Use (MU) zone promotes development that combines differing uses 
(permitted or special permitted) in a single building or complex.  This zone will allow 
increased development on busier streets without fostering a strip commercial 
appearance.  The zone encourages the formation of neighborhood "nodes" of activity 
where residential and commercial uses mix in a harmonious manner.  This 
development type will support transit use, provide a buffer between busy streets and 
residential neighborhoods, and provide new housing opportunities in the City. (4/08) 

The Mixed Use zone is intended to include a variety of uses identified in this section in 
relative close proximity to each other as compared to a traditional zone district in which 
differing uses are segregated.  Vertical mixed use is a building in which significant 
amounts of differing uses are located in the same building with different uses on 
different floors.  While mixed use development is primarily intended to consist of retail 
or other businesses on the ground floor with housing or office uses on upper stories it 
is not required that every building within a mixed use area is developed with different 
uses within it.  Clusters of residential and commercial uses around landscaping 
features or parking areas will also occur.  Development is intended to be pedestrian-
oriented with buildings close to and oriented to the sidewalk.  Parking may be shared 
between residential and commercial uses. (4/08) 

The Mixed Use zone is suitable for the Medium Density Residential, Medium-High 
Density Residential and Mixed Use Comprehensive Plan designations. (5/98) 

2.107.02 Permitted Uses 
The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards in 
the Zoning Ordinance, are permitted in the MU zone: 

A. One or more buildings with one or more dwelling units or guest rooms on a 
lot. (5/98) 

B. One or more buildings with one or more dwelling units or guest rooms and 
one or more other uses allowed in this section on a lot. (5/98) 

C. Residential homes and facilities. (5/98) 

D. Day care facility for 17 or more children consistent with state regulations, 
including Family day care provider for 16 or fewer children consistent with state 
regulations. (4/16) 

E. Public parks, playgrounds, community clubs including swimming, tennis and 
similar recreational facilities, and other public and semi-public uses. (5/98) 
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F. Public or private utility substation, but excluding electrical substation. (5/98) 

G. Landscape counseling and planning (078). (5/98) 

H. Transportation, Utilities and Communication. (5/98) 

1. Travel agency (4722). (5/98) 

2. Communication (48) BUT EXCLUDING communication services, not 
elsewhere classified (489). (5/98) 

3. Public utility structures and buildings. (5/98) 

4.  Transit Facilities (Section 2.305). (5/09) 

I. Retail Trade:  

Except as allowed under Section 2.107.05.B, the following retail uses shall be 
limited to buildings of 10,000 square feet or less: 

1. General merchandise stores (53). (4/08) 

2. Food stores (54). (4/08) 

3. Apparel and accessory stores (56). (4/08) 

4. Home furnishing, appliance and equipment stores (57). (4/08) 

5. Eating and drinking places (58). (4/08) 

6. Retail, (59) BUT EXCLUDING non-store retailers (596) and fuel and ice 
dealers (598). (4/08) 

7. Uses listed in 2.107.02.I. through 7 if developed in a vertical mixed use 
development shall not be considered as a specified use in 2.107.05.E. 
(10/15) 

J. Business, Professional and Social Services: The following business and 
professional and service oriented uses are allowed: 

1. Finance, insurance and real estate (60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 67). (5/98) 

2. Hotels, motels and lodging facilities (701). (5/98) 

3. Personal services (72) BUT EXCLUDING: power laundries, family and 
commercial (7211), linen supply (7213), dry cleaning plants, except rug 
cleaning (7216), carpet and upholstery cleaning (7217); and industrial 
launders (7218). (5/98) 
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4. Business services (73) BUT EXCLUDING disinfecting and 
exterminating services (7342), building and cleaning services (7349), and 
equipment rental (735). (5/98) 

5. Watch, clock and jewelry repair (763). (5/98) 

6. Recreational or athletic clubs. (5/98) 

7. Health services (80) BUT EXCLUDING hospitals (806). (5/98) 

8. Legal services (81). (5/98) 

9. Miscellaneous services (89). (5/98) 

10. Community or neighborhood clubs. (5/98) 

11. Parking lots. (5/98) 

12. Pet Grooming (6/01) 

13. Veterinary Services (Section 2.414) (6/15) 

K. Public administration (91 - 97). (5/98) 

2.107.03 Special Permitted Uses 

The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards in 
the Ordinance and special development requirements, are permitted in the MU zone: 

A. Partitions, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 

B. Subdivision, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 

C. Planned unit development, subject to the provisions in Section 2.311. (5/98) 

D. Accessory structures and uses prescribed in Section 2.203.02. (5/98) 

E. The following special uses subject to the applicable standards in Section 2.4: 

1. Shared housing facilitiesAccessory Dwelling Unit (Section 2.403). 
(5/98) 

2. Home occupations (Section 2.407). (5/98) 

3. Bed and breakfast establishments (Section 2.408). (5/98) 

4. Residential sales offices (Section 2.409). (5/98) 
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5. Public golf course (SIC 7992) or membership recreation club having 
golf course (SIC 7997) (Section 2.410). (5/98) 

6. Boat and RV storage area (Section 2.411). (5/98) 

7. House of Worship (Section 2.423). (5/98) 

8. Recreational vehicle storage space (Section 2.413). (5/98) 

9. Electrical substations (Section 2.426). (5/98) 

10. Wireless Telecommunications Facilities (Section 2.427). (5/98) 

11. Cottage Cluster Development (Section 2.432). (6/22) 

12. Mobile Food Vendor (Section 2.434). (7/17) 

2.107.04 Conditional Uses 

The following uses may be permitted subject to obtaining a conditional use permit: 

A. Craft Industries, subject to the provisions in Section 2.421. (5/98) 

B. Transit Station (Section 2.429). (5/09) 

2.107.05 Use Restrictions 

A. The following uses are not permitted: (4/08) 

1. Farm Use. (5/98) 

2. The rendering, processing, or cleaning of animals, fish, seafoods, fowl, 
poultry, fruits, vegetables, or dairy products for wholesale use. (5/98) 

3. Any outdoor display or storage of merchandise or materials unless 
consistent with Section 2.107.05.B.7. (4/08) 

4. Camping or over-night in parking lots. (4/08) 

5. Hospitals, but not including surgicenters and day surgery facilities. (12/19) 

B. Retail uses as set forth in Section 2.107.02(I) are limited to buildings not 
exceeding 10,000square feet of gross leasable area except as provided herein.  
Such retail uses over 10,000 square feet may be permitted as allowed in an 
approved master plan subject to meeting the following requirements: (4/08) 

1. In addition to the requirements in Section 2.309 (Site and Landscaping 
Design), provide increased screening and buffering when any portion of 
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the building is located adjacent (as defined in Section 1.200) to existing 
or planned residential areas so as to adequately screen the building. (4/08) 

2. In addition to the requirements in Section 2.107.06(B), provide increased 
building setbacks when any portion of the building is located adjacent (as 
defined in Section 1.200) to existing or planned residential areas.  (4/08) 

3. In addition to the requirements in Section 2.315.06, provide increased 
architectural features such as the use of three differing materials, color, 
textures, on building facades that are visible from a public street so as to 
minimize the effect of large blank walls.  The elevations of all buildings 
shall be varied in textures, and material and shall incorporate human 
scale design elements.  Elevations of all buildings shall incorporate no 
more than fifteen feet between varied vertical elements such as 
materials, patterns and textures, architectural features such as columns, 
projections, and differing planes shall be used liberally with no greater 
than 22 feet between such features.  Materials shall be varied at the 
same frequency as the architectural elements.  These materials shall 
incorporate cultured stone, split face Concrete mortar units (CMU’s), as 
well as smooth faced CMU walls. (10/15) 

4. Include architectural features that reflect those of the remainder of the 
building around any outdoor garden / nursery area to include such things 
as hard walls, windows and awnings. (4/08) 

5. Limit any outdoor display or storage of merchandise to the area adjacent 
to the building. (4/08) 

6. Direct lighting to avoid causing glare onto adjacent properties and be 
generally low in height, light sources shall not be visible beyond 
development boundaries.  (4/08) 

7. Provide mitigation measures that address adverse traffic and livability 
impacts in the surrounding neighborhood.  This will include such things 
as enclosing all service equipment and service areas and any other 
issues identified in a master plan or traffic impact analysis. (4/08) 

8. Drive-thru businesses shall have the drive-thru oriented away from both 
existing and planned residential areas. (4/08) 

C. A retail building of the type described in Section 2.107.02(I) is allowed to 
exceed the 10,000 square foot limit subject to Master Plan approval and 
compliance with all requirements of this Chapter.  (4/08) 

D. Larger Format Stores. 
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1. Retail buildings of the type described in Section 2.107.02(I) that 
exceed 10,000 square feet (“Larger Format Stores”) require the 
development of non-retail/non-single family home uses in the Master 
Plan area that have a total square footage of at least 25% of the gross 
leasable area of the Larger Format Store.  As used herein, “non-retail” 
shall mean uses other than those listed in Section 2.107.02(I).  (4/08) 

2. Larger Format Stores in excess of 80,000 square feet of the type 
described in Section 2.107.02(I) shall meet the requirement set forth in 
Subsection D(1) above.  In addition to such requirement, for each 
square foot of vertical mixed use development in the Master Plan area, 
the Larger Format Store can be increased above 80,000 square feet 
by an equivalent amount.  The mixed use square footage requirements 
of Subsection D(1) and this Subsection cannot be combined.  (4/08) 

3. The development required in Subsections D(1) and D(2) above shall 
take place in the same Master Plan area.  The approved Master Plan 
shall be conditioned to require such development to be constructed 
before or concurrently with the Larger Format Store.  (4/08) 

E. A limitation of the total floor area for specified uses applies to all of Area C – 
Keizer Station Center of the Keizer Station Plan.  A maximum total floor area 
shall apply to the uses identified in Section 2.107.02(I).   This maximum floor 
area is set forth in the Keizer Station Plan, however this maximum floor area 
may change as part of an approved Master Plan.  (9/18) 

F. Proposals to develop properties within Area C of the Keizer Station shall comply 
with Master Plan or Master Plan Amendment requirements outlined in Section 
3.113, and also with requirements specified in 2.107.05.G.1 through 6 below.  
(9/18) 

G. Proposals to develop properties outside of Area C of the Keizer Station shall 
require approval of a Master Plan and compliance with the following: (4/08) 

1. Pedestrian Access, Safety and Comfort (4/08) 

a. To ensure safe, direct, and convenient pedestrian circulation, 
development shall provide a continuous pedestrian and/or multi-
use path system.  (4/08) 

b. The pathway system shall extend throughout the development 
site, and connect to all future phases of development, adjacent 
trails, public parks and open space areas wherever possible.  
(4/08) 

c. Pathways with developments shall provide safe, reasonably 
direct and convenient connections between primary building 
entrances and all adjacent streets and parking areas.  (4/08) 
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d. For all developments subject to Master Plan review, pathways 
shall connect all building entrances to one another.  In addition, 
pathways shall connect all parking areas, storage areas, 
recreational facilities and common areas (as applicable), and 
adjacent developments to the site, as applicable. (4/08) 

e. Recessed entries, canopies, and/or similar features shall be 
used at the entries to a building in order to create a pedestrian 
scale.  (4/08) 

f. The proposal contains an equally good or superior way to 
achieve the intent of the above criterion and guidelines. (4/08) 

2. Vehicular Movement (4/08) 

a. Encourage traffic to enter and exit the development at locations 
in a safe manner. (4/08) 

3. Crime Prevention and Security (4/08) 

Crime prevention shall be considered in the site design through 
application of all of the following guidelines: (4/08) 

a. Territoriality – All proposed building entrances, parking areas, 
pathways and other elements are defined with appropriate 
features that express ownership.  For example, landscaping, 
fences, pavement treatments, art and signs are some physical 
ways to express ownership through design.  Such features 
should not conflict with the need for natural surveillance, as 
described in b.; and (4/08) 

b. Natural Surveillance – The proposed site layout, building and 
landscape design promote natural surveillance.  Physical 
features and activities should be oriented and designed in ways 
that maximize the ability to see throughout the site.  For 
example, window placement, the use of front porches or stoops, 
use of low or see-through walls, and appropriate use of 
landscaping and lighting can promote natural surveillance.  
Sight-obscuring shrubs and walls should be avoided, except as 
necessary for buffering between commercial uses and lower 
density residential districts, and then shall be minimized; and 
(4/08) 

c. Activity Support – The proposed site layout and building design 
encourage legitimate activity in public spaces.  For example, 
locating outdoor seating in areas that are visible from inside a 
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restaurant helps to discourage crime and supports the activity of 
dining; and (4/08) 

d. Access Control – By properly siting and designing entrances 
and exits (i.e., in clear view from the store), and through the 
appropriate use of lighting, signs and/or other features, the 
proposed plan controls access in ways that discourage crime; 
and/or (4/08) 

e. The proposal contains an equally good or superior way to 
achieve the intent of the above criterion and guidelines.  (4/08) 

4. Reduced Parking (4/08) 

Reduce or waive minimum off-street parking standards.  The applicant 
may request a reduction to or waiver of parking standards based on a 
parking impact study.  The study allows the applicant to propose a 
reduced parking standard based on estimated peak use, reductions 
due to easy pedestrian accessibility; availability of transit service, and 
likelihood of car pool use; and adjacent on-street parking.  The parking 
study is subject to review and approval or modification by the City.  (4/08) 

5. Creating and Protecting Public Spaces (4/08) 

a. The development provides an appropriate amount of public 
space as determined by the City Council in addition to sidewalks 
and landscaping. (4/08) 

b. Public space may be a landscaped open space or plaza with 
pedestrian amenities, as approved by the City Council. (4/08) 

6. Human Scaled Building Design (4/08) 

Building facades are designed to a human-scale, for aesthetic appeal, 
pedestrian comfort, and design character of a development.  The City 
Council may determine architectural character, continuity of building 
sizes, roof forms, rhythm of window and door spaces and the general 
relationship of buildings to public spaces such as street, plazas, other 
open space and public parking. (4/08) 

The proposal contains an equally good or superior way to achieve the 
intent of the above criterion and guidelines. (4/08) 

 In addition, the provisions within Section 3.113 apply. (9/18) 

H. Proposals to develop properties in RCOD are subject to use regulations in 
Section 2.130. (12/19)  
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2.107.06 Dimensional Standards 

A. Minimum Lot Dimension and Height Requirements (6/22) 

DIMENSION Single 
Family 

& Duplex 

Triplex Multi-Family Quadplex 
& Cottage 
Clusters 

Townhouse Commercial 
& Mixed Use 

Lot Size 4,000 sq ft  5,000 sq ft  6,000 sq ft 
(1) 

7,000 sq ft  1,500 sq ft None (2) 

Average Width 40 feet 40 feet 40 feet 40 feet 20 feet (4) None 

Average Depth 70 feet 70 feet 70 feet 70 feet 70 feet None 

Maximum 
Height 

35 feet 35 feet 50 feet 

 

Quad: 35 ft 

Cottages: 25 ft 

35 feet 50 feet (3) 

 
 (1) Multi-family development must comply with the density standard in 

Section 2.107.07.I (06/07) 
(2) Parcel size shall be adequate to contain all structures within the required 

yard setbacks. (06/07) 

(3) Height of vertical mixed use development may exceed this limitation 
without a concurrent variance and maximum height will be determined 
during master plan process.  (4/08) 

(4) The width for townhouses must be a minimum of 20 feet instead of average 20 
feet. (6/22) 

 

78



10  MIXED USES (MU) 2.107 Keizer Development Code – May 1998 (Revised 6/22) 

 

B. Minimum Yard Setback Requirements (6/22) 

SETBACKS 
(4) 

Single Family, 
Duplex, Triplex, 
Quadplex, 
Townhouse, or 
Cottage Cluster 
  

Multi-Family Commercial Mixed Use 

Front  10 feet (6)  10 feet  10 feet 10 feet 

Side 5 feet (1) 10 feet (3) (3) 

Rear (2)  (2)  (3) (3) 

Street-side  10 feet 10 feet 10 feet 10 feet 

Garage 
entrance (5) 

20 feet 20 feet 20 feet 20 feet 

 
(1) Townhouses may have zero-side yard setbacks for interior lot (6/22)  
(2) The rear yard setback shall be as follows: 14 feet for a 1-story single 

building; 20 feet for a 2-story building. The rear yard setback for cottage 
clusters shall be 10 feet. (6/22)   

(3) The rear and side yard setbacks adjacent to a residential zone shall be no 
less than the minimum rear yard setback of the zone on the adjacent 
property.  In no case shall the setback be less than 10 feet, except there is 
no required setback adjacent to a non-residential zone. (5/98) 

(4) Setbacks are measured from property lines, not easement lines.  However, 
no structure shall be placed any closer than five feet from the edge of an 
access easement or 20 feet from the right-of-way of an arterial or collector 
street. (5/98) 

(5) The garage entrance setback shall be measured from the property line or 
edge of private access easement to the entrance of the garage.  The 
centerline of the driveway shall be measured if the driveway to the garage 
entrance is not perpendicular to the property line or private access 
easement. In no case shall a garage be set back less than the minimum 
front, side, and rear setbacks. (5/98) 

(6) The minimum front setback from an access easement shall be ten (10) 
feet. (10/15) 
 

C. Proposals to develop properties in RCOD are subject to dimensional 
standards in Section 2.130. (12/19) 
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2.107.07 Development Standards 

All development in the MU Zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of this 
Ordinance.  The following includes referenced items as well as additional development 
requirements: 

A. Off Street Parking: Parking shall be as specified in Section 2.303. (5/98) 

B. Design Standards - Unless specifically modified by provisions in this Section, 
buildings located within the MU zone shall comply with the following 
standards:  (5/98) 

1. Single family detached dwellings, duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, 
townhouses, and cottage cluster developments shall comply with the 
design standards in Section 2.314. (6/22) 

2. Residential structures with five or more attached dwelling units and 
non-residential structures shall comply with the provisions in Section 
2.315 - Development Standards. (6/22) 

3. For MU zoned property fronting Cherry Avenue south of Manbrin Drive; 
residential use shall occupy no less than 35% and no more than 65% of 
the building floor area on any property. (5/98) 

C. Subdivisions and Partitions: Land divisions shall be reviewed in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 2.310. (5/98) 

D. Yards and Lots: Yards and lots shall conform to the standards of Section 
2.312. (5/98) 

E. Signs: Signs shall conform to the requirements of Section 2.308. (5/98) 

F. Accessory Structures: Accessory structures shall conform to requirements in 
Section 2.313. (5/98) 

G. Landscaping: All required yards shall be landscaped.  Landscaped areas shall 
be landscaped as provided in Section 2.309.  The minimum landscaped area 
requirements shall be as follows: (5/98) 

Commercial development: 15% 
Mixed commercial and residential development:  20% 
Residential development:   25% 
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H. Lot Coverage: The maximum coverage allowed for buildings, accessory 
structures and paved parking shall be as follows: (5/98) 

Commercial development: 85% 
Mixed commercial and residential development:  80% 
Residential development (Except Cottage Clusters):   75% 

I. Density:  For property zoned MU as identified in the Keizer Station Plan, the 
minimum density for subdivisions, partitions, multi-family or any residential 
development shall be a minimum 8 units per acre and a maximum 24 units per 
acre for single family detached and 25 units per acre for townhouses, except 
there shall be no maximum density for duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, and 
cottage clusters, and there shall be no minimum residential density requirement 
for multi-family development within a mixed use building. (6/22) 

J. Proposals to develop properties in RCOD are subject to development 
standards in Section 2.130. (12/19) 
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2 . 11 0  C OM M ER CI AL M I XE D US E ( CM )  

2.110.01 Purpose 
The Commercial Mixed Use (CM) zone is the primary commercial zone within the 
City.  The zone is specifically designed to promote development that combines 
commercial and residential uses.  This zone will support transit use, provide new 
housing opportunities while allowing a full range of commercial retail, service and 
office uses.  Development is intended to be pedestrian-oriented with buildings close 
to and oriented to the sidewalk.  Parking may be shared between residential and 
commercial uses.  Clusters of residential and commercial uses around landscaping 
features or parking areas can occur and are encouraged.  The Commercial Mixed 
Use zone is suitable for the Commercial Plan designation. (5/98) 

2.110.02 Permitted Uses 
The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards 
in the Zoning Ordinance, are permitted in the CM zone: 

A. One or more buildings with one or more dwelling units or guest rooms, 
and/or, one or more other uses allowed in this section on a lot. (5/98) 

B. Residential homes and facilities. (5/98) 

C. Day care facility for 17 or more children consistent with state regulations, 
including Family day care provider for 16 or fewer children consistent with 
state regulations. (4/16) 

D. Public parks, playgrounds, community clubs including swimming, tennis 
and similar recreational facilities, and other public and semi-public uses. (5/98) 

E. Landscape counseling and planning (0781). (5/98) 

F. Offices for any use listed in SIC Division C - Construction. (5/98) 

G. Commercial printing (275). (5/98) 

H. Transportation, Communication and Utilities. (5/98) 

1. Public utility structures and buildings. (5/98) 

2. Post office (43). (5/98) 

3. Travel agency (4722). (5/98) 

4. Communications (48). (5/98) 

I. Retail Trade. (5/98) 
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1. Building materials, hardware, retail nurseries, and garden 
supply (52), BUT EXCLUDING mobile home dealers (527). (5/98) 

2. General merchandise stores (53). (5/98) 

3. Food stores (54). (5/98) 

4. Automobile, recreational vehicle or trailer sales (55), BUT 
EXCLUDING gasoline service stations (554). (5/98) 

5. Apparel and accessory stores (56). (5/98) 

7. Furniture, home furnishings, and equipment stores (57). (5/98) 

8. Eating and drinking places (58) except as provided in Section 
2.110.05, below. (5/98) 

9. Miscellaneous retail (59), BUT EXCLUDING fuel and ice dealers 
(598). (5/98) 

10. Electrical and lighting shops and office machines and 
equipment stores. (5/98) 

J. Business, Professional and Social Services. (5/98) 

1. Finance, insurance and real estate (60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 67). (5/98) 

2. Hotels, motels and tourist courts (701). (5/98) 

3. Organization hotels and lodging houses on membership basis 
(704). (5/98) 

4. Personal services (72) BUT EXCLUDING industrial launderers 
(7218). (5/98) 

5. Business services (73) BUT EXCLUDING disinfecting and 
exterminating services (7342). (5/98) 

6. Parking lots (7523) except as provided in Section 2.110.05, below. 
(5/98) 

7. Miscellaneous repair services (76). (5/98) 

8. Motion pictures (78), BUT EXCLUDING drive-ins (7838). (5/98) 

9. Amusement and recreation (79), BUT EXCLUDING golf courses 
(7992) and amusement parks (7996). (5/98) 

10. Health services (80), BUT EXCLUDING hospitals (806). (5/98) 

11. Legal services (81). (5/98) 
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12. Elementary and secondary schools (8211). (5/98) 

13. Correspondence schools and vocational schools (824). (5/98) 

14. Schools and educational services not elsewhere classified (829). 
(5/98) 

15. Social services (83). (5/98) 

16. Museums, art galleries, botanical and zoological gardens (84). 
(5/98) 

17. Membership organizations (86). (5/98) 

18. Miscellaneous services (89). (5/98) 

19. Pet Grooming (6/01) 

K. Public Administration (91-97). (5/98) 

L. Child foster home for five or fewer children as a secondary use.(6/99) 

2.110.03 Special Permitted Uses 
The following uses, when developed under the applicable development standards 
in the Ordinance and special development requirements, are permitted in the CM 
zone: 
 
A. Partitions, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 

B. Subdivision, subject to the provisions in Section 2.310. (5/98) 

C. Planned unit development, subject to the provisions in Section 2.311. (5/98) 

D. Accessory structures and uses prescribed in Section 2.203. (5/98) 

E. Transit Facilities (Section 2.305). (5/09) 

F. The following special uses subject to the applicable standards in Section 
2.4: (6/22) 

1. Shared housing facilitiesAccessory Dwelling Unit (Section 
2.403). (5/98) 

2. Home occupations (Section 2.407). (5/98) 

3. Bed and breakfast establishments (Section 2.408). (5/98) 

4. Residential sales offices (Section 2.409). (5/98) 

5. Public golf course (7992) or membership recreation club having golf 
course (7997) (Section 2.410). (5/98) 
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6. Boat and RV storage area (Section 2.411) except as provided in 
Section 2.110.05, below. (5/98) 

7. House of Worship (Section 2.423). (5/98) 

8. Recreational vehicle storage space (Section 2.413) except as 
provided in Section 2.110.05, below. (5/98) 

9. Veterinary services (074) (Section 2.414). (5/98) 

10. Funeral service and crematories (726) (Section 2.415). (5/98) 

11. Used Merchandise Store (Section 2.417) 

12. Adult entertainment business (Section 2.418). (5/98) 

13. Service stations (554) (Section 2.419) except as provided in Section 
2.110.05, below. (5/98) 

14. Recreational vehicle parks (7033) (Section 2.412) except as 
provided in Section 2.110.05, below. (5/98) 

15. Automobile services (75) (Section 2.420) except as provided in 
Section 2.110.05, below. (5/98) 

16. Manufacturing and Assembly Facilities (Section 2.421). (5/98) 

17. Wireless Telecommunications Facilities (Section 2.427). (5/98) 

18. Medical Marijuana Facilities (Section 2.433) (10/14) 

19. Marijuana Retailer (Section 2.433) (1/16) 

20. Mobile Food Vendor (Section 2.434) (9/16) 

2.110.04 Conditional Uses 
The following uses may be permitted subject to obtaining a conditional use 
permit: 

A.  Craft Industries, subject to the provisions in Section 2.421. (5/98) 

B. Transit Station (Section 2.429). (5/09) 

C. Gasoline service stations (554) located in the Chemawa/River Rd 
restriction area described in Section 2.110.05.C. subject to the 
following requirements (9/17): 

1. May only sell fuel related products such as gasoline and oil, 
and non-fuel-related products typically for sale in the primary 
Food Store use.  The building containing the non-fuel related 
sales shall not exceed a total of 900 square feet, and the sales 
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floor area portion shall not exceed 450 square feet.  No service 
or repair functions are allowed. (9/17) 

2. Subject to the provisions in Section 2.419. (9/17) 

3. Must be accessory to a Food store (54) use.  The primary 
Food Store use must be a minimum of 15,000 square feet in 
area. (9/17)  

4. Must be setback more than 100 feet from adjacent public 
streets, and must provide pedestrian oriented amenities on the 
entire site. (9/17) 

5. Must provide screening and buffering to adjacent residential 
uses, and must mitigate the aesthetic impacts of on-site 
stacking and queuing visible from any public right of way or 
adjacent properties. (9/17) 

6. Employ access management and control standards as 
appropriate to eliminate and/or reduce conflicts. (9/17) 

7. Comply with all applicable requirements and standards, 
including, but not limited to KDC 2.301.04 (Traffic Impact 
Analysis) and all mitigations required by such section.  Traffic 
analysis must address the operational needs of the Keizer Fire 
District. (9/17) 

2.110.05 Use Restrictions 
No permitted or special permitted use shall in any way involve any of the 
following: 

A. Farm Use. (5/98) 

B. The rendering, processing, or cleaning of animals, fish, seafoods, fowl, 
poultry, fruits, vegetables, or dairy products for wholesale use. (5/98) 

C. The following uses are prohibited from any property fronting on River Road 
or Chemawa Road in the following area: the west side of River Road 
between 5119 River Road on the north and Janet Avenue extended on the 
south; the east side of River Road between Claggett Street on the north and 
James Avenue on the south; and either side of Chemawa Road between 
Elizabeth Street on the west and Bailey Road on the east; and (2) Any 
property contained within the Area B as described in the Keizer Station Plan.  
This prohibition does not apply to any business facility, legally established as 
of the date of the adoption of this Ordinance, which as of that date has drive-
through window facilities. (12/03) 

1. Gasoline service stations (554) except as provided in Section 
2.110.04.C. (9/17) 

86



City Council 
May 15, 2023 

Keizer Development Code - May 1998 (Revised 6/22) 2.110 COMMERCIAL MIXED USE (CM) 6 

2. Drive-Through windows or car service associated with eating and 
drinking places (58). (5/98) 

3. Vehicle sales and secondary repair. (5/98) 

4. Public utility structures and buildings. (5/98) 

5. Recreational vehicle parks (7033). (5/98) 

6. Automobile parking not associated with an allowed use (752). (5/98) 

7. Automotive Dealers (55). (5/98) 

8. Automotive rental and leasing, without drivers (751). (5/98) 

9. Automotive repair shops (753). (5/98) 

10. Automotive services, except repair (754). (5/98) 

11. Utilities - secondary truck parking and material storage yard. (5/98) 

D. A limitation of the total floor area of specified uses applies to all of Area B 
– Retail Service Center of the Keizer Station Plan.  A maximum total floor 
area shall apply to the uses identified in Sections 2.110.02 (I) and 
2.110.03 (E) (12) – (14).   This maximum floor area is set forth in the 
Keizer Station Plan, however this maximum floor area may change as part 
of an approved Master Plan.  (9/18) 

2.110.06 Dimensional Standards 
A. Minimum Lot Dimension and Height Requirements (6/22) 

DIMENSION Single Family Duplex, 
Triplex, 
Quadplex or 
Multi-Family 

Commercial Mixed Use 

Lot Size 4,000 sq. ft. (1) 6,000 sq. ft. (2) None (3) None (3) 

Average Width 40 feet 50 feet None None 

Average Depth 70 feet 80 feet None None 

Maximum 
Height 

35 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 

(1) A single family dwelling attached on one side has a minimum 
lot area of 3500 square feet, and a single family dwelling 
attached on both sides has a minimum lot area of 3000 square 
feet. (5/98) 

(2) Multi-family development must comply with the density 
standard in Section 2.110.07. (5/98) 
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(3) Parcel size shall be adequate to contain all structures within the 
required yard setbacks and, where applicable, comply with 
residential density standards in Section 2.110.07. (5/98) 

 
B. Minimum Yard Setback Requirements (6/22) 

SETBACKS Single Family 
or Duplex  

Triplex, 
Quadplex or 
Multi-Family 

Commercial Mixed Use 

Front  10 feet  10 feet  10 feet 10 feet 

Side 5 feet (2) (2) (2) 

Rear (1) (2) (2) (2) 

Street-side (3) 10 feet 10 feet 10 feet 10 feet 

Garage 
entrance (4) 

20 feet (4) 20 feet (4) 20 feet (4) 20 feet (4) 

  
(1) The rear yard setback shall be as follows: 14 feet for a 1-story 

home, 20 feet for a 2-story home. (5/98) 
(2) The setback shall be no less than the minimum rear yard 

setback of the zone on the adjacent property.  For the CM 
zone, the rear yard setback is 0 feet. (5/98) 

(3) Setbacks are measured from property lines, not easement 
lines.  However, no structure shall be placed any closer than 
five feet from the edge of an access easement or 20 feet from 
the right-of-way of an arterial or collector street. (5/98) 

(4) The garage entrance setback shall be measured from the 
property line or edge of private access easement to the 
entrance of the garage.  The centerline of the driveway shall be 
measured if the driveway to the garage entrance is not 
perpendicular to the property line or private access easement. 
In no case shall a garage be set back less than the minimum 
front, side, and rear setbacks. (5/98) 

2.110.07 Development Standards 
All development in the CM Zone shall comply with the applicable provisions of 
this Ordinance.  The following includes referenced items as well as additional 
development requirements.  If a conflict exists with a specific standard found 
in this section and a standard found elsewhere in this Ordinance, the 
standard in this section shall govern. (5/98) 

 
A. Off-street parking: 

88



City Council 
May 15, 2023 

Keizer Development Code - May 1998 (Revised 6/22) 2.110 COMMERCIAL MIXED USE (CM) 8 

1. Parking shall be as specified in Section 2.303.  In the event that on-
street parking is provided, on-street parking that abuts the property 
can be used to meet the standard. (5/98) 

2. No off-street parking is required for uses above the ground floor. 
(5/98) 

3. The off-street parking requirement for residential uses is one space 
per unit. (5/98) 

4. If mixed uses on the ground floor exhibit peak parking demand at 
different times, the resulting parking requirement is limited to the 
number of spaces generated at the highest combined peak demand 
at any one particular time.  (For example, if there is a movie theater 
exhibiting peak parking demand between 7:00 and 10:00 PM with a 
total requirement of 100 spaces, and a pet store exhibiting peak 
demand between 1:00 and 5:00 PM with a requirement of 50 
spaces, the total requirement for the building would be 100 
spaces.) 

B. Subdivisions and Partitions.  Land divisions shall be reviewed in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 2.310. (5/98) 

C. Yards and Lots.  Yards and lots shall conform to the standards of Section 
2.312. (5/98) 

D. Signs.  Signs shall conform to the requirements of Section 2.308. (5/98) 

E. Accessory Structures: Accessory structures shall conform to requirements 
in Section 2.313. (5/98) 

F. Storage, Trash, and Service Functions: Storage areas, trash, recycling, 
utilities and other service functions shall be located within the main 
structure if possible.  If any of the above functions are located outside the 
main structure, the area containing the function must be screened with a 
solid, durable structure that is architecturally related to the building. (5/98) 

G. Landscaping-General:  All required yards shall be landscaped.  
Landscaped areas shall be landscaped as provided in Section 2.309. 

1. The minimum landscaped area requirements shall be as follows:  

Commercial development:     10% 
Mixed commercial and residential development:  15% 
Residential development:       20% 

 

2. Properties located within Area B as defined in the Keizer Station 
Plan shall have a 20-foot landscape buffer along all property lines 
adjacent to any residential zone.  Landscape and buffer 
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requirements shall be met as defined in the Keizer Station Plan. 
(12/03) 

H. Landscaping-Parking Lots: One tree shall be provided for every eight 
parking spaces in parking lots.  The trees shall be dispersed throughout 
the parking lot in minimum four by four foot planters located between 
parking spaces. (5/98) 

I. Lot Coverage: The maximum coverage allowed for buildings, accessory 
structures and paved parking shall be as follows: (5/98) 

          Max.  Min 
 Commercial development: 90% 50% 
 Mixed commercial and residential development:  85% 50% 
 Residential development:       80%  50% 

 

J. Density:  The maximum residential density shall be 24 units per acre and 
minimum residential density shall be 8 units per acre.  Developments 
limited exclusively to residential uses and containing less than 8 dwelling 
units per acre are allowed if they comply with the following: (5/98) 

1. No more than 50% of the property shall be occupied.  The occupied 
area shall include all buildings, accessory structures, driveways, 
parking and required landscaping. (5/98) 

2. The remaining undeveloped portion of the property shall be in one 
contiguous piece.  Access to a public street, in conformance with 
Ordinance requirements, shall be available.  The undeveloped 
portion shall have sufficient width and depth to be developed for 
additional residential, or commercial, uses. (5/98) 

2.110.08 Design Standards 

All development in the CM Zone shall comply with the applicable design 
standards described below: 

A. Building Design Standards.  Primary buildings shall comply with the 
following design standards: (5/98) 

1. Design Standards - Unless specifically modified by provisions in this 
Section, buildings located within the CM zone shall comply with the 
following standards: (5/98) 

a. Single family homes shall comply with the design standards in 
Section 2.314. (5/98) 

b. Multi-family buildings and non-residential structures shall 
comply with the provisions in Section 2.315 – Development 
Standards. (4/12) 
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2 . 1 22  F L O O D P L AI N  O VE R L AY Z O NE  ( F PO)  

2.122.01 Statutory Authority, Findings of Fact, Purpose, and Methods 
 
Statutory Authorization: The State of Oregon has in ORS 197.175 delegated the 
responsibility to local governmental units to adopt floodplain management regulations 
designed to promote the public health, safety, and general welfare of its citizenry. 
(12/20) 

 
A. Findings of Fact 

 
1. The flood hazard areas of City of Keizer are subject to periodic 

inundation which may result in loss of life and property, health and 
safety hazards, disruption of commerce and governmental services, 
extraordinary public expenditures for flood protection and relief, and 
impairment of the tax base, all of which adversely affect the public 
health, safety, and general welfare. (12/20) 

 
2. These flood losses may be caused by the cumulative effect of 

obstructions in special flood hazard areas which increase flood heights 
and velocities, and when inadequately anchored, cause damage in 
other areas. Uses that are inadequately floodproofed, elevated, or 
otherwise protected from flood damage also contribute to flood loss. 
(12/20) 

 
B. Statement of Purpose.  It is the purpose of this ChapterSection to promote 

public health, safety, and general welfare, and to minimize public and private 
losses due to flooding in flood hazard areas by provisions designed to: (12/20) 

1. Protect human life and health; (12/20) 

2. Minimize expenditure of public money for costly flood control projects; 
(12/20) 

3. Minimize the need for rescue and relief efforts associated with flooding 
and generally undertaken at the expense of the general public; (12/20) 

4. Minimize prolonged business interruptions; (12/20) 

5. Minimize damage to public facilities and utilities such as water and gas 
mains; electric, telephone and sewer lines; and streets and bridges 
located in special flood hazard areas; (12/20) 
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6. Help maintain a stable tax base by providing for the sound use and 
development of flood hazard areas so as to minimize blight areas 
caused by flooding; (12/20) 

7. Notify potential buyers that the property is in a special flood hazard 
area; (12/20) 

8. Notify those who occupy special flood hazard areas that they assume 
responsibility for their actions; (12/20) 

9. Participate in and maintain eligibility for flood insurance and disaster 
relief. (12/20) 

 
C. Methods of Reducing Flood Losses.  In order to accomplish its purposes, this 

ChapterSection includes methods and provisions for: (12/20) 

1. Restricting or prohibiting development which is dangerous to health, 
safety, and property due to water or erosion hazards, or which result in 
damaging increases in erosion or in flood heights or velocities; (12/20) 

2. Requiring that development vulnerable to floods, including facilities 
which serve such uses, be protected against flood damage at the time 
of initial construction; (12/20) 

3. Controlling the alteration of natural floodplains, stream channels, and 
natural protective barriers, which help accommodate or channel flood 
waters; (12/20) 

4. Controlling filling, grading, dredging, and other development which may 
increase flood damage; (12/20) 

5. Preventing or regulating the construction of flood barriers which will 
unnaturally divert flood waters or may increase flood hazards in other 
areas. (12/20) 

2.122.02 General Provisions 
A. Lands to Which this Chapter Section Applies.  This ChapterSection shall apply 

to all special flood hazard areas within the jurisdiction of the City of Keizer. 
(12/20) 

B. Basis for Establishing the Special Flood Hazard Areas. The special flood 
hazard areas identified by the Federal Insurance Administrator in a scientific 
and engineering report entitled “The Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for Marion 
County and incorporated areas, Oregon dated January 2, 2003” or any 
revisions thereto, with accompanying Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) are 
hereby adopted by reference and declared to be a part of this ChapterSection. 
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The FIS and FIRM panels are on file at the Community Development 
Department located in the City of Keizer City Hall. (12/20) 

C. Coordination with State of Oregon Specialty Code.  Pursuant to the 
requirement established in ORS 455 that the City of Keizer administers and 
enforces the State of Oregon Specialty Codes, the City of Keizer does hereby 
acknowledge that the Oregon Specialty Codes contain certain provisions that 
apply to the design and construction of buildings and structures located in 
special flood hazard areas. Therefore, this ChapterSection is intended to be 
administered and enforced in conjunction with the Oregon Specialty Codes. 
(12/20) 

D. Compliance and Penalties for Noncompliance 

1. Compliance.  All development within special flood hazard areas is 
subject to the terms of this ChapterSection and required to comply with 
its provisions and all other applicable regulations. (12/20) 

2. Penalties for Noncompliance.  No structure or land shall hereafter be 
constructed, located, extended, converted, or altered without full 
compliance with the terms of this ChapterSection and other applicable 
regulations. Violations of the provisions of this ChapterSection by failure 
to comply with any of its requirements (including violations of conditions 
and safeguards established in connection with conditions) shall 
constitute a violation and subject to the violation procedures in KDC 
Section 1.102.06.  Nothing contained herein shall prevent the City of 
Keizer from taking such other lawful action as is necessary to prevent 
or remedy any violation. (12/20) 

E. Abrogation and Severability 

1. Abrogation.  This ChapterSection is not intended to repeal, abrogate, or 
impair any existing easements, covenants, or deed restrictions. 
However, where this ChapterSection and another ordinance, easement, 
covenant, or deed restriction conflict or overlap, whichever imposes the 
more stringent restrictions shall prevail. (12/20) 

2. Severability.  This ChapterSection and the various parts thereof are 
hereby declared to be severable. If any section clause, sentence, or 
phrase of this ChapterSection is held to be invalid or unconstitutional by 
any court of competent jurisdiction, then said holding shall in no way 
effect the validity of the remaining portions of this ChapterSection. (12/20) 

F. Interpretation.  In the interpretation and application of this ChapterSection, all 
provisions shall be: (12/20) 

1. Considered as minimum requirements; (12/20) 
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2. Liberally construed in favor of the governing body; and (12/20) 

3. Deemed neither to limit nor repeal any other powers granted under 
state statutes. (12/20) 

G. Warning and Disclaimer of Liability (12/20) 

1. Warning.  The degree of flood protection required by this 
ChapterSection is considered reasonable for regulatory purposes and is 
based on scientific and engineering considerations. Larger floods can 
and will occur on rare occasions. Flood heights may be increased by 
man-made or natural causes. This ChapterSection does not imply that 
land outside the areas of special flood hazards or uses permitted within 
such areas will be free from flooding or flood damages. (12/20) 

2. Disclaimer Of Liability.  This ChapterSection shall not create liability on 
the part of the City of Keizer, any officer or employee thereof, or the 
Federal Insurance Administrator for any flood damages that result from 
reliance on this ChapterSection or any administrative decision lawfully 
made hereunder. (12/20) 

2.122.03 Administration 
A. Designation of the Floodplain Administrator.  The Zoning Administrator and 

their designee, is hereby appointed to administer, implement, and enforce this 
ChapterSection by granting or denying development permits in accordance 
with its provisions. The Floodplain Administrator may delegate authority to 
implement these provisions. (12/20) 

B. Duties and Responsibilities of the Floodplain Administrator.  Duties of the 
floodplain administrator, or their designee, shall include, but not be limited to: 
(12/20) 

1. Permit Review.  Review all development permits to determine that: 
(12/20) 

a. The permit requirements of this ChapterSection have been 
satisfied; (12/20) 

b. All other required local, state, and federal permits have been 
obtained and approved; (12/20) 

c. Review all development permits to determine if the proposed 
development is located in a floodway. If located in the floodway 
assure that the floodway provisions of Section 2.122.04.B.4 are 
met; (12/20)  

d. Review all development permits to determine if the proposed 
development is located in an area where Base Flood Elevation 
(BFE) data is available either through the Flood Insurance Study 
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(FIS) or from another authoritative source. If BFE data is not 
available then ensure compliance with the provisions of Sections 
2.122.04.A.7; (12/20) 

e. Provide to building officials the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) 
applicable to any building requiring a development permit;  (12/20) 

f. Review all development permit applications to determine if the 
proposed development qualifies as a substantial improvement as 
defined in Section 1.200.04; (12/20) 

g. Review all development permits to determine if the proposed 
development activity is a watercourse alteration. If a watercourse 
alteration is proposed, ensure compliance with the provisions in 
section 2.122.04.A.1; (12/20) 

h. Review all development permits to determine if the proposed 
development activity includes the placement of fill or excavation. 
(12/20) 

2. Information to be Obtained and Maintained.  The following information 
shall be obtained and maintained and shall be made available for public 
inspection as needed: (12/20) 

a. Obtain, record, and maintain the actual elevation (in relation to 
mean sea level) of the lowest floor (including basements) and all 
attendant utilities of all new or substantially improved structures 
where Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data is provided through the 
Flood Insurance Study (FIS), Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), 
or obtained in accordance with Section 2.122.04.A.7; (12/20) 

b. Obtain and record the elevation (in relation to mean sea level) of 
the natural grade of the building site for a structure prior to the 
start of construction and the placement of any fill and ensure that 
the requirements of Sections 2.122.03.B.1.b. and 2.122.04.B.4 
are adhered to; (12/20) 

c. Upon placement of the lowest floor of a structure (including 
basement) but prior to further vertical construction, obtain 
documentation, prepared and sealed by a professional licensed 
surveyor or engineer, certifying the elevation (in relation to mean 
sea level) of the lowest floor (including basement); (12/20) 

d. Where base flood elevation data are utilized, obtain As-built 
certification of the elevation (in relation to mean sea level) of the 
lowest floor (including basement) prepared and sealed by a 
professional licensed surveyor or engineer, prior to the final 
inspection; (12/20) 
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e. Maintain all Elevation Certificates (EC) submitted to the City of 
Keizer; (12/20) 

f. Obtain, record, and maintain the elevation (in relation to mean 
sea level) to which the structure and all attendant utilities were 
floodproofed for all new or substantially improved floodproofed 
structures where allowed under this ChapterSection and where 
Base Flood Elevation (BFE) data is provided through the FIS, 
FIRM, or obtained in accordance with Section 2.122.04.A.7; (12/20) 

g. Maintain all floodproofing certificates required under this 
ChapterSection; (12/20) 

h. Record and maintain all variance actions, including justification 
for their issuance; (12/20) 

i. Obtain and maintain all hydrologic and hydraulic analyses 
performed as required under Section 2.122.04.B.4; (12/20) 

j. Record and maintain all Substantial Improvement and 
Substantial Damage calculations and determinations as required 
under Section 2.122.03.B.4; (12/20) 

k. Maintain for public inspection all records pertaining to the 
provisions of this ChapterSection. (12/20) 

3. Requirement to Notify Other Entities and Submit New Technical Data 
(12/20) 

a. Community Boundary Alterations. The Floodplain Administrator 
shall notify the Federal Insurance Administrator in writing 
whenever the boundaries of the community have been modified 
by annexation or the community has otherwise assumed 
authority or no longer has authority to adopt and enforce 
floodplain management regulations for a particular area, to 
ensure that all Flood Hazard Boundary Maps (FHBM) and Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) accurately represent the 
community’s boundaries. Include within such notification a copy 
of a map of the community suitable for reproduction, clearly 
delineating the new corporate limits or new area for which the 
community has assumed or relinquished floodplain management 
regulatory authority. (12/20) 

b. Watercourse Alterations.  The Floodplain Administrator shall 
notify adjacent communities, the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development, and other appropriate state and 
federal agencies, prior to any alteration or relocation of a 
watercourse, and submit evidence of such notification to the 
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Federal Insurance Administration. This notification shall be 
provided by the applicant to the Federal Insurance 
Administration as a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) along with 
either: (12/20) 

a) A proposed maintenance plan to assure the flood carrying 
capacity within the altered or relocated portion of the 
watercourse is maintained; or (12/20) 

b) Certification by a registered professional engineer that the 
project has been designed to retain its flood carrying 
capacity without periodic maintenance. (12/20) 

The applicant shall be required to submit a Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision (CLOMR) when required under Section 
2.122.03.B.3.c. and ensure compliance with all applicable 
requirements in Sections 2.122.03.B.3.c and 2.122.04.A.1. (12/20) 

c. Requirement to Submit New Technical Data.  A community’s 
base flood elevations may increase or decrease resulting from 
physical changes affecting flooding conditions. As soon as 
practicable, but not later than six months after the date such 
information becomes available, a community shall notify the 
Federal Insurance Administrator of the changes by submitting 
technical or scientific data in accordance with Section 44 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Sub-Section 65.3. The 
community may require the applicant to submit such data and 
review fees required for compliance with this Section through the 
applicable FEMA Letter of Map Change (LOMC) process. (12/20) 

The Floodplain Administrator shall require a Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision prior to the issuance of a floodplain development 
permit for: (12/20) 

a) Proposed floodway encroachments that increase the base 
flood elevation; and (12/20) 

b) Proposed development which increases the base flood 
elevation by more than one foot in areas where FEMA has 
provided base flood elevations but no floodway. (12/20) 

An applicant shall notify FEMA within six (6) months of project 
completion when an applicant has obtained a Conditional Letter 
of Map Revision (CLOMR) from FEMA. This notification to 
FEMA shall be provided as a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). 
(12/20) 
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The applicant shall be responsible for preparing all technical 
data to support CLOMR/LOMR applications and paying any 
processing or application fees associated with the 
CLOMR/LOMR. (12/20) 

The Floodplain Administrator shall be under no obligation to 
sign the Community Acknowledgement Form, which is part of 
the CLOMR/LOMR application, until the applicant demonstrates 
that the project will or has met the requirements of this 
ChapterSection and all applicable state and federal permits. 
(12/20) 

4. Substantial Improvement and Substantial Damage Assessments and 
Determinations.  The Floodplain Administrator shall:  (12/20) 

a. Conduct Substantial Improvement (SI) (as defined in Section 
1.200.04) reviews for all structural development proposal 
applications and maintain a record of SI calculations within 
permit files in accordance with Section 2.122.03.B.2. (12/20) 

b. Conduct Substantial Damage (SD) (as defined in Section 
1.200.04) assessments when structures are damaged due to a 
natural hazard event or other causes. (12/20) 

c. Make SD determinations whenever structures within the special 
flood hazard area (as established in Section 2.122.02.B) are 
damaged to the extent that the cost of restoring the structure to 
its before damaged condition would equal or exceed 50 percent 
of the market value of the structure before the damage occurred. 
(12/20) 

C. Establishment of Development Permit (12/20) 

1. Floodplain Development Permit Required.  A development permit shall 
be obtained before construction or development begins within any area 
horizontally within the special flood hazard area established in Section 
2.122.02.B. The development permit shall be required for all structures, 
including manufactured dwellings, and for all other development, as 
defined in Section 1.200.04, including fill and other development 
activities. (12/20) 

2. Application for Development Permit.  Application for a development 
permit may be made on forms furnished by the Floodplain Administrator 
and may include, but not be limited to, plans in duplicate drawn to scale 
showing the nature, location, dimensions, and elevations of the area in 
question; existing or proposed structures, fill, storage of materials, 
drainage facilities, and the location of the foregoing. Specifically the 
following information is required: (12/20) 
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a. In riverine flood zones, the proposed elevation (in relation to 
mean sea level), of the lowest floor (including basement) and all 
attendant utilities of all new and substantially improved 
structures; in accordance with the requirements of Section 
2.122.03.B.2; (12/20) 

b. Proposed elevation in relation to mean sea level to which any 
non-residential structure will be floodproofed; (12/20) 

c. Certification by a registered professional engineer or architect 
licensed in the State of Oregon that the floodproofing methods 
proposed for any non-residential structure meet the floodproofing 
criteria for non-residential structures in Section 2.122.04.B.3.c; 
(12/20) 

d. Description of the extent to which any watercourse will be altered 
or relocated; (12/20) 

e. Base Flood Elevation data for subdivision proposals or other 
development when required per Sections 2.122.03.B.1 and 
2.122.04.A.6; (12/20) 

f. Substantial improvement calculation for any improvement, 
addition, reconstruction, renovation, or rehabilitation of an 
existing structure; (12/20) 

g. The amount and location of any fill or excavation activities 
proposed. (12/20) 

D. Variance Procedure.  The issuance of a variance is for floodplain management 
purposes only. Flood insurance premium rates are determined by federal 
statute according to actuarial risk and will not be modified by the granting of a 
variance. (12/20) 

1. Conditions Criteria for Variances (12/20) 

a. Generally, variances may be issued for new construction and 
substantial improvements to be erected on a lot of one-half acre 
or less in size contiguous to and surrounded by lots with existing 
structures constructed below the base flood level, in 
conformance with the provisions of Sections 2.122.03.D.1.c and 
e, and 2.122.03.D.2. As the lot size increases beyond one-half 
acre, the technical justification required for issuing a variance 
increases; (12/20) 

b. Variances shall only be issued upon a determination that the 
variance is the minimum necessary, considering the flood 
hazard, to afford relief; (12/20) 
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c. Variances shall not be issued within any floodway if any increase 
in flood levels during the base flood discharge would result; (12/20) 

d. Variances shall only be issued upon: (12/20) 

a) A showing of good and sufficient cause; (12/20) 

b) A determination that failure to grant the variance would 
result in exceptional hardship to the applicant; (12/20) 

c) A determination that the granting of a variance will not 
result in increased flood heights, additional threats to 
public safety, extraordinary public expense, create 
nuisances, cause fraud on or victimization of the public, or 
conflict with existing laws or ordinances. (12/20) 

e. Variances may be issued by a community for new construction 
and substantial improvements and for other development 
necessary for the conduct of a functionally dependent use 
provided that the criteria of Section 2.122.03,D.1.b, c and d are 
met, and the structure or other development is protected by 
methods that minimize flood damages during the base flood and 
create no additional threats to public safety. (12/20) 

2. Variance Notification.  Any applicant to whom a variance is granted 
shall be given written notice that the issuance of a variance to construct 
a structure below the Base Flood Elevation will result in increased 
premium rates for flood insurance and that such construction below the 
base flood elevation increases risks to life and property. Such 
notification and a record of all variance actions, including justification for 
their issuance shall be maintained in accordance with Section 
2.122.03.B. (12/20) 

2.122.04 Provisions for Flood Hazard Reduction 
A. General Standards  (12/20) 

In all special flood hazard areas, the following standards shall be adhered to: 
(12/20) 

1. Alteration of Watercourses.  Require that the flood carrying capacity 
within the altered or relocated portion of said watercourse is 
maintained. Require that maintenance is provided within the altered or 
relocated portion of said watercourse to ensure that the flood carrying 
capacity is not diminished. Require compliance with Sections 
2.122.03.B.3.b and 2.122.03.B.3.c. (12/20) 

2. Anchoring (12/20) 
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a. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be 
anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement of 
the structure resulting from hydrodynamic and hydrostatic loads, 
including the effects of buoyancy. (12/20) 

b. All manufactured dwellings shall be anchored per Section 
2.122.04.B.3.d. (12/20) 

3. Construction Materials and Methods (12/20) 

a. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be 
constructed with materials and utility equipment resistant to flood 
damage. (12/20) 

b. All new construction and substantial improvements shall be 
constructed using methods and practices that minimize flood 
damage. (12/20) 

4. Utilities and Equipment (12/20) 

a. Water Supply, Sanitary Sewer, and On-Site Waste Disposal 
Systems (12/20) 

a) All new and replacement water supply systems shall be 
designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood 
waters into the system. (12/20) 

b) New and replacement sanitary sewage systems shall be 
designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood 
waters into the systems and discharge from the systems 
into flood waters. (12/20) 

c) On-site waste disposal systems shall be located to avoid 
impairment to them or contamination from them during 
flooding consistent with the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality. (12/20) 

b. Electrical, Mechanical, Plumbing, and Other Equipment.  
Electrical, heating, ventilating, air-conditioning, plumbing, duct 
systems, and other equipment and service facilities shall be 
elevated at or above the base flood level or shall be designed 
and installed to prevent water from entering or accumulating 
within the components and to resist hydrostatic and 
hydrodynamic loads and stresses, including the effects of 
buoyancy, during conditions of flooding. In addition, electrical, 
heating, ventilating, air-conditioning, plumbing, duct systems, 
and other equipment and service facilities shall: (12/20) 
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a) If replaced as part of a substantial improvement shall 
meet all the requirements of this section. (12/20) 

5. Tanks (12/20) 

a. Underground tanks shall be anchored to prevent flotation, 
collapse and lateral movement under conditions of the base 
flood. (12/20) 

b. Above-ground tanks shall be installed at or above the base flood 
level or shall be anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, and 
lateral movement under conditions of the base flood. (12/20) 

6. Subdivision Proposals and Other Proposed Developments (12/20) 

a. All new subdivision proposals and other proposed new 
developments (including proposals for manufactured dwelling 
parks and subdivisions) greater than 50 lots or 5 acres, 
whichever is the lesser, shall include within such proposals, 
Base Flood Elevation data. (12/20) 

b. All new subdivision proposals and other proposed new 
developments (including proposals for manufactured dwelling 
parks and subdivisions) shall: (12/20) 

a) Be consistent with the need to minimize flood damage. 
(12/20) 

b) Have public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, 
electrical, and water systems located and constructed to 
minimize or eliminate flood damage. (12/20) 

c) Have adequate drainage provided to reduce exposure to 
flood hazards. (12/20) 

7. Use of Other Base Flood Data.  When Base Flood Elevation data has 
not been provided in accordance with Section 2.122.02.B the local 
floodplain administrator shall obtain, review, and reasonably utilize any 
Base Flood Elevation data available from a federal, state, or other 
source, in order to administer Section 2.122.04. All new subdivision 
proposals and other proposed new developments (including proposals 
for manufactured dwelling parks and subdivisions) must meet the 
requirements of Section 2.122.04.A.6. (12/20) 
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Base Flood Elevations shall be determined for development proposals 
that are 5 acres or more in size or are 50 lots or more, whichever is 
lesser in any A zone that does not have an established base flood 
elevation. Development proposals located within a riverine unnumbered 
A Zone shall be reasonably safe from flooding; the test of 
reasonableness includes use of historical data, high water marks, 
FEMA provided Base Level Engineering data, and photographs of past 
flooding, etc. where such information is available. Failure to elevate at 
least two feet above grade in these zones may result in higher 
insurance rates. (12/20) 

8. Structures Located in Multiple or Partial Flood Zones.  In coordination 
with the State of Oregon Specialty Codes: (12/20) 

a. When a structure is located in multiple flood zones on the 
community’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) the provisions 
for the more restrictive flood zone shall apply. (12/20) 

b. When a structure is partially located in a special flood hazard 
area, the entire structure shall meet the requirements for new 
construction and substantial improvements. (12/20) 

9. Critical Facilities. Construction of new critical facilities shall be, to the 
extent possible, located outside the limits of the special flood hazard 
area. Construction of new critical facilities shall be permissible within 
the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) only if no feasible alternative 
site is available. Critical facilities constructed within the SFHA shall 
have the lowest floor elevated three (3) feet above the Base Flood 
Elevation (BFE) or to the height of the 500-year flood, whichever is 
higher. Access to and from the critical facility shall also be protected to 
the height utilized above. Floodproofing and sealing measures must be 
taken to ensure that toxic substances will not be displaced by or 
released into floodwaters. (12/20) 

10. Willamette River Riverwall.  In addition to any requirements within this 
section affecting the use of property within a floodplain, there shall be no 
physical alterations to the riverwall constructed along the Willamette River 
in the areas of Cummings Lane (west of Shoreline Drive), and Rafael 
Avenue without the prior written approval of the City Engineer. (12/20) 

Nothing in these regulations reduces or modifies any terms or obligations 
under any riverwall easements granted to the City. (12/20) 

B. Specific Standards for Riverine (Including all Non-Coastal) Flood Zones (12/20) 

These specific standards shall apply to all new construction and substantial 
improvements in addition to the General Standards contained in Section 
2.122.04.A. (12/20) 
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1. Flood Openings.  All new construction and substantial improvements 
with fully enclosed areas below the lowest floor (excluding basements) 
are subject to the following requirements. Enclosed areas below the 
Base Flood Elevation, including crawl spaces shall: (12/20) 

a. Be designed to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces on 
walls by allowing for the entry and exit of floodwaters; (12/20) 

b. Be used solely for parking, storage, or building access; (12/20) 

c. Be certified by a registered professional engineer or architect or 
meet or exceed all of the following minimum criteria: (12/20) 

a) A minimum of two openings; (12/20)  

b) The total net area of non-engineered openings shall be 
not less than one (1) square inch for each square foot of 
enclosed area, where the enclosed area is measured on 
the exterior of the enclosure walls; (12/20) 

c) The bottom of all openings shall be no higher than one 
foot above grade; (12/20) 

d) Openings may be equipped with screens, louvers, valves, 
or other coverings or devices provided that they shall 
allow the automatic flow of floodwater into and out of the 
enclosed areas and shall be accounted for in the 
determination of the net open area; (12/20) 

e) All additional higher standards for flood openings in the 
State of Oregon Residential Specialty Codes Section 
R322.2.2 shall be complied with when applicable. (12/20) 

2. Garages (12/20) 

a. Attached garages may be constructed with the garage floor slab 
below the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) in riverine flood zones, if 
the following requirements are met: (12/20) 

a) If located within a floodway the proposed garage must 
comply with the requirements of Section 2.122.04.B.4; 
(12/20) 

b) The floors are at or above grade on not less than one 
side; (12/20) 

c) The garage is used solely for parking, building access, 
and/or storage; (12/20) 
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d) The garage is constructed with flood openings in 
compliance with Section 2.122.04.B.1 to equalize 
hydrostatic flood forces on exterior walls by allowing for 
the automatic entry and exit of floodwater; (12/20) 

e) The portions of the garage constructed below the BFE are 
constructed with materials resistant to flood damage; (12/20) 

f) The garage is constructed in compliance with the 
standards in Section 2.122.04.A; and (12/20) 

g) The garage is constructed with electrical, and other 
service facilities located and installed so as to prevent 
water from entering or accumulating within the 
components during conditions of the base flood. (12/20) 

b. Detached garages must be constructed in compliance with the 
standards for appurtenant structures in Section 2.122.04.B.3.f or 
non-residential structures in Section 2.122.04.B.3.c depending 
on the square footage of the garage. (12/20) 

3. For Riverine (Non-Coastal) Special Flood Hazard Areas With Base 
Flood Elevations.   In addition to the general standards listed in Section 
2.122.04.A the following specific standards shall apply in Riverine (non-
coastal) special flood hazard areas with Base Flood Elevations (BFE): 
Zones A1-A30, AH, and AE. (12/20) 

a. Before Regulatory Floodway.  In areas where a regulatory 
floodway has not been designated, no new construction, 
substantial improvement, or other development (including fill) 
shall be permitted within Zones A1-30 and AE on the 
community’s Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), unless it is 
demonstrated that the cumulative effect of the proposed 
development, when combined with all other existing and 
anticipated development, will not increase the water surface 
elevation of the base flood more than one foot at any point within 
the community. (12/20) 

b. Residential Construction.  New construction and substantial 
improvement of any residential structure shall have the lowest 
floor, including basement, elevated at least 1 foot above the 
Base Flood Elevation (BFE). (12/20) 

Enclosed areas below the lowest floor shall comply with the flood 
opening requirements in Section 2.122.04.B.1. (12/20) 

c. Non-Residential Construction. (12/20) 
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a) New construction and substantial improvement of any 
commercial, industrial, or other non-residential structure 
shall: (12/20) 

i. Have the lowest floor, including basement elevated 
at least 1 foot above the Base Flood Elevation 
(BFE); (12/20) 

OR 

ii. Together with attendant utility and sanitary 
facilities: (12/20) 

(a) Be floodproofed so that below the base flood 
level the structure is watertight with walls 
substantially impermeable to the passage of 
water; AND (12/20) 

(b) Have structural components capable of 
resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic 
loads and effects of buoyancy; AND  (12/20) 

(c) Be certified by a registered professional 
engineer or architect that the design and 
methods of construction are in accordance 
with accepted standards of practice for 
meeting provisions of this Section based on 
their development and/or review of the 
structural design, specifications and plans. 
Such certifications shall be provided to the 
Floodplain Administrator as set forth Section 
2.122.03.B.2. (12/20) 

b) Non-residential structures that are elevated, not 
floodproofed, shall comply with the standards for enclosed 
areas below the lowest floor in Section 2.122.04.B.1. (12/20) 

c) Applicants floodproofing non-residential buildings shall be 
notified that flood insurance premiums will be based on 
rates that are one (1) foot below the floodproofed level 
(e.g. a building floodproofed to the base flood level will be 
rated as one (1) foot below. (12/20) 

d. Manufactured Dwellings (12/20) 

a) New or substantially improved manufactured dwellings 
supported on solid foundation walls shall be constructed 
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with flood openings that comply with Section 
2.122.04.B.1; (12/20) 

b) The bottom of the longitudinal chassis frame beam shall 
be at or above Base Flood Elevation.  The finished floor of 
the manufactured home must be elevated to a minimum 
of 18 inches above the base flood elevation. (12/20) 

c) New or substantially improved manufactured dwellings 
shall be anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, and 
lateral movement during the base flood. Anchoring 
methods may include, but are not limited to, use of over-
the-top or frame ties to ground anchors. (12/20) 

d) Electrical crossover connections shall be a minimum of 
twelve (12) inches above Base Flood Elevation (BFE). 
(12/20) 

e. Recreational Vehicles (12/20) 

a) Recreational vehicles placed on sites are required to: 
(12/20) 

i. Be on the site for fewer than 180 consecutive days, 
(12/20) 

ii. Be fully licensed and ready for highway use, on its 
wheels or jacking system, is attached to the site 
only by quick disconnect type utilities and security 
devices, and has no permanently attached 
additions; or (12/20) 

iii. Meet the requirements of Section 2.122.04.B.3.d, 
including the anchoring and elevation requirements 
for manufactured dwellings. (12/20) 

f. Appurtenant (Accessory) Structures.   Relief from elevation or 
floodproofing requirements for residential and non-residential 
structures in Riverine (Non-Coastal) flood zones may be granted 
for appurtenant structures that meet the following requirements: 
(12/20) 

a) Appurtenant structures located partially or entirely within 
the floodway must comply with requirements for 
development within a floodway found in Section 
2.122.04.B.4; (12/20) 
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b) Appurtenant structures must only be used for parking, 
access, and/or storage and shall not be used for human 
habitation; (12/20) 

c) In compliance with State of Oregon Specialty Codes, 
appurtenant structures on properties that are zoned 
residential are limited to one-story structures less than 
200 square feet, or 400 square feet if the property is 
greater than two (2) acres in area and the proposed 
appurtenant structure will be located a minimum of 20 feet 
from all property lines. Appurtenant structures on 
properties that are zoned as non-residential are limited in 
size to 120 square feet; (12/20) 

d) The portions of the appurtenant structure located below 
the Base Flood Elevation must be built using flood 
resistant materials; (12/20) 

e) The appurtenant structure must be adequately anchored 
to prevent flotation, collapse, and lateral movement of the 
structure resulting from hydrodynamic and hydrostatic 
loads, including the effects of buoyancy, during conditions 
of the base flood; (12/20) 

f) The appurtenant structure must be designed and 
constructed to equalize hydrostatic flood forces on 
exterior walls and comply with the requirements for flood 
openings in Section 2.122.04.B.1; (12/20) 

g) Appurtenant structures shall be located and constructed 
to have low damage potential; (12/20) 

h) Appurtenant structures shall not be used to store toxic 
material, oil, or gasoline, or any priority persistent 
pollutant identified by the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality unless confined in a tank installed 
in compliance with Section 2.122.04.A.5; (12/20) 

i) Appurtenant structures shall be constructed with 
electrical, mechanical, and other service facilities located 
and installed so as to prevent water from entering or 
accumulating within the components during conditions of 
the base flood. (12/20) 

g. Below-grade crawl spaces (12/20) 

a) The building must be designed and adequately anchored 
to resist flotation, collapse, and lateral movement of the 
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structure resulting from hydrodynamic and hydrostatic 
loads, including the effects of buoyancy. Hydrostatic loads 
and the effects of buoyancy can usually be addressed 
through the required flood openings stated in Section 
2.122.04.B.1. Because of hydrodynamic loads, 
crawlspace construction is not allowed in areas with flood 
velocities greater than five (5) feet per second unless the 
design is reviewed by a qualified design professional, 
such as a registered architect or professional engineer. 
Other types of foundations are recommended for these 
areas. (12/20) 

b) The crawlspace is an enclosed area below the Base 
Flood Elevation (BFE) and, as such, must have openings 
that equalize hydrostatic pressures by allowing the 
automatic entry and exit of floodwaters. The bottom of 
each flood vent opening can be no more than one (1) foot 
above the lowest adjacent exterior grade. (12/20) 

c) Portions of the building below the BFE must be 
constructed with materials resistant to flood damage. This 
includes not only the foundation walls of the crawlspace 
used to elevate the building, but also any joists, insulation, 
or other materials that extend below the BFE. The 
recommended construction practice is to elevate the 
bottom of joists and all insulation above BFE. (12/20) 

d) Any building utility systems within the crawlspace must be 
elevated above BFE or designed so that floodwaters 
cannot enter or accumulate within the system components 
during flood conditions. Ductwork, in particular, must 
either be placed above the BFE or sealed from 
floodwaters. (12/20) 

e) The interior grade of a crawlspace below the BFE must 
not be more than two (2) feet below the lowest adjacent 
exterior grade. (12/20) 

f) The height of the below-grade crawlspace, measured 
from the interior grade of the crawlspace to the top of the 
crawlspace foundation wall must not exceed four (4) feet 
at any point. The height limitation is the maximum 
allowable unsupported wall height according to the 
engineering analyses and building code requirements for 
flood hazard areas. (12/20) 
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g) There must be an adequate drainage system that 
removes floodwaters from the interior area of the 
crawlspace. The enclosed area should be drained within a 
reasonable time after a flood event. The type of drainage 
system will vary because of the site gradient and other 
drainage characteristics, such as soil types. Possible 
options include natural drainage through porous, well-
drained soils and drainage systems such as perforated 
pipes, drainage tiles or gravel or crushed stone drainage 
by gravity or mechanical means. (12/20) 

h) The velocity of floodwaters at the site shall not exceed five 
(5) feet per second for any crawlspace. For velocities in 
excess of five (5) feet per second, other foundation types 
should be used. (12/20) 

4. Floodways.  Located within the special flood hazard areas established 
in Section 2.122.02.B are areas designated as floodways. Since the 
floodway is an extremely hazardous area due to the velocity of the 
floodwaters which carry debris, potential projectiles, and erosion 
potential, the following provisions apply: (12/20) 

a. Prohibit encroachments, including fill, new construction, 
substantial improvements, and other development within the 
adopted regulatory floodway unless either: (12/20) 

a) Certification by a registered professional civil engineer is 
provided demonstrating through hydrologic and hydraulic 
analyses performed in accordance with standard 
engineering practice that the proposed encroachment 
shall not result in any increase in flood levels within the 
community during the occurrence of the base flood 
discharge; OR, (12/20) 

b) A community may permit encroachments within the 
adopted regulatory floodway that would result in an 
increase in Base Flood Elevation, provided that a 
Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) is applied for 
and approved by the Federal Insurance Administrator, 
and the requirements for such revision as established 
under Volume 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
section 65.12 are fulfilled. (12/20) 

If an encroachment proposal resulting in an increase in 
Base Flood Elevation meets the following criteria: (12/20) 

1. Is for the purpose of fish enhancement; (12/20) 
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2. Does not involve the placement of any structures 
(as defined in section 1.2) within the floodway; 
(12/20) 

3. Has a feasibility analysis completed documenting 
that fish enhancement will be achieved through the 
proposed project; (12/20) 

4. Has a maintenance plan in place to ensure that the 
stream carrying capacity is not impacted by the fish 
enhancement project; (12/20) 

5. Has approval by the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, the State of Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, or the equivalent federal or state 
agency; and (12/20) 

6. Has evidence to support that no existing structures 
will be negatively impacted by the proposed 
activity; (12/20) 

then an approved CLOMR may be required prior to 
approval of a floodplain permit. (12/20)  

b. If the requirements of Section 2.122.04.B.4.a are satisfied, all 
new construction, substantial improvements, and other 
development shall comply with all other applicable flood hazard 
reduction provisions of Section 2.122.04. (12/20) 

5. Standards for Shallow Flooding Areas.  Shallow flooding areas appear 
on FIRMs as AO zones with depth designations or as AH zones with 
Base Flood Elevations. For AO zones the base flood depths range from 
one (1) to three (3) feet above ground where a clearly defined channel 
does not exist, or where the path of flooding is unpredictable and where 
velocity flow may be evident. Such flooding is usually characterized as 
sheet flow. For both AO and AH zones, adequate drainage paths are 
required around structures on slopes to guide floodwaters around and 
away from proposed structures. (12/20) 

a. Standards for AH Zones.  Development within AH Zones must 
comply with the standards in Sections 2.122.04.A, 2.122.04.B, 
and 2.122.04.B.5. (12/20) 

b. Standards for AO Zones.  In AO zones, the following provisions 
apply in addition to the requirements in Sections 2.122.04.A and 
2.122.04.B.5: (12/20) 
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a) New construction and substantial improvement of 
residential structures and manufactured dwellings within 
AO zones shall have the lowest floor, including basement, 
elevated above the highest grade adjacent to the building, 
at minimum to or above the depth number specified on 
the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) (at least two (2) 
feet if no depth number is specified). For manufactured 
dwellings the lowest floor is considered to be the bottom 
of the longitudinal chassis frame beam. (12/20) 

b) New construction and substantial improvements of non-
residential structures within AO zones shall either: (12/20) 

i. Have the lowest floor (including basement) 
elevated above the highest adjacent grade of the 
building site, at minimum to or above the depth 
number specified on the Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps (FIRMS) (at least two (2) feet if no depth 
number is specified); or (12/20) 

ii. Together with attendant utility and sanitary 
facilities, be completely floodproofed to or above 
the depth number specified on the FIRM or a 
minimum of two (2) feet above the highest adjacent 
grade if no depth number is specified, so that any 
space below that level is watertight with walls 
substantially impermeable to the passage of water 
and with structural components having the 
capability of resisting hydrostatic and 
hydrodynamic loads and the effects of buoyancy. If 
this method is used, compliance shall be certified 
by a registered professional engineer or architect 
as stated in Section 2.122.04.B.3.c.a)ii.(c). (12/20) 

c) Recreational vehicles placed on sites within AO Zones on 
the community’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) shall 
either: (12/20) 

i. Be on the site for fewer than 180 consecutive days; 
and (12/20) 

Be fully licensed and ready for highway use, on its 
wheels or jacking system, is attached to the site 
only by quick disconnect type utilities and security 
devices, and has no permanently attached 
additions; or (12/20) 

112



City Council 
May 15, 2023 
 

2.122 Floodplain Overlay Zone  23 
 

 

ii. Meet the elevation requirements of Section 
2.122.04.B.5.b.a), and the anchoring and other 
requirements for manufactured dwellings of Section 
2.122.04.B.3.d. (12/20) 

d) In AO zones, new and substantially improved appurtenant 
structures must comply with the standards in Section 
2.122.04.B.3.f. (12/20) 

e) In AO zones, enclosed areas beneath elevated structures 
shall comply with the requirements in Section 
2.122.04.B.1. (12/20) 
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2 . 1 27  H I STO RI C  RES O U R CE S 

2.127.01 Purpose 
The purpose of this Chapter Section is to: 
 
A. Promote the historic, educational, architectural, cultural, economic, and general 

welfare of the public through the preservation, restoration and protection of those 
buildings, structures, sites, and objects of historic interest within the city; (9/18) 

 
B. Foster civic pride in the accomplishments of the past; and (5/98) 

 
C. Carry out the provisions of the Land Conservation and Development 

Commission Goal 5. (5/98) 
 

D. To protect National Register Resources, regardless of whether the resources 
have been formally designated through the process described in Section 
2.127.04. (9/18) 

 

2.127.02 Conformance Required 
No land shall be used, and no building, site, object, or structure of significance, or part 
thereof, shall be demolished, moved, or altered, nor shall any new construction take 
place within a resource site except in conformity with this ChapterSection. (9/18) 

2.127.03 Definitions 
The following definitions shall apply to this Section: 
 

Alteration:  A change, addition, or modification to the exterior of a building. (5/98) 
 
Demolish: To raze, destroy, dismantle, deface or in any other manner cause 
partial or total destruction of a resource. (9/18) 
 
Major Public Improvement:  The expenditure of public funds or the grant of 
permission by a public body to undertake change in the physical character of 
property on a resource site, except for the repair or maintenance of existing 
public improvements. (9/18) 
 
National Register Resource:  Buildings, structures, objects, sites, or districts 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places pursuant to the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (PL 89-665; 16 U.S.C. 470). (9/18) 
 
Resource:  A site, object, building or structure designated by the Council under 
Section 2.127.04. (9/18) 
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2.127.04 Resource Designation 
A. Process.  The process for designating a resource may be initiated by the 

Council, the Planning Commission, or by the owner of the subject property who 
submits an application for designation to the Zoning Administrator. (9/18) 

 
B. Information.  The following information shall be required in a property owner 

application: (9/18) 
 

1. The property owners’ name and address (all owners must sign the 
application); (9/18) 

 
2. A written description of the boundaries and/or the location of the 

proposed resource; (9/18) 
 
3. A map illustrating the boundaries and/or the location of the proposed 

resource; (9/18) 
 
4. A statement explaining the following: (5/98) 
 

a. The reason(s) why the proposed resource should be designated; 
(9/18) 

 
b. The reason(s) why the boundaries of the proposed resource are 

appropriate for designation; (9/18) 
 
c. The potential impact, if any, which designation of the proposed 

resource would have on the residents or other property owners in 
the area. (9/18) 

 
5. Any other information deemed necessary by the Zoning Administrator. 

(5/98) 
 
C. Council Action.  Applications for Historic Resource designation or removal of 

designation shall be reviewed in accordance with the Type II-B review procedure 
specified in Section 3.202.04.  The Council shall hold a public hearing pursuant 
to Keizer Development Code Section 3.206.04.  The Council shall make a 
written record approving, approving with conditions, disapproving, or postponing 
final action on the request.  Approvals designating a resource shall be in the 
form of an Ordinance. (9/18) 

 
D. Decision Factors.  The Council shall consider the following factors in determining 

whether to approve a proposed resource: (9/18) 
 

1. Association with the life or activities of a person, group, organization, or 
institution that has made a significant contribution to the city, county, 
state, or nation; (5/98) 
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2. Association with an event that has made a significant contribution to the 

city, county, state, or nation; (5/98) 
 
3. Association with broad patterns of political, economic, or industrial history 

in the city, county, state, or nation; (5/98) 
 
4. Significance as an example of a particular architectural style, building type 

and/or convention; (5/98) 
 
5. Significance due to quality of composition, detailing, and/or 

craftsmanship; (5/98) 
 
6. Significance as an example of a particular material and/or method of 

construction; (5/98) 
 
7. Significance because the resource retains its original design features, 

materials, and/or character; (5/98) 
 
8. Significance as the only remaining, or one of the few remaining resources 

of a particular style, building type, design, material, or method of 
construction; (5/98) 

 
9. Significance as a visual resource; (9/18) 
 
10. Significance because existing land-use surrounding the resource 

contribute to the integrity of the historic period represented; (5/98) 
 
11. Significance because the resource contributes to the continuity or historic 

character of the street, neighborhood, and/or community; (5/98) 
 
12. Significance because the property is 50 years old or older in conjunction 

with other factors listed above; (9/18) 
 
13. The resource is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. (5/98) 
 
Not all factors must be present and the Council in its discretion may give more 
weight to certain factors as it may determine. (9/18) 

 
E. Removal of Designation.  The process for removing a resource designation may 

be initiated by the Council, the Planning Commission, or by the property owner 
who submits to the Zoning Administrator an application for removal of the 
designation.  The Council may amend or remove its designation by following 
procedures required by this Chapter Section for designating a resource, 
including the adoption of appropriate findings. (9/18) 
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F. Property Owner Refusal to Consent.  A property owner may refuse to consent to 
historic designation at any point during the designation process described above.  
Refusal to consent must be provided in writing or must be provided on the public 
record at any hearing pertaining to the request for designation.  Such refusal to 
consent shall immediately remove the property from any consideration for 
historic property designation. (9/18) 

 

2.127.05 Demolition and Moving 
A. Planning Commission Approval.  No person shall move, demolish, modify, or 

cause to be demolished any National Register Resource or locally designated 
resource unless a permit to do so has first been obtained.  Application for a 
permit shall be on a form provided by the Zoning Administrator and contain 
information deemed necessary by the Zoning Administrator.  In no case may a 
permit be issued for at least 120 days from:  (9/18) 

 
1. The date of a property owner’s refusal to consent to resource designation 

or (9/18) 
 
2. The date of an application to demolish or modify the resource or (9/18) 
 
3. The date of an application for removal of the designation as outlined in in 

Section 2.127.04.E. (9/18) 
 

B. Review Process.  Application for a permit shall be reviewed in accordance with 
the Type II-C review procedures specified in Section 3.202.04.  The Planning 
Commission shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Keizer Development Code 
Section 3.206.04. (9/18) 
 

C. Decision Factors.  The Planning Commission shall review plans, drawings, and 
photographs submitted by the application, and other information presented at the 
public hearing concerning the proposal.  In determining whether the requested 
demolition or moving is appropriate, the Planning Commission shall consider the 
following: (9/18) 
 
1. Provisions of the applicable Comprehensive Plan; (5/98) 
 
2. The purpose of this ChapterSection; (9/18) 
 
3. The factors used in the original designation of the resource; (5/98) 
 
4. The historic integrity, age, design or construction rarity, and historic 

significance of the resource. (9/18) 
 
5. Whether denial of the request will involve substantial hardship to the 

applicant; (5/98) 
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6. Whether issuance of the permit would act to the substantial detriment of 

the public welfare and be contrary to the purpose and scope of this 
ChapterSection; (9/18) 

 
7. The value to the community, economic, social, environmental and energy 

consequences of demolishing or moving the resource compared to 
preserving it; and (9/18) 

 
8. The physical condition of the resource. (5/98) 

 
Not all factors must be present and the Planning Commission in its discretion may give 
more weight to certain factors as it may determine. (9/18) 

 
D. Planning Commission Approval.  The Commission may approve the demolition 

or moving request after considering the factors in this section.  If approved, and if 
no appeal is filed, the Zoning Administrator shall issue the permit in compliance 
with all other applicable law. (9/18) 

 
E. Planning Commission Denial.  The Commission may disapprove the demolition 

or removal request after considering the factors in this section if it determines 
that, in the interest of preserving historical or architectural values, the resource 
should not be demolished or moved. (9/18) 

 
F. Planning Commission Postponement. 

  
1. The Commission may postpone taking final action on a request for 

issuance of a demolition or moving permit for a period fixed by the 
Commission that is no more than 60 days following the date of public 
hearing.  Further postponements may be made for a period not to exceed 
a total of 120 days from the date of application or initiation, if the 
Commission makes the findings specified in subsection (F)(2) of this 
section. (9/18) 

 
2. Further postponements as stated above may only be made if the 

Commission finds: (5/98) 
 

a. There is a program or project underway that could result in public 
or private acquisition of the resource; and (9/18) 

 
b. There is a reasonable ground for believing the program or project 

may be successful. (5/98) 
 
3. After granting a further postponement, the Commission may order the 

Zoning Administrator to issue the permit if it finds: (5/98) 
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a. All programs or projects to save the resource have been 
unsuccessful; (5/98) 

 
b. The application for demolition or moving has not been withdrawn; 

(5/98) 
 

c. The application otherwise complies with federal and state law; and  
(9/18) 

 
d. The application should be approved considering the factors set 

forth in Section 2.127.05.C. (9/18) 
 

G. Appeals.  A decision by the Commission to approve, disapprove or postpone 
issuance of a demolition or moving permit or to grant a further postponement 
may be appealed to the Council by any aggrieved party who appeared orally or 
in writing, in person or through an attorney at the Commission hearing and 
presented or submitted testimony related to the request under consideration.  
The appeal shall comply with the requirements in Section 3.207. (5/98) 

 
H. Alternative Actions.  At the time a demolition or moving application is made the 

Zoning Administrator shall review alternatives to demolition or moving with the 
owner of the resource, including local, state and federal preservation programs. 
(5/98) 

 
I. Additional Requirements.  During a period of postponement, the Commission 

may require the property owner to: 
 

1. List the resource for sale with a real estate agent for a period of not less 
than 90 days. (9/18) 

 
2. Give public notice by posting the hearing notice on-site in addition to a 

"For Sale" sign, which shall read:  HISTORIC BUILDING TO BE MOVED 
OR DEMOLISHED - FOR SALE.  Lettering on the sign shall be at least 
one foot in height.  The sign shall be provided by the City and be posted 
in a prominent and conspicuous place within ten feet of a public street 
abutting the premises on which the resource is located.  The applicant is 
responsible for assuring that the sign is posted for a continuous 90-day 
period in conjunction with No. 1., above. (9/18) 

 
3. Prepare and make available any information related to the history and 

sale of the property to all individuals, organizations, and agencies that 
inquire. (9/18) 

 
4. Assure that the owner has not rejected the highest bona fide offer for sale 

and removal of the resource. (5/98) 
 
J. Press Notification.  Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the Zoning 

Administrator shall issue a press release to local and state newspapers of 
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general circulation in the county.  The press release shall include, but not limited 
to, a description of the significance of the resource, the reasons for the proposed 
demolition or removal, and possible options for preserving the resource. (5/98) 
 

K. Permit Conditions.  As a condition for approval of a demolition permit, the 
Commission may: 

 
1. Require photographic documentation, preparation of architectural 

drawings, and other graphic data or history as it deems necessary to 
preserve an accurate record of the resource.  The historical 
documentation materials shall be the property of the City or other party 
determined appropriate by the Commission. (9/18) 

 
2. Require that specific artifacts, materials, or equipment be protected and 

saved.  The owner may keep all such materials. (9/18) 
 
L. Dangerous Building.  This Chapter Section shall not be construed to make it 

unlawful for any person, without prior approval of the Commission, to comply 
with an order to remove or demolish any resource determined to be dangerous 
to life, health, or property. (9/18) 

2.127.06 Exterior Alteration and New Construction 
A. Scope.  No person shall a designated resource nor shall any new building or 

structure be constructed on a resource site unless approval is first obtained 
under this section.  In addition, no major public improvements shall be made on 
a resource site unless approved by the Commission. (9/18) 

 
B. Application Process.  Application for alteration of a resource or new construction 

on a resource site, shall be made to the Zoning Administrator.  The application 
shall be on a form provided by the Zoning Administrator and shall contain 
information deemed necessary by the Zoning Administrator. (9/18) 

 
C. Planning Commission Action.  Applications for alteration of a resource or new 

construction shall be reviewed in accordance with the Type II-C review 
procedures specified in Section 3.202.04.  The Commission shall hold a public 
hearing pursuant to Keizer Development Code Section 3.206.04. The 
Commission shall approve or disapprove issuance of the requested permit.  The 
Commission may attach conditions to the approval, which must be adhered to 
for the approval to remain valid. (9/18) 

 
D. Decision Factors.  The Commission shall consider the following factors in 

determining whether to approve an alteration request: (9/18) 
 

1. The purpose of this ChapterSection; (9/18) 
 
2. The provisions of the applicable Comprehensive Plan; (5/98) 
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3. The use of the resource, the reasonableness of the proposed alteration, 

and the relationship of these factors to the public interest in the 
preservation of the resource; (5/98) 

 
4. The value and significance of the resource; (5/98) 
 
5. The physical condition of the resource; (5/98) 
 
6. The effect of requested changes related to the original exterior design, 

arrangement, proportion, detail, scale, color, texture, and/or materials; 
(5/98) 

 
7. Pertinent aesthetic factors as identified by the Commission; (5/98) 
 
8. Economic, social, environmental and energy consequences of the 

proposed alteration; and (5/98) 
 
9. Any design guidelines adopted by the Commission. (5/98) 
 

Not all factors must be present and the Planning Commission in its discretion may give 
more weight to certain factors as it may determine. (9/18) 
 
E. Repair and Maintenance Provisions.  Nothing in this section shall be construed 

to prevent the ordinary maintenance or repair of any exterior architectural feature 
which does not involve a change in design, material or appearance of such 
feature or which the Zoning Administrator shall determine is required for the 
public safety due to an unsafe or dangerous condition. (9/18) 
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2 . 1 30  R I VE R- C H E RRY OV E R L AY D I S T RI C T  ( R COD )  

2.130.01 Purpose 
The purpose of the River-Cherry Overlay District (RCOD) is to implement the land use 
principles of the Keizer Revitalization Plan, dated November 18, 2019. The RCOD is 
intended to promote efficient use of land and urban services; create a mixture of land 
uses that encourages employment and housing options in close proximity to one 
another; and encourage pedestrian-oriented development. This zone is intended to be 
accessible to pedestrians and bicyclists, as well as people using automobiles. (12/19) 

2.130.02 Boundaries of the River-Cherry Overlay District 
The boundaries of the RCOD, and boundaries of the three Centers sub-districts, are 
shown in Figure 2.130.02-1. (12/19) 
  

Figure 2.130.02-1: River-Cherry Overlay District (RCOD) 
 

2.130.03  Applicability 
A. The provisions of this 

Section shall apply to 
all lands located 
within the boundaries 
of the RCOD 
illustrated in Figure 
2.130.02-1. The three 
Centers sub-districts 
of the RCOD are 
illustrated in Figure 
2.130.02-1 and are 
established as 
follows: (12/19) 

1. Lockhaven 
Center – 
Extends from 
approximately 
McNary 
Heights Drive 
N at the north 
to Rose Park 
Lane NE at the 
south; and 
from 
approximately 
Lakefair Place 
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N at the west to Crestwood Court NE at the east. The intersection of 
River Road N and Lockhaven Drive N is intended to be the center of 
activity within Lockhaven Center. (12/19) 

2. Chemawa Center – Extends from approximately Claggett Street NE at 
the north to James Street NE at the south; and from approximately 
Elizabeth Street N at the west to Bailey Road NE at the east. The 
intersection of River Road N and Chemawa Road N is intended to be 
the center of activity within Chemawa Center. (12/19) 

3. Cherry Center – Extends from approximately Dietz Avenue NE at the 
north to Bever Drive NE at the south; and from approximately 3rd 
Avenue N at the west to Partridge Lane NE at the east. The intersection 
of River Road N and Cherry Avenue NE and Sam Orcutt Way is 
intended to be the center of activity within Cherry Center. (12/19) 

B. The provisions of the RCOD shall apply as follows. 

1. They shall apply to all new construction or major renovation, where 
“major renovation” is defined as construction valued at 25% or more of 
the assessed value of the existing structure and parcel of land on which 
it is located, unless otherwise specified by the provisions in this Section, 
and with the following exceptions. (12/19) 

a. Interior remodels which do not change the exterior of the building 
or increase its floor area or building footprint. (12/19) 

b. Replacement of equipment needed to operate an existing use, 
such as but not limited to commercial kitchen equipment, HVAC 
equipment, plumbing or electrical fixtures. (12/19) 

c. Maintenance required to maintain the structural integrity of the 
building such as but not limited to replacement of a roof. (12/19) 

2. Applications for new construction or major renovation in the RCOD are 
subject to City review as provided in KDC Section 3.101, and to the 
standards and guidelines in Sections 2.130.04 through 2.130.10. (12/19) 

C. The RCOD replaces selected development standards in the underlying zoning 
districts, as set forth in Section 2.130.05. (12/19) 
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2.130.04  Uses 
A. Permitted Uses 

1. The uses in Table 2.130.04-1 are permitted in the Mixed Use (MU) 
zone within the RCOD.  All other zones remain unchanged. (12/19) 

2. Uses that are identified as permitted in the MU zone (Section 2.107.02 
through 2.107.04) are permitted in the MU zone within the RCOD, 
EXCLUDING commercial parking lots that are surface lots. (12/19) 

3. Uses that are not listed in Table 2.130.04-1 and that the Zoning 
Administrator determines to be similar to the uses in Table 2.130.04-1 
or consistent with the RCOD Purpose statement (Section 2.130.01) are 
permitted. (12/19) 

 Table 2.130.04-1: Uses Permitted in the RCOD (6/22) 

Use Category 

Permitted 
P = Permitted outright 
S = Permitted subject to 
      Special Use provisions 
C = Permitted conditionally 

Notes 

Residential 

Household Living P/S 

Such as buildings with one or more 
dwelling units. 

Special Use provisions apply to 
accessory dwelling units (Sections 2.403 
and 2.130.05.C), cottage clusters 
(Section 2.432), and home occupations 
(Section 2.407). 

Group living P/S 

Such as residential homes and facilities. 

Special Use provisions apply to nursing 
and personal care facilities (Section 
2.431). 

Commercial 

Commercial Lodging P/S 

Such as hotels and motels. 

Special Use provisions apply to bed and 
breakfast establishments (Section 
2.408). 

Commercial 
Recreation and 
Entertainment 

P Such as athletic clubs and movie 
theaters. 
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Use Category 

Permitted 
P = Permitted outright 
S = Permitted subject to 
      Special Use provisions 
C = Permitted conditionally 

Notes 

Commercial Parking P Only parking structures. 

Day Care Facility P  

Durable Goods Sales P Such as home improvement, home 
furnishing, and appliance stores. 

Eating and Drinking 
Establishments P  

Health Care Offices P  

Marijuana Facilities  S 

Such as medical marijuana facilities and 
marijuana retailers. 

Special Use provisions apply (Section 
2.433). 

Offices P/S 

Such as finance, legal, and other 
professional businesses. 

Special use provisions apply to 
veterinary services (Section 2.414) 

Retail Sales and 
Services P/S 

Such as food, apparel, hardware, and 
auto supply stores. 

Special Use provisions apply to used 
merchandise stores (Section 2.417), 
mobile food vendors (Section 2.434), 
funeral services (Section 2.415), and 
adult entertainment businesses (Section 
2.418). 

Additional development standards apply 
to auto-oriented sales and services in 
RCOD Centers (Section 2.130.09(B)(4)). 

Quick Vehicle 
Servicing C 

Such as gasoline service stations. 

Service stations consistent with Section 
2.110.04.C are Conditional Uses. 

Additional development standards apply 
to auto-oriented services in RCOD 
Centers (Section 2.130.09(B)(4)). 
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Use Category 

Permitted 
P = Permitted outright 
S = Permitted subject to 
      Special Use provisions 
C = Permitted conditionally 

Notes 

Industrial 

Light Manufacturing C 
Craft industries are Conditional Uses 
subject to the provisions in Section 
2.421. 

Institutional 

Assembly Facilities P/S 
Such as social and civic organizations. 

Special Use provisions apply to places 
of worship (Section 2.423). 

Community Services P Such as public administration buildings. 

Educational and 
Research Facilities  P Such as schools, vocational schools, 

educational services, and laboratories. 

Medical Centers P 
Such as clusters of health care offices, 
surgicenters or day surgery facilities (not 
a hospital). 

Infrastructure/Utilities 

Parks and Open 
Space P Such as parks, plazas, playgrounds, and 

community clubs. 

Public Safety Facilities P/C 

Such as police stations.  

Fire and ambulance stations are 
Conditional Uses subject to general 
Conditional Use criteria in Section 
3.103.03. 

Public Utility Structures P/S 
Such as substations. 

Special Use provisions apply to electrical 
substation (Section 2.426). 
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Use Category 

Permitted 
P = Permitted outright 
S = Permitted subject to 
      Special Use provisions 
C = Permitted conditionally 

Notes 

Transportation 
Facilities S/C 

Special Use provisions apply to transit 
facilities (stops) (Section 2.305).  

Transit stations (centers) are Conditional 
Uses subject to the provisions in Section 
2.429. 

Wireless 
Communications 
Facilities 

S Special Use provisions apply (Section 
2.427). 

 
 
B. Prohibited Uses 

 
The following uses are prohibited in the Mixed Use zone of the RCOD. This 
prohibition does not apply to any legally established use as of the date of the 
adoption of this Ordinance. (12/19) 

 
1. Farm uses. (12/19) 

2. Rendering, processing, and/or cleaning of food products for wholesale 
use. (12/19) 

3. Outdoor storage or display whose impacts are not mitigated for 
consistent with Section 2.107.05.B.7. (12/19) 

4. Camping and overnight parking in parking lots. (12/19) 

5. Hospitals, but not including surgicenters and day surgery facilities. (12/19) 

2.130.05  Dimensional and Development Standards 
The following subsections indicate dimensional standards and development 
standards required in the RCOD. These standards supplement, and in some cases 
replace, the development standards in the underlying zoning districts. Where the 
standards set forth in this Section conflict with standards in the underlying zoning 
districts, the RCOD development standards set forth in this Section shall control. 
(12/19) 
 
Section 2.130.09 provides dimensional and development standards for Centers. For 
properties located within Centers, the standards of Section 2.130.09 shall supersede 
the standards of this section. (12/19) 
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A. Dimensional Standards   

1. Minimum Lot Dimension Requirements (6/22) 
Table 2.130.05-1: Minimum Lot Size and Average Width Standards, by Development Type  

Zone Dimension Townhouse 

Single 
Family 

Detached & 
Duplex 

Triplex 
Quadplex & 

Cottage 
Cluster 

Multi-Family 

MU 
Lot Size 1,500 sq ft 3,000 sq ft 5,000 sq ft 7,000 sq ft 

None  
(use density 
only) 

Average 
Width 20 feet 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet (defer to 

underlying zone) 

RM 
Lot Size 1,500 sq ft 3,000 sq ft 5,000 sq ft 7,000 sq ft 

None  
(use density 
only) 

Average 
Width 20 feet 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet (defer to 

underlying zone) 

RS 
Lot Size 1,500 sq ft 3,500 sq ft 5,000 sq ft  7,000 sq ft  N/A 

Average 
Width 20 feet 35 feet 35 feet  35 feet N/A 

 
B. Development Standards 

1. Minimum Landscaping and Maximum Lot Coverage 

The minimum landscaping and maximum lot coverage standards are 
provided in the following table. Minimum landscaping for a property 
shall include all required yards. Landscaped areas shall be landscaped 
as provided in Sections 2.309 and 2.130.06. Maximum lot coverage 
shall include all buildings, accessory structures, and paved parking 
areas. (12/19) 

 Table 2.130.05-2: Minimum Landscaping and Maximum Lot Coverage Standards  

Zone Minimum Landscaping Maximum Lot Coverage 
(1) 

MU 
Commercial: 10% 
Mixed Use:   15% 
Residential:  15% 

Commercial: 90% 
Mixed Use:   85% 
Residential:  85% 

RM 15% 85% 

RS 15% 85% 

(1) Lot coverage standards do not apply to cottage cluster development. (6/22)  
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2. Residential Density 

The minimum and maximum density for subdivisions, partitions, multi-
family or any residential development shall be as follows: (6/22) 

Table 2.130.05-3: Minimum and Maximum Residential Density Standards  

Zone Minimum Density (1) Maximum Density (1) 

MU 12 units per acre (2) 28 units per acre (4) 

RM 8 or 10 units per acre (3) 

14 or 24 units per acre 
(3)(4) 

25 units per acre for 
townhouses 

RS 6 units per acre 
10 units per acre (4) 
25 units per acre for 

townhouses 
(1) Accessory residential housing units are included in the minimum 

density calculations but are not included in the maximum density 
calculations. (7/21) 

(2) There shall be no minimum residential density requirement for multi-
family development within a mixed-use building. 

(3) For property designated Medium Density in the Comprehensive Plan, 
the minimum density shall be 8 units per acre; the maximum density 
shall be 14 units per acre. For property designated Medium-High 
Density in the Comprehensive Plan, the minimum density shall be 10 
units per acre; the maximum density shall be 24 units per acre. 

(4) Maximum density does not apply to duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, or 
cottage cluster housing. (6/22) 

 
3. Off-Street Automobile Parking Requirements (12/19) 

a. Applicability (12/19) 

i. The provisions of this Section shall apply to new 
development or redevelopment in the RCOD, as defined 
in Section 2.130.03. (12/19) 

ii. A change in the use of a building or structure from one 
permitted use to another permitted use shall not require 
additional parking spaces otherwise required for new 
development or redevelopment under the provisions of 
Section 2.130.05.3.b or of Section 2.303. (12/19) 
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b. Off-Street Automobile Parking Requirements (12/19) 

Off-street parking shall be provided in the amount not less or 
more than the minimum and maximum amounts listed below. 
(12/19) 

Table 2.130.05-4: Minimum and Maximum Off-Street Parking Requirements 
(6/22)  

LAND USE ACTIVITY SPACES REQUIRED 
Recreation Facility Minimum: 1 space per 300 square feet 

Maximum: 1 space per 133 square feet 

Personal Services Minimum: 1 space per 400 square feet 
Maximum: 1 space per 233 square feet 

Retail Minimum: 1 space per 400 square feet 
Maximum: 1 space per 200 square feet 

Eating/Drinking 
Establishment 

Minimum: 1 space per 200 square feet 
Maximum: 1 space per 83 square feet 

Single Family, Duplex, 
Triplex, Quadplex, 
Townhouse, Cottage Cluster 

Minimum: 1 per dwelling unit 
Maximum: 3 spaces per dwelling 

Single family dwellings having 
their access via an access 
easement, on a street 
restricting on-street parking, 
or a flag lot (7/21) 

Minimum: 2 per dwelling unit 
Maximum: 3 per dwelling unit 
 

Multi-family types Minimums: 
1 space per 1 bedroom unit or studio 
OR 
1.25 spaces per 2 bedroom unit 
OR 
1.5 spaces per 3 or more bedroom units 
Maximums: 
1.5 space per 1.5 bedroom unit or studio 
OR 
2.25 spaces per 2 bedroom unit + 1.5 
spaces for every 10 additional units 
OR 
2.25 spaces per 3 or more bedroom units + 
1.5 spaces for every 10 additional units 
 

 
All other land use activities shall be subject to the parking 
requirements of Section 2.303.06.A. (12/19) 
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c. Allowances for parking reduction in Section 2.303.06.B and 

parking increase 2.303.06.C shall apply in the RCOD. Within 
designated Centers, additional reductions to required off-street 
parking may also be provided per Section 2.130.09.B.2.  (12/19) 

4. Flexibility for Mixed Use Development (12/19) 

The following provisions are intended to provide additional flexibility for 
mixed use development within the RCOD. These provisions shall apply 
if an applicant wishes to consolidate one or more parcels zoned Mixed 
Use (MU) with one or more adjacent and contiguous residentially-zoned 
parcels. The residentially-zoned portions of the consolidated site may 
develop with any use permitted in the MU zone, provided the following 
requirements are met: (12/19) 

a. One new housing unit shall be provided for each existing 
housing unit that is displaced by the redevelopment of the site. 
(12/19) 

b. Buffering and screening shall be provided between any multi-
family, mixed use, or non-residential uses developed on-site and 
any adjacent residentially-zoned parcel, pursuant to KDC 
Section 2.309.05. (12/19) 

C. Standards for Accessory Residential Housing (12/19) 
 
Accessory residential housing in the RCOD is subject to the following 
development standards. Where the standards set forth in this Subsection 
conflict with standards in Section 2.403 (Shared Housing FacilitiesAccessory 
Dwelling Unit), the standards set forth in this Subsection shall control. (12/19) 

1. Number of Dwelling Units. Up to two (2) accessory housing units are 
permitted per lot. If two units are proposed, one (1) of the units shall be 
attached. If one unit is proposed, that unit may be attached to, or 
detached from the primary residence.  (12/19) 

2. Parking. No additional parking is required for the accessory housing 
unit. Existing parking required for the primary residence must be 
maintained or replaced on-site following development of accessory 
housing units. (12/19) 
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2.130.06  Landscaping Standards 

The following subsections indicate landscaping standards required in the RCOD. 
These standards supplement, and in some cases replace, the landscaping standards 
in KDC Section 2.309. Where the standards set forth in this Section conflict with 
standards Section 2.309, the RCOD development standards set forth in this Section 
shall control. (12/19) 

A. Purpose 

The purpose of the landscaping standards in this Section is to provide 
enhanced landscape design for sites within the RCOD, in order to create 
attractive street frontages that enhance the appearance of the district and 
provide a pleasant experience for pedestrians. The purpose is also to balance 
the reduced requirements for minimum landscaped area in the district, per 
Section 2.130.05.B.1.  Landscaping standards in the RS zone remain 
unchanged. (12/19) 

B. Landscape Standards 

1. All front yards and all side yards abutting a street either shall be 
landscaped according to the following standards or shall be occupied 
by pedestrian amenities (e.g., plaza, outdoor seating, outdoor eating 
areas). (12/19) 

a. All street-facing facades shall have landscaping along their 
foundation. (12/19) 

b. The landscaped area shall be at least 3 feet wide. (12/19) 

c. An evergreen shrub meeting the planting standards of Section 
2.309.06.H shall be planted for every 3 lineal feet of foundation. 
(12/19) 

d. Where landscaped areas in front yards and in side yards 
abutting a street are a minimum of 10 feet wide, trees shall be 
planted for every 30 lineal feet of building foundation. (12/19) 

e. Groundcover meeting the planting standards of Section 
2.309.06.I shall be planted in the remainder of the landscaped 
area. (12/19) 

f. Plants approved by the Zoning Administrator or on City-approved 
lists shall be used. (12/19) 

g. Exceptions. These standards do not apply to properties with front 
yard setbacks that are less than 10 feet. (12/19) 
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2. The following planting standards shall apply to all required landscape 
areas except for front yards or side yards abutting a street, as provided 
in subsection 1. (12/19) 

a. Trees – A minimum of one (1) tree shall be planted for every 500 
square feet of required landscape area. Evergreen trees shall 
have a minimum height of 6 feet and deciduous trees shall have 
a minimum caliper of 2 inches and a minimum height of 8 feet at 
the time of planting. (12/19) 

b. Shrubs – One (1) evergreen shrub having a minimum mature 
height of 4 feet shall be provided for every 75 square feet of 
required landscape area. (12/19) 

c. Ground cover – Ground cover meeting the standards of Section 
2.309.06.I shall be planted in the landscaped area not occupied 
by required trees or shrubs. (12/19) 

d. Plants approved by the Zoning Administrator or on City-approved 
lists shall be used. (12/19) 

e. Rock, bark, or similar landscape cover materials may be used for 
up to 25% of the required landscape area. Hardscape treatments 
may be substituted upon approval of the Zoning Administrator. 
(12/19) 

2.130.07  Access Standards 
A. Purpose 

The purpose of managing access points onto public streets, especially onto 
collectors and arterials, is to reduce conflicts between users of the 
transportation system, to increase safety, to aid in the flow and mobility of 
traffic by all modes, and to create a more welcoming pedestrian environment. 
(12/19) 

B. Applicability 
In addition to the general applicability standards established in 2.130.03(B), 
the provisions of this Section shall apply to development when a site’s number 
of parking spaces will increase by more than 15% of the existing number of 
parking spaces or more than 20% of a site’s existing parking area will be 
reconstructed. (12/19) 

C. Access Standards 
Street functional classifications and spacing standards referred to in the 
following provisions are established in the currently adopted City of Keizer 
Transportation System Plan. (12/19) 
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1. Standard A – A property 
fronts an arterial and a side 
street, which is not classified as an 
arterial, and has its existing access 
point on the side street. The access 
point on the side street shall be 
maintained and a new access point 
on the arterial is not permitted. (12/19) 

 

 
 

2. Standard B – A property 
has a single existing 
access point on an arterial street and 
also fronts a side street that is not an 
arterial or an alley. If the existing 
access point has substandard 
spacing from the nearest intersection 
or driveway, the existing access point 
shall be closed and a new access 
point on the side street shall be 
established.  (12/19) 

 

 
3. Standard C – A property has two or 

more existing access points on an 
arterial. All access points with 
substandard spacing shall be 
closed, while a minimum of one 
access point may be 
maintained. If all existing 
access points have 
substandard spacing from the 
nearest intersection or 
driveway, the access point with 
spacing that is closest to 
meeting spacing standards 
shall be maintained. (12/19) 

Figure 2.130.07-2: Access Standard B 

Figure 2.130.07-3: Access Standard C 

 

Figure 2.130.07-1: Access Standard A 
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4. Standard D – A property has 
one or more access points on 
an arterial and all access points 
have sufficient spacing from the 
nearest intersection or driveway. 
The access points may be 
maintained. (12/19) 

 

 

 

 
5. Exceptions. Where there are safety 

or traffic operations issues identified in a traffic impact analysis prepared 
consistent with Section 2.301.04, which are the result of substandard access 
spacing, the Public Works Director may require one or more of the following: 
(12/19)  

a. A limit on the number, location, and/or turning movements of existing 
and new proposed connections to a City street. (12/19) 

b. A driveway to extend to one or more edges of a parcel to allow for 
future extension and inter-parcel circulation as adjacent properties 
develop. (12/19) 

c. A recorded access easement for future joint use of the approach and 
driveway as the adjacent property(ies) develop(s). (12/19) 

 
2.130.08  Master Plans in Lockhaven Center 

Development within the Lockhaven Center may be subject to Master Plan approval 
as provided in Section 3.114 and this Section 2.130.(12/19) 

2.130.09  Dimensional and Development Standards in Centers 

The following subsections indicate dimensional standards and development 
standards required within designated Centers in the RCOD. These standards 
supplement, and in some cases replace, the general standards for the RCOD 
provided in Section 2.130.05, as well as in the underlying zoning districts. Where the 
standards set forth in this Section conflict with standards in Section 2.130.05 or in the 
underlying zoning districts, the standards of this Section shall control. (12/19) 

Figure 2.130.07-4: Access Standard D 
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A. Dimensional Standards in Centers 

1. Minimum and Maximum Front Yard Setback Requirements (12/19) 

a. The following front yard setback standards apply to multi-family, 
commercial, and mixed use development on properties fronting 
on River Road, Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, and Cherry 
Avenue within designated Centers: (12/19) 

Table 2.130.09-1: Front Yard Setback Standards in Centers  

Zone Front Setbacks Multi-Family Commercial or 
Mixed Use 

MU Minimum 0 feet/6 feet (1) 0 feet/6 feet (1) 
Maximum 10 feet (2) 10 feet (2) 

RM Minimum 5 feet (3) N/A 
 

(1) A 0-foot setback is permitted on properties fronting River Road where 
right-of-way has already been provided or dedicated, consistent with 
the adopted 84-foot right-of-way width for arterials identified in the 
Keizer Transportation System Plan standards. Where such right-of-
way is not already provided or dedicated, a minimum 6-foot setback is 
required. (12/19) 

(2) The maximum setback may be extended to 20 feet for up to 50% of 
the building facade if a plaza or other pedestrian open space is 
provided between the building and the sidewalk. The pedestrian open 
space must meet the standards of Section 2.130.10.E. (12/19) 

(3) Non-residential development in the RM zone shall be subject to the 
same minimum and maximum setback standards as multi-family 
development. (12/19) 

b. Properties not subject to the setback standards listed in 
subsection a of this section are subject to the setback standards 
of the underlying base zone. (12/19) 

 

B. Development Standards in Centers 

1. Minimum Landscaping and Maximum Lot Coverage in Centers(12/19) 

The minimum landscaping and maximum lot coverage standards for 
properties located in designated Centers are provided in the following 
table. Minimum landscaping for a property shall include all required 
yards. Landscaped areas shall be landscaped as provided in KDC 
Sections 2.309 and 2.130.06. Maximum lot coverage shall include all 
buildings, including accessory structures consistent with the definition of 
lot coverage. (12/19) 
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Table 2.130.09-2: Minimum Landscaping and Maximum Lot Coverage Standards in Centers (12/19) 

Zone Minimum Landscaping  Maximum Lot Coverage 

MU 
Commercial: 5% 
Mixed Use: 10% 
Residential: 10% 

Commercial: 95% 
Mixed Use: 90% 
Residential: 90% 

RM 10% 90% 

RS 10% 90% 

 

2. Reductions to Minimum Parking in Centers 
Within designated Centers, the number of minimum required parking 
spaces provided in Sections 2.130.05.B.3.b and 2.303 may be reduced 
by up to a total of 25% if the applicant can demonstrate the following: 
(12/19) 

a. The site is served by transit and transit related amenities such as 
transit stops, pull-outs, shelters, park and ride lots are provided 
or will be provided as part of the development of the site. Allow 
up to a 20% reduction to the standard number of automobile 
parking spaces based on the level of amenities provided. This 
reduced parking allowance shall replace, not supplement, the 
10% allowance provided in KDC Section 2.303.06.B. (12/19) 

b. A transportation demand management (TDM) plan is in place 
that will demonstrably reduce parking demand.  The parking 
reduction percentage shall be determined by the Zoning 
Administrator based on the TDM plan. (12/19) 

c. Residential uses are targeted to populations with demonstrably 
lower parking needs (e.g., low-income households, seniors, etc.) 
OR the site is developed with affordable housing reserved for 
those earning incomes at or below 80% of the area median 
income (AMI). Allow up to a 10% reduction to the number of 
automobile parking spaces. (12/19) 

d. The site has dedicated parking spaces for carpool or vanpool 
vehicles. Allow up to a 5% reduction to the standard number of 
automobile parking spaces. (12/19) 

e. The site has at least 15% of its dedicated parking spaces for 
motorcycles, scooters, or electric carts. Allow up to a 20% 
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reduction in the minimum required dimensions for up to 5% of 
the parking spaces. (12/19) 

f. Pursuant to Section 2.107, applications for sites in the MU zone 
may also request a reduction to or waiver of parking standards 
based on a parking impact study. (12/19) 

g. An EV charging station is provided. Allow up to a 5% reduction. 
(12/19) 

h. Use of shared parking facilities on one or more lots. This 
provision is not subject to the 25% maximum reduction.  Owners 
of two or more uses, structures or parcels of land may agree to 
utilize jointly the same parking spaces on one or more lots when 
the peak hours of operation of the uses do not overlap, subject to 
the following: (12/19) 

i. The shared parking facility(ies) shall contain the same 
number of vehicle parking spaces required by the use 
which requires the greatest amount of parking per 
Sections 2.130.05.B.3.b and 2.303; (12/19) 

ii. Satisfactory legal evidence shall be presented to the 
Zoning Administrator in the form of deeds, leases or 
contracts to establish the shared use and be recorded 
with the Marion County Recorders Office against all 
properties involved; (12/19) 

iii. Shared parking spaces must be within 300 feet of the 
uses, structures or parcels sharing such parking. (12/19) 

iv. If a shared use arrangement is subsequently terminated, 
or if the uses change, the requirements of the KDC shall 
apply to each use separately. (12/19) 

3. Parking in Mixed Use Projects in Centers (12/19) 

a. Mixed use projects shall include either uses that are contained in 
a single building (vertical mixed use) or in a group of single-
purpose buildings that share a single parking facility (horizontal 
mixed use). (12/19) 

b. The required minimum vehicle parking shall be determined using 
the following factors. (12/19) 

i. Uses above the ground floor. The minimum parking 
requirement shall be 50% of what is required for the use 
pursuant to Section 2.303. (12/19) 
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ii. Ground floor uses with peak hours of operation that do not 
overlap. The minimum parking requirement is determined 
by the number of spaces needed for the area of use with 
the highest peak demand. (12/19) 

iii. Ground floor uses with overlapping peak hours of 
operation shall be calculated in the aggregate. (12/19) 

c. Primary use, i.e., that with the largest parking demand within the 
development, at 100% of the minimum vehicle parking required 
for that use in Sections 2.130.05.B.3.b and 2.303. (12/19) 

d. Secondary use, i.e., that with the second largest parking demand 
within the development, at 90% of the vehicle parking required 
for that use in Sections 2.130.05.B.3.b and 2.303. (12/19) 

e. Subsequent use or uses, at 80% of the vehicle parking required 
for that use(s) in Sections 2.130.05.B.3.b and 2.303. (12/19) 

 
4. Standards for Auto-Oriented Uses and Development (12/19) 

a. Applicability. The standards of this subsection apply to auto-
oriented uses and development on properties fronting River 
Road, Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, and Cherry Avenue 
within Centers. For the purposes of this subsection, “auto-
oriented uses and development” refers to the following uses: 
(12/19) 

i. Gasoline service stations (Section 2.419).   (12/19) 

ii. Drive-Through windows or car service associated with 
eating and drinking places. (12/19) 

iii. Vehicle sales and secondary repair (Section 2.420). (12/19) 

iv. Public utility structures and buildings. (12/19) 

v. Recreational vehicle parks (Section 2.412). (12/19) 

vi. Structured automobile parking not associated with an 
allowed use. (12/19) 

vii. Automotive Dealers. (12/19) 

viii. Automotive rental and leasing, without drivers. (12/19) 

ix. Automotive repair shops (Section 2.420). (12/19) 
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x. Automotive services, except repair (Section 2.420). (12/19) 

xi. Utilities - secondary truck parking and material storage 
yard. (12/19) 

b. Auto-oriented uses and development in Centers may be 
permitted subject to obtaining a Conditional Use Permit. 
Applicants must demonstrate how the proposed development 
either limits or mitigates the safety and aesthetic impacts of the 
auto-oriented use on the pedestrian environment. Possible 
strategies to limit/mitigate impacts include increased setbacks, 
provision of pedestrian-oriented amenities, screening and 
buffering from the right-of-way and from adjacent residential 
uses, and access management and control measures. These 
strategies shall be consistent with screening and other 
requirements in existing special use standards that address 
limiting and mitigating impacts. (12/19) 

2.130.10  Urban Design Standards in Centers 

A. Purpose 
The purpose of the urban design standards for Centers is to create pedestrian-
oriented places that serve as the centers of commercial and civic activity and 
as destinations for residents and visitors in the River Road / Cherry Avenue 
Corridor. Pedestrian-oriented places provide visual interest at eye-level, feel 
safe and comfortable for people walking, contain a variety of activities and 
services, are easy to navigate on foot, and provide open areas and amenities 
for gathering and resting. The regulations for Centers modify the regulations of 
the overall River-Cherry Overlay District and of the underlying base zones to 
ensure pedestrian-oriented land uses and design. (12/19) 

B. Applicability 
The following standards apply to multi-family, mixed use, and non-residential 
development on properties, except as noted below. Some standards only 
apply to properties fronting on River Road, Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, 
and Cherry Avenue, as provided in each applicable subsection below.  
Outside of the centers in the RCOD, Section 2.315 applies. (12/19) 

C. Building Entry Orientation & Design 
The following Building Entry Orientation & Design standards apply to 
development on properties fronting on River Road, Lockhaven Drive, 
Chemawa Road, and Cherry Avenue. (12/19) 

1. Orientation (12/19) 

a. All buildings shall have at least one primary entrance facing the 
street, where facing means positioned at an angle of 45 degrees 
or less. (12/19) 
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b. For the purposes of this section, the “primary building entrance” 
is the main public entrance to the building. In the case where no 
public entrance exists, the “primary building entrance” is the 
main employee or resident entrance. Where there are multiple 
buildings on a lot, all buildings shall comply with this standard. 
(12/19) 

2. Walkway. All primary entrances to a building must be connected to the 
sidewalk by a direct and continuous walkway. A direct walkway follows 
a route that does not deviate unnecessarily from a straight line and it 
does not involve a significant amount of out-of-direction travel. Walkway 
materials and dimensions shall be consistent with pedestrian circulation 
standards in Section 2.315.06.A. (12/19) 

3. Entry Design (12/19) 

a. Primary building 
entrances shall provide 
weather protection for 
pedestrians and must 
be architecturally 
emphasized, subject to 
the following standards: 
(12/19) 

i. Non-residential 
and mixed use 
buildings must comply with at least two (2) of the 
following: (12/19) 

a) Recessed entrances. If recessed, primary 
entrances shall be recessed a minimum of 3 feet 
into the building façade. (12/19) 

b) Awnings, canopies, or overhangs. These may be 
used to provide weather protection and a visual 
element and meet height, projection, and materials 
standards in Sections 2.312 and 2.315. Awnings 
and canopies must also meet the standards of 
Section 2.130.10.L.4. (12/19) 

c) Architectural features. Primary entrances may be 
reinforced with architectural features such as 
increased heights of entrance areas and doors, 
articulated parapets, transom windows above the 
doors, sidelights beside the doors, and/or windows 
(glass) in the doors. (12/19) 

Figure 2.130.10.C-1: Building Entry 
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d) Decorative features. Entries may be reinforced 
through the use of decorative exterior light fixtures 
(i.e., wall sconces) or other decorative features. 
(12/19) 

e) Columns, piers, or pilasters that extend at least six 
(6) inches from the building may be used to frame 
and highlight entrances. (12/19) 

ii. Multi-family residential buildings must provide weather 
protection over the primary building entrance and over 
entrances to all ground floor units. Weather protection 
may be provided using awnings, canopies, building 
overhangs such as eaves extending over front doors, 
covered front porches, or inset front doors. Awnings, 
canopies, and overhangs are subject to height, projection, 
and materials standards in Sections 2.312 and 2.315. 
(12/19) 

D. Corner Entrances and Features 
Non-residential and mixed use buildings on corner lots are encouraged to 
have corner entrances. Where a corner entrance is not provided, the building 
design shall provide an architectural element or detailing (e.g., tower, 
beveled/chamfered corner, art, special trim). (12/19) 

E. Pedestrian Open Space 

1. Pursuant to Section 2.130.09.A.1, the maximum setback for properties 
fronting on River Road, Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, and Cherry 
Avenue may be extended to 20 feet for up to 50% of the building 
facade if a plaza or other pedestrian open space is provided between 
the building and the sidewalk. (12/19) 

Figure 2.130.10.D-1: Pedestrian Open Space (Plan View) 
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2. The pedestrian open space must include at least one type of outdoor 

seating from the list in subsection a below, and a total of at least two 
pedestrian amenities from the lists in subsections a or b. (12/19) 

a. Outdoor seating: benches, tables and chairs, or seat walls. (12/19) 

b. Other amenities: fountains, drinking fountains, landscape 
planters, bollards, shade structures, or public art. (12/19) 

Figure 2.130.10.D-2: Pedestrian Open Space Amenities  

 

3. Pedestrian open space shall not be entirely paved, and shall include 
pedestrian amenities as listed in Subsection 2 above. (12/19) 

F. Parking Location 

1. Parking or vehicle circulation areas shall not be located within a 
required front yard setback or within a required side yard setback 
abutting River Road, Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, or Cherry 
Avenue. (12/19) 

2. Parking or vehicle circulation areas shall be limited to 50 percent of the 
street frontage abutting River Road, Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, 
or Cherry Avenue. (12/19) 

G. Parking Perimeter Landscaping 

1. Where surface parking or vehicular circulation areas are located 
adjacent to the right-of-way, perimeter landscaping with a minimum 
width of 5 feet and a minimum height of 2.5 feet shall be provided. 
Perimeter landscaping shall include trees spaced not more than 30 feet 
on center, and shall include a mix of shrubs and ground cover and/or a 
landscaped swale for stormwater management. (12/19) 
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2. The buffering and screening requirements for parking areas in KDC 
Section 2.309.05.A.5 shall not apply within Centers, except for parking 
areas abutting residential zones. (12/19) 

H. Window Coverage 
Window coverage standards apply to building facades facing River Road, 
Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, and Cherry Avenue. (12/19) 

1. Non-residential or mixed use buildings are subject to the following 
standards: (12/19) 

a. Ground floor windows. A minimum of 50% of the ground floor 
wall area of non-residential or mixed-use buildings shall contain 
windows, display areas, or doorway openings. Windows, display 
areas, or doorway openings used to meet this standard shall 
comply with the following provisions:  (12/19) 

i. Required window areas shall be either windows that allow 
views into working areas or lobbies, pedestrian entrances, 
or display windows. (12/19) 

ii. Windows used to meet this standard shall have a visible 
transmittance (VT) of 0.6 or higher. (12/19) 

iii. The sill or lower edge of a window, display area, or 
doorway used to meet this standard shall be no more than 
four feet above grade. Where interior floor levels prohibit 
such placement, the sill or lower edge must be raised to 
allow it to be no more than two feet above the finished 
floor level, up to a maximum height of six feet above 
grade. (12/19) 

b. Upper floor windows. For buildings with more than one story, a 
minimum of 20% of the upper floor wall area of non-residential or 
mixed-use buildings shall contain windows. (12/19) 

Figure 2.130.10.H-1: Window Coverage for Mixed-Use Buildings   
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2. Multi-family residential buildings are subject to the following standards: 
(12/19) 

a. Ground floor windows. A minimum of 25% of the ground floor 
wall area of multi-family residential buildings shall contain 
windows. (12/19) 

b. Upper floor windows. A minimum of 20% of the upper floor wall 
area of multi-family residential buildings shall contain windows. 
(12/19) 

 

Figure 2.130.10.H-2: Window Coverage for Multi-Family Residential Buildings  

 

3. For all building facades subject to the window coverage standards of 
this section, ground floor walls shall include all exterior wall areas up to 
10 feet above the finished grade of the entire width of the street-facing 
elevation. Upper floor wall area shall include all exterior wall areas 
above 10 feet above the finished grade. (12/19) 

I. Façade Variation and Detailing 
The following standards apply to building facades facing River Road, 
Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, and Cherry Avenue. (12/19) 

1. Facades shall avoid large expanses of uninterrupted building surfaces 
in areas which are visible to the public by incorporating features listed in 
I.2 below to vary the look of the facade at intervals not to exceed 30 
feet.  (12/19) 

2. Each facade subject to this standard shall provide at least two (2) of the 
following features in order to meet the façade variation and detailing 
standard: (12/19) 
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a. Variation in building materials between primary materials and 
trim materials established in Section 2.315.06.B.4, where at least 
65% of each building façade consists of primary materials; (12/19) 

b. Building off-set of at least two (2) feet; (12/19) 

c. Recess (e.g., deck, patio, courtyard, entrance or similar feature) 
that has a minimum depth of six (6) feet; (12/19) 

d. Extension or projection (e.g., floor area, deck, patio, porch, roof 
over a porch, entrance, or similar feature) that projects a 
minimum of two (2) feet and runs horizontally for a minimum 
length of four (4) feet; (12/19) 

e. Other similar façade variations approved by the Zoning 
Administrator. (12/19) 

Figure 2.130.10.I-1: Façade Variation and Detailing  

 

J. Roof Forms 
The following standards apply to building facades facing River Road, 
Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, and Cherry Avenue. Roof forms may be 
flat or sloped. Requirements for chosen roof forms are as follows: (12/19) 

1. Flat roofs. All flat roofs shall employ a detailed, projecting cornice or 
projecting parapet to visually “cap” the building and meet all of the 
following requirements: (12/19) 

a. Cornices shall project horizontally a maximum of 3 feet. (12/19) 

b. Parapets must be a minimum of 24 inches in height. Parapets 
must include a cornice, molding, trim, or variations in brick 
coursing. (12/19) 
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c. Cornices and parapets shall wrap around all sides of the building 
visible from any adjacent street or parking area. (12/19) 

Figure2.130.10.J-1: Flat Roof Forms  

 

2. Sloped roofs must meet all of the following requirements: (12/19) 

a. All sloped roofs shall provide a minimum 1-foot overhang. (12/19) 

b. All sloped roofs must have a minimum slope of 4:12(12/19) 

Figure 2.130.10.J-2: Sloped Roof Forms  
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K. Base, Middle, and Top of Building 
The following standards apply to building facades of non-residential and mixed 
use buildings facing River Road, Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa Road, and 
Cherry Avenue. (12/19) 

1. All buildings with two (2) stories or more shall have a clear and distinct 
base, middle and top to break up vertical mass.  (12/19) 

2. All facades subject to this standard must utilize horizontal bands and/or 
changes in color, material, form and/or pattern to differentiate the base, 
middle, and top of the building, subject to the following requirements: 
(12/19) 

a. Horizontal bands or other changes in pattern or material shall be 
a minimum of 8 inches high (the length of a standard brick), and 
must project a minimum of 3/4 inch from the building face. (12/19) 

b. Changes in building massing and form may also be used to 
differentiate a building’s base, middle, and top. This may include 
architectural setbacks or projections, measuring a minimum of 3 
inches. (12/19) 

Figure 2.130.10.K-1: Building Base, Middle, and Top 
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L. Weather Protection for Non-Residential 

or Mixed Use Buildings 
Weather protection for pedestrians 
shall be provided along a minimum 
of 40% of a building frontage facing 
River Road, Lockhaven Drive, 
Chemawa Road, or Cherry Avenue, 
subject to the following provisions 
and consistent with Section 
2.130.10.C.3: (12/19) 

1. Weather protection may be 
provided by awnings, 
canopies, arcades, 
colonnades, recessed 
entries, or combination of 
these elements. (12/19) 

2. Vertical clearance from the 
weather protection element 
to the sidewalk must be between 9 to 12 feet. (12/19) 

3. Recessed entries must be recessed a minimum of 4 feet from the 
building façade. (12/19) 

4. Awnings and canopies shall project a minimum of 5 feet from the 
building façade, or a minimum of 4 feet for a recessed building entry, 
and shall be constructed of canvas, acrylic fabric, laminated vinyl, metal 
or similar standard material. Awnings and canopies of corrugated 
fiberglass or polycarbonate roofing shall be prohibited. Awnings and 
canopies shall not be back lit. (12/19) 

M. Building Materials 

Buildings shall be subject to the Materials and Texture standards of Section 
2.315.06.B.4, as modified by the following requirements. (12/19) 

1. The following exterior materials or finishes are prohibited within 
designated Centers: (12/19) 

a. Vinyl siding. (12/19) 

b. T-111 or similar sheet materials. (12/19) 

c. Plain concrete block (not including split faced, colored, or other 
block designs that mimic stone, brick, or other masonry); 

Figure 2.130.10.L-1: Weather Protection  
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foundation material may be skim-coated concrete block where 
the foundation material is not revealed for more than 3 feet. (12/19) 

2. Each building façade facing River Road, Lockhaven Drive, Chemawa 
Road, and Cherry Avenue shall include a minimum of two (2) types of 
exterior materials, each with an area of at least 20% of the façade. 
Brick or masonry (except CMU) may be used singly and applied to the 
entirety of the façade. (12/19) 

N. Screening of Mechanical Equipment (12/19) 

1. Building Walls (12/19) 

a. Where mechanical equipment, such as utility vaults, air 
compressors, generators, antennae, satellite dishes, or similar 
equipment, is permitted on a building wall that abuts a public 
right-of-way, it shall be screened from view by a sight obscuring 
fence, wall, landscape screen, or combination of screening 
methods.  (12/19) 

b. Standpipes, meters, vaults, and similar equipment need not be 
screened but such equipment shall be placed on a side or rear 
building elevation except where the applicant can demonstrate 
that such locations are not physically or financially feasible. (12/19) 

2. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Rooftop mechanical units shall be set 
back or screened behind a parapet wall so that they are not visible from 
any public right-of-way. Where the applicant demonstrates that such 
placement and screening is not physically or financially feasible, the 
Zoning Administrator may approve painting of mechanical units in lieu 
of screening; such painting may consist of muted, earth-tone colors that 
make the equipment visually subordinate to the building and adjacent 
buildings, if any. Solar panels are exempt from this standard. (12/19) 

3. Ground-Mounted Mechanical Equipment. Ground-mounted equipment, 
such as generators, air compressors, trash compactors, and similar 
equipment, shall be limited to side or rear yards and screened with 
fences or walls constructed of materials similar to those on adjacent 
buildings. Hedges, trellises, and similar plantings may also be used as 
screens where there is adequate air circulation and sunlight, and 
irrigation is provided. (12/19) 
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2 . 3 02  S T R EE T S TAN D AR D S  

2.302.01 Purpose 
A. Safety.  To provide for safe, efficient, and convenient vehicular, bicycle 

and pedestrian movement in the City of Keizer. (11/16) 
 
B. Access.  To provide adequate access to all proposed developments in the 

City of Keizer. (5/98) 
 
C. Public Facility Access.  To provide adequate area in all public 

rights-of-way for sidewalks, sanitary sewers, storm sewers, water lines, 
natural gas lines, power lines and other utilities commonly and 
appropriately placed in such rights-of-way. (5/98) 

2.302.02 Scope 
The provisions of this Section shall be applicable for the following: (5/98) 
 
A. Land Divisions.  The creation, dedication or construction of all new public or 

private streets in all subdivisions, partitions or other developments in the 
City. (05/98) 

 
B. Street Expansion.  The extension or widening of existing public or private 

streets or rights-of-way, easements, or street improvements including those 
which may be proposed by an individual or the City, or which may be 
required by the City in association with other development approvals. (10/02) 

 
C. Utility Improvements.  The construction or modification of any utilities or 

sidewalks in public rights-of-way, existing private street, or private access 
easements. (10/02) 

 
D. Street Trees.  The planting of any street trees or other landscape materials 

in public rights-of-way. (5/98) 
 
E. Exceptions.  Provisions of this Section do not apply in existing developed 

areas of the City.  Improvements in these areas shall be based on standards 
adopted by the Department of Public Works. (5/98) 

 
F. Private Streets.  Private streets and improvements on private streets are 

allowed only in the following situations: 
 

1. Improvements and/or widening of existing and allowed private 
streets. 

2. Creation of new private streets within an existing subdivision or 
PUD already containing approved private streets. 
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3. Creation of new private streets in a proposed subdivision, PUD, or 
partition if the only access to the proposed subdivision, PUD, or 
partition is via existing and approved private streets. (10/02) 

 

2.302.03 General Provisions  
The following provisions shall apply to the dedication, construction, improvement or 
other development of all public streets in the City of Keizer: (5/98) 
 
A. General Requirement.  The location, width, and grade of streets shall be 

considered in their relation to existing and planned streets, to topographical 
conditions, to public convenience and safety, and to the proposed use of the 
land to be served by the streets. (5/98) 

 
B. Continuation of Streets.  Development proposals, including subdivisions 

and partitions, shall provide for the continuation of, and connection to, 
streets where necessary to promote appropriate traffic circulation in the 
vicinity of the development.  Where necessary to give access or permit a 
satisfactory future division of adjoining land, streets and utilities shall be 
extended to property boundaries to allow the future extension of streets 
and infrastructure.  A temporary turnaround shall be constructed for stub 
streets in excess of 150 feet in length. (1/02) 

 
No street or utility extensions are required when any of the following 
circumstances exist: (1/02) 

 
1. Less than three additional existing or future lots on adjoining 

parcels would gain access from the extension.  For purposes of this 
criterion, the size of said future lots shall be no greater than two 
times the minimum lot size of the zone. (1/02) 

 
2. Parcel shape or size prevents new lots from meeting lot width or 

depth standards when a public street is proposed through the 
parcel. (10/15)   

 
3. Partial-width streets where adjoining development would provide a 

full-width public street, does not eliminate the need for variances to 
lot depth or width requirements. (10/15) 

 
4. Natural physical obstructions or barriers, such as parkland, 

floodplain, slopes, or significant trees, make access and 
connectivity unreasonable or impracticable. (1/02) 
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5. Providing access and connectivity to one or more adjoining 
parcel(s) would not be useful given that at least one of the following 
conditions exist: (1/02) 
a. A future street plan demonstrates that adequate access and 

connectivity is provided from the adjacent parcel(s). (1/02) 
 

b. The development potential of the adjoining parcel(s) is (are) 
limited due to physical or jurisdictional constraints to such a 
degree that connectivity is unreasonable or impracticable. 
(1/02)  

 
C. Alignment.  All streets other than minor streets or cul-de-sacs, as far as 

practical, shall be in alignment with existing streets by continuation of the 
existing centerlines.  The staggering of street alignments resulting in "T" 
intersections shall, wherever practical, leave a minimum distance of 200 feet 
between the center lines of streets having approximately the same direction 
and otherwise shall not be less than 100 feet. (5/98) 

 
D. Future extension of streets.  When it appears possible to continue a street, 

bicycle path and/or pedestrian accessway into a future subdivision, adjacent 
acreage or area attractors such as schools and shopping centers, streets, 
bicycle paths and/or pedestrian accessway facilities shall be platted and built 
to a boundary of the subdivision.  The street may be platted without a 
turnaround unless the Public Works Department finds a turnaround is 
necessary for reasons of traffic safety.  Any street extension exceeding 150 
feet in length shall be provided with an approved turnaround as set forth in 
the Uniform Fire Code. (11/16) 

 
E. Intersection angles.  Streets shall be laid out to intersect at angles as near to 

right angles as practical, except where topography requires lesser angles.  
Intersections of less than 60 degrees shall require special intersection 
designs.  Streets shall have at least 50 feet of tangent adjacent to 
intersections unless topography requires lesser distances.  Intersections that 
are not at right angles shall have minimum corner radii of 15 feet.  Major 
arterial intersections shall have curb radii of not less than 35 feet.  Other 
street intersections shall have curb radii of not less than 20 feet. (5/98) 

 
F. Existing Streets.  Whenever existing public streets adjacent to or within a 

tract are of a width less than the street design standards, additional 
right-of-way shall be provided at the time of subdivision, partitioning, or 
development. (5/98) 

 
G. Half-Streets.  Half-streets may be approved where essential to the 

reasonable development of an area and when the City finds it to be practical 
to require the dedication of the other half when the adjoining property is 
developed. When a ¾ width street can reasonably be developed, as 

153



City Council 
May 15, 2023 
 

2.302 Street Standards  4 

 

determined the Department of Public Works, a half street will be 
constructed with an additional 10 feet of pavement on the opposite side of 
the street from full improvement. (5/98) 

 
H. Cul-de-sacs.  The maximum length shall be 800 feet. (5/98) 
 
I. Street Names.  Street names and numbers shall conform to the established 

standards and procedures in the City. (5/98) 
 
J. Grades and Curves.  Grades shall not exceed 7 percent on arterials, 10 

percent on collector streets or 15 percent on any other street.  Street grades 
of 15 percent shall not exceed 200 feet in length.  To provide for adequate 
drainage, all streets shall have a minimum slope of 0.5 percent.  On arterials 
there shall be a tangent of not less than 100 feet between reversed curves. 
(5/98) 

 
K. Frontage Streets.  If a development abuts or contains an existing or 

proposed arterial or collector street, the City may allow frontage streets, or 
may require reverse frontage lots with suitable depth, screen planting 
contained in a non-access reservation along the rear or side property line, or 
such other treatment as may be necessary for adequate protection of 
residential properties, to afford separation of through and local traffic, and to 
preserve the capacity and safety of the collector or arterial street. (5/98) 

 
L. Alleys.  Alleys shall be provided in commercial and industrial zones unless 

other permanent provisions for access to off-street parking and loading 
facilities are provided. The corners of alley intersections shall have radii of 
not less than 10 feet. (5/98) 

 
M. Street Landscaping.  Where required as part of the right-of-way design, 

planting strips shall conform with the following standards: (5/98) 
 

1. Street trees shall be planted at a ratio of no less than one tree per 30 
feet of property frontage.  Street trees shall conform with the list of 
acceptable trees included in the City’s Street Tree Ordinance.  
Installation of street trees shall be included in any improvement 
agreement covering the installation of public facilities and services on 
a property. (5/98) 

 
2. Planting strips shall be planted and maintained in predominantly living 

groundcover materials with hard surfaces consisting of bricks, pavers, 
rocks, decorative concrete work, etc., only being included as part of 
an overall landscape design where living plant material is 
predominant.  In no case shall asphalt be used within the planting 
strip. (5/98) 
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N.  Access Control Standards.  The following access control standards apply to 
public, industrial, commercial and residential developments including land 
divisions.  Access shall be managed to maintain an adequate level of service 
and to maintain the functional classification of roadways as required by the 
City of Keizer Transportation System Plan.  Major roadways, including 
arterials and collectors, serve as the primary system for moving people and 
goods within and through the city.  Access management is a primary concern 
on these roads.  Local streets and alleys provide access to individual 
properties.  If vehicular access and circulation are not properly designed, 
these roadways will be unable to accommodate the needs of development 
and serve their transportation function. (10/15) 

 
The regulations in this section further the orderly layout and use of land, 
protect community character, and conserve natural resources by promoting 
well-designed road and access systems and discouraging the unplanned 
subdivision of land. (7/09) 
 
1. Traffic Impact Analysis Requirements.  The City or other agency 

with access jurisdiction may require a traffic study prepared by a 
qualified professional to determine access, circulation and other 
transportation requirements.  (See also, Section 2.301.03 Traffic 
Impact Analysis.) (7/09) 

2. The City or other agency with access permit jurisdiction may 
require the closing or consolidation of existing curb cuts or other 
vehicle access points, recording of reciprocal access easements 
(i.e., for shared driveways), development of a frontage street, 
installation of traffic control devices, and/or other mitigation as a 
condition of granting an access permit, to ensure the safe and 
efficient operation of the street and highway system.  Access to and 
from off-street parking areas shall not permit backing onto a public 
street. (7/09) 

3. Access Options.  When vehicle access is required for development 
(i.e., for off-street parking, delivery, service, drive-through facilities, 
etc.), access shall be provided by one of the following methods (a 
minimum of 10 feet per lane is required; planned access shall be 
consistent with adopted public works standards for road 
construction).  These methods are “options” to the 
developer/subdivider. (7/09) 

a. Option 1.  Access is from an existing or proposed alley or 
mid-block lane.  If a property has access to an alley or lane, 
direct access to a public street is not permitted. (7/09) 

b. Option 2.  Access is from a private street or driveway 
connected to an adjoining property that has direct access to 
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a public street (i.e., “shared driveway”).  A public access 
easement covering the driveway shall be recorded in this 
case to assure access to the closest public street for all 
users of the private street/drive. (7/09) 

c. Option 3.  Access is from a public street adjacent to the 
development parcel.  If practicable, the owner/developer 
may be required to close or consolidate an existing access 
point as a condition of approving a new access.  Street 
accesses shall comply with the access spacing standards in 
Subsection 6, below. (7/09) 

4. Subdivisions Fronting onto an Arterial Street.  New residential land 
divisions fronting onto an arterial street shall be required to provide 
alleys or secondary (local or collector) streets for access to 
individual lots.  When alleys or secondary streets cannot be 
constructed due to topographic or other physical constraints, 
access may be provided by consolidating driveways for clusters of 
two or more lots (e.g., includes flag lots and mid-block lanes). (7/09) 

5. Double-Frontage Lots.  When a lot has frontage onto two or more 
streets, access shall be provided first from the street with the lowest 
classification.  For example, access shall be provided from a local 
street before a collector or arterial street.  (7/09) 

6. Access Spacing: The following minimum access spacing standards 
apply to public streets and driveways on arterial streets: (7/09) 

 
Arterial Access Spacing Standards 

Posted Speed  
(miles per 

hour) 

Minimum Spacing  
(feet) 

25 150 

30 150 

35 150 

40 185 

45 230 

50 or higher 275 
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7. Number of Access Points.  For single-family (detached and 

attached), two-family, and three-family housing types, one street 
access point is permitted per lot, when alley access cannot 
otherwise be provided; except that two access points may be 
permitted for two-family and three-family housing on corner lots 
(i.e., no more than one access per street), subject to the access 
spacing standards in Subsection 6, above.  The number of street 
access points for multiple family, commercial, industrial, and 
public/institutional developments shall be minimized to protect the 
function, safety and operation of the street(s) and sidewalk(s) for all 
users.  Shared access may be required, in conformance with 
Subsection 8 below, in order to maintain the required access 
spacing, and minimize the number of access points. (7/09) 

 
8. Shared Driveways.  The number of driveway and private street 

intersections with public streets shall be minimized by the use of 
shared driveways with adjoining lots where feasible.  The City shall 
require shared driveways as a condition of land division or site 
design review, as applicable, for traffic safety and access 
management purposes in accordance with the following standards: 
(7/09) 

 
a. Shared driveways and frontage streets may be required to 

consolidate access onto a collector or arterial street.  When 
shared driveways or frontage streets are required, they shall 
be stubbed to adjacent developable parcels to indicate future 
extension.  “Stub” means that a driveway or street 
temporarily ends at the property line, but may be extended in 
the future as the adjacent parcel develops.   “Developable” 
means that a parcel is either vacant or it is likely to receive 
additional development (i.e., due to infill or redevelopment 
potential).  (7/09) 

 
b. Access easements (i.e., for the benefit of affected 

properties) shall be recorded for all shared driveways, 
including pathways, at the time of final plat approval or as a 
condition of site development approval. (7/09) 

 
c. Exception.  Shared driveways are not required when existing 

development patterns or physical constraints (e.g., 
topography, parcel configuration, and similar conditions) 
prevent extending the street/driveway in the future. (7/09) 
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9. Street Connectivity and Formation of Blocks Required.  In order to 
promote efficient vehicular and pedestrian circulation throughout 
the City, land divisions and large site developments shall produce 
complete blocks bounded by a connecting network of public and/or 
private streets, in accordance with the following standards: (7/09) 

 
Block Length.  The maximum block length shall be consistent with 
2.310.04 Additional Design Standards for Subdivisions. (7/09) 
 
Street Standards.  Public and private streets shall also conform to 
Section 2.302 Street Standards in the City of Keizer Development 
Code (Table 4.1 Street Design Standards in the TSP). (7/09) 
 
Exception.  Exceptions to the above standards may be granted 
when blocks are divided by one or more pathway(s), in 
conformance with the provisions of 2.310.04(C)(2). (7/09) 

 
10. Pedestrian/Bicycle Accessways.  Accessways shall be located to 

minimize out-of-direction travel by pedestrians and may be 
designed to accommodate bicycles. (7/09) 

 
 
11. Street lights. Street lights shall be required for public streets serving 

more than four dwelling units. Street lights shall be located within a 
right of way or in utility easements.  Street lights are not required 
along private access easements.  Street lights shall be designed to 
direct the light down toward the street and sidewalk and as much 
as practicable away from adjoining homes. (10/15) 
 

O. Trees Along Public Streets 
 

Streetscape trees are required along public streets, shall comply with the 
provisions of Section 2.309, and must be located according to the 
following provisions: (10/15) 
 
1. Streetscape trees shall be planted within the boundaries of each lot 

within 10 feet of street improvements. (10/15) 
 

2. Lots measuring less than 60 feet in width shall be required to plant 
one streetscape tree.  Lots measuring 60 feet or more in width shall 
be required to plant two streetscape trees.  (5/20) 

 
3. Streetscape trees shall be selected from a list of approved trees. 

(10/15) 
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2.302.04 General Right-of-Way and Improvement Widths 
 
The following standards are general criteria for public streets in the City of Keizer.  
These standards shall be the minimum requirements for all streets, except where 
modifications are permitted under Subsection 2.3202.05. (5/98) 
 
The street design standards show five different options for local streets.  These 
standards allow the City flexibility in the design of the street network. (7/09) 
 
 
 

Table 4.1 Street Design Standards (7/09) 
 

Functional 
Classification1 

Number 
of Lanes Parking Bike 

Lanes2 
Roadway 
Width (ft)3 Sidewalks 

Right-of-
Way 
Width 
(ft)4,5 

Maximum 
Dwelling 

Units 
Served 

Major Arterial 5 No6 Yes 
 

50-72 Yes 84 - 
Minor Arterial 3 No6 Yes 36-50 Yes 72 - 

Collector 2  No6 Yes 36-50 Yes 68 - 
Local V 2 Yes No 34 Yes 48 - 

Local IV 2 Yes No 32 Yes 46 79 

Local III 2 Yes No 30 Yes 44 19 

Local II 2 Yes No 30 Yes 42 14 

Local I 2 Yes7 No 28 Yes7 35 9 
1. All local street Categories have a ten-foot public utility easement on both sides and a five-foot slope and 

utility easement on collectors and arterials. 
2. Standard bike lane widths are six feet; although five feet may be approved on a case-by-case basis. 
3. Street improvements and right-of-way widths may be increased on a case-by-case basis as required by 

the City in accordance with Public Works Design Standards 
4. All Street will have five-foot wide sidewalks on both sides, unless noted.  Meandering sidewalks may be 

considered/required on arterials and collectors. 
5. Additional right-of-way may be required at intersections for additional turning lanes.  Right-of-way at 

intersections is required to provide for a minimum 20-foot curb return radius. 
6. Depending on installed improvements 
7. Parking/sidewalks only required on one side of street 
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2.302.05 Modification of Right-of-Way and Improvement Width  
The City, pursuant to variance approval, may allow modification to the public street 
standards of Subsection 2.302.04, when the following criteria are satisfied: (5/98) 
  
A. Modification Permitted.  The modification is necessary to provide design 

flexibility where: (5/98) 
 

1. Unusual topographic conditions require a reduced width or grade 
separation of improved surfaces; or 

2. Parcel shape or configuration precludes accessing a proposed 
development with a street which meets the full standards of Section 
2.302.04; or 

 
3. A modification is necessary to preserve trees or other natural features 

determined by the City to be significant to the aesthetic character of 
the area; or 

 
4. The modification of street standards is necessary to provide greater 

privacy or aesthetic quality to the development. (5/98) 
 
B. Vehicular Access Maintained.  Modification of the standards of Section 

2.302.04 shall only be approved if the City finds that the specific design 
proposed provides adequate vehicular access based on anticipated traffic 
volumes. (5/98) 

2.302.06 Construction Specifications 
Construction specifications for all public and private streets shall comply with the 
standards of the most recently adopted public works/street standards of the City of 
Keizer.  Construction permits are required by the Public Works Department. (10/02) 

 

2.302.07  Improvement Width for Private Streets (If allowed in Section 
2.302.02F) 

Private streets may be constructed to the same or greater width of the existing 
connecting private street. (10/02) 
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2.302.08 Private Access Easements 
A private access easement created as the result 
of an approved partitioning or subdivision shall 
conform to the following: (5/98) 
 
A. Width.  Private access easements shall 

only be allowed where the applicable 
standards of Section 2.310.03.D., are 
satisfied.  The easement shall comply with 
the following additional standards: (11/16) 

 
1. Minimum easement width: 20 feet with no parking within the minimum 

required width. (11/16) 
 
2. Minimum paved width: 12 feet for 1 dwelling unit; 16 feet for two or 

more dwelling units. (5/98) 
 
3. Maximum length:  300 feet for single access to a public street.  If 

there are two or more access points to a public street, the proposed 
easement may be more than 300 feet if it is the only way to allow for 
effective development in unique circumstances where it is not 
practical to serve the development with a public street.  Access 
easements exceeding 300 feet in length must be reviewed by the 
local Fire District for compliance with the Fire Code, and must receive 
City approval.  The following criteria for City approval will be used: 
(11/16) 

a. A public street is impractical, and an easement is the only 
feasible method to provide access. (11/16) 

b. Adequate parking and safe maneuverability is provided. (11/16) 

c. Does not preclude the ability for future redevelopment, and 
must allow a density no less than 75% of the maximum 
density of the underlying zone. (11/16)     

4. Single Family/Duplex Development:  No more than 4 parcels or lots 
shall have their sole access via an access easement unless through 
access (two or more public street access points) are provided.  If the 
access easement connects to a collector or arterial street the Public 
Works Director may require all parcels or lots to be served by the 
access easement.  In such case, no more than 6 parcels or lots shall 
have their sole access via an access easement.  If the access 
easement provides through access, no more than 8 parcels or lots 

 
Easement Standards 
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Approved Turn Around Designs 

 

may be served by the access easement.  All through access 
easements providing access to more than 4 parcels or lots must 
provide public bicycle and pedestrian access for connectivity.  The 
instrument recording the access easement must indicate public 
bicycle and pedestrian access is allowed. (5/20) 

 
5. Triplex, Quadplex, Cottage Cluster, and Multi-Family/Commercial 

Development:  Access easements serving multi-family and 
commercial uses may be allowed if it is the only feasible method to 
provide access to a parcel without public street frontage, or if it is 
impractical to serve the development with a public street.  Access 
easements are subject to Fire District review and City approval.  The 
design of the easement must be reviewed by the local Fire District for 
compliance with the Fire Code and must meet the requirements 
outlined in Section 2.303 for parking lot aisle widths, and all other city 
standards governing vehicle access contained in the KDC and 
adopted Public Works Street Standards. (11/16) 

 
B. Maintenance.  Provision for the maintenance of the private access easement 

and storm drainage facilities within the easement area, along with any 
required turnaround area, No Parking signage, and screening, shall be 
provided in the form of a recorded maintenance agreement, Covenants, 
Conditions, and Restrictions (CCRs), or other recorded instrument 
acceptable to the City.  Such instrument shall include at a minimum, that the 
instrument may not be extinguished or modified without written consent of 
the City and that the provisions set forth above may be enforced by the City.  
(11/21) 

 
C. Turn-around.  A turn-around shall be 

required for any access easement which 
is the sole access and which serves two 
or more parcels or lots.  Turn-arounds 
shall be either a circular turn-around with 
a minimum paved radius of 38 feet, or a 
"tee" or "hammerhead" turn-around with 
a minimum paved dimension across the 
"tee" of 60 feet.  Alternate turnaround 
designs may be approved subject to 
Public Works Department approval. (5/20) 
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D. Parking 
  

1. No parking allowed.  All private access easements serving as the 
sole access for two or more parcel or lots shall display No Parking 
signs approved by the City (5/20) 

 
2. Parking shall be provided as outlines in Section 2.303. (11/16) 
 
 

E. Trees Along Access Easements 
 

Streetscape trees are required along access easements, shall comply with 
the provisions of Section 2.309, and must be located according to the 
following provisions: (10/15) 
 
1. Streetscape trees shall be planted within the boundaries of each lot 

within 10 feet of access improvements. (10/15) 
 

2. Parcels or Lots measuring less than 60 feet along the access 
easement shall be required to plant one streetscape tree.  Parcels 
or Lots measuring 60 feet or more along the access easement shall 
be required to plant two streetscape trees. (5/20) 

 
3. Streetscape trees shall be selected from a list of approved trees. 

(10/15) 
 

F.  Screening 
 
 A 6 foot high sight obscuring fence, wall, or hedge shall be placed along 

the exterior side of an access easement to provide screening to any 
adjacent properties. (10/15) 
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2 .3 0 8  S I GN S 

2.308.01 Purpose   
The purpose of these sign regulations is to provide equitable signage rights, reduce 
signage conflicts, promote traffic and pedestrian safety, and, increase the aesthetic value 
and economic viability of the city, all by classifying and regulating the location, size, type 
and number of signs and related matters, in a content-neutral manner. (5/98) 
 
These regulations are not intended to and do not restrict speech on the basis of its 
content, viewpoint or message.  Any classification of signs in these regulations that 
permits speech by reason of the type of sign, identity of the sign user or otherwise, shall 
permit any type of speech on the sign.  To the extent any provision of these regulations is 
ambiguous, the term shall be interpreted to not regulate on the basis of speech content. 
(9/18) 
 

2.308.02 Definitions 
For the purposes of this ChapterSection, the following definitions shall apply: (5/98) 

 
Alteration or Altered:  Any change in the size, shape, method of illumination, 
position, location, construction, or supporting structure of a sign.  A change in sign 
copy or sign face alone shall not be considered an alteration. (5/98) 

 
Area:  The area of a sign shall be the entire area within 
any type of perimeter or border which encloses the outer 
limits of any writing, representation, emblem, figure, or 
character.  If the sign is enclosed in a frame or cabinet 
the area is based on the inner dimensions of the frame or 
cabinet surrounding the sign face.  When a sign is on a 
base material and attached without a frame, such as a 
wood board or Plexiglas panel, the dimensions of the 
base material are to be used.  The area of a sign having 
no such perimeter, border, or base material shall be 
computed by enclosing the entire area within a standard 
geometric figure or combination of no more than two (2) connected standard 
geometric figures (e.g., rectangle, circle, parallelogram, triangle) of the smallest size 
sufficient to cover the entire message of the sign and computing the area of the 
sum of the geometric figures.  For the purpose of computing the number of signs, 
all writing included within such geographic figure or two (2) connected geographic 
figures shall be considered one sign, except for multi-faced signs on a single sign 
structure, which shall be counted as one sign per structure.  The area of multi-faced 
signs shall be calculated by including only one-half the total area of all sign faces. 
(9/18) 
 

 
Sign Area 
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Awning:  A shelter supported entirely from the exterior wall of 
a building and composed of non-rigid materials, except for the 
supporting framework. (5/98) 

 
Building Face:  The single wall surface of a building facing a 
given direction. (5/98) 

 
Building Frontage, Primary:  The portion of a building face 
most closely in alignment with an adjacent right-of-way or 
fronting a parking lot when so defined, as allowed in this 
chapterSection.  A gasoline service station may use the 
overhanging canopy as a substitute for building frontage 
when computing the allowable sign area.  The longest 
side of the canopy shall be used to compute the allowable 
sign area. (Ord. 2005-533 11/05) 

 
Building Frontage, Secondary:  Buildings located on lots abutting more than one 
right-of-way or a parking lot may designate one building face as a secondary 
building frontage. (11/05) 

 
Canopy Sign:  A sign hanging from a canopy or eve, at any angle 
relative to the adjacent wall, the lowest portion of which is at least 
eight (8) feet above the underlying grade. (5/98) 

 
Construct:  Build, erect, attach, hang, place, suspend, paint in 
new or different word, affix, or otherwise bring into being. (5/98) 

 
Electronic Message Sign:  Signs that incorporate as part of, or 
wholly, an electronic message or display by means of light 
emitting diodes, plasma, electronic ink, or other means that allow 
that display to be changed through electronic controls. (9/18) 

 
Finish Ground Level:  The average elevation of the ground (excluding mounds or 
berms, etc. located only in the immediate area of the sign) adjoining the structure or 
building upon which the sign is erected, or the curb height of the closest street, 
which ever is the lowest. (5/98) 

 
Flashing Sign:  A sign any part of which pulsates, scrolls, 
flutters, animates, lights intermittently, or blinks on and off. 
(10/08) 
 
Free-Standing Sign:  A permanent sign supported by one or 
more uprights, poles or braces placed in or upon the ground, 
or a sign supported by any structure primarily for the display 
and support of the sign, the structure of which will not be calculated as part of the 
overall sign area. (see “Area”) (9/18) 

 
Awning Sign 

 
Building Frontage and Face 

 
Canopy Sign 

 
Free-Standing Sign 
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Incidental Signs:  A sign that is normally incidental to the 
allowed use of the property, but can contain any message or 
content.  Such signs can be used for, but are not limited to, 
nameplate signs, warning or prohibition signs, and directional 
signs not otherwise allowed. (5/98) 

 
Indirect Illumination:  A source of illumination directed toward 
such sign so that the beam of light falls upon the exterior 
surface of the sign. (5/98) 

 
Integrated Business Center:  A group of two or more 
businesses which are planned or designed as a center, and 
share a common off-street parking area or access, whether 
or not the businesses, buildings or land are under common 
ownership. (5/98) 
 
Internal Illumination.  A source of illumination from within a 
sign. (5/98) 
 
Multi-faced Sign:  A sign which has two or more identical size sign faces, contained 
in a single sign structure. (9/18) 

 
Multi-family Dwelling:  A residential structure or complex of structures that include 
five or more separate dwelling units, whether rented or owned by the occupants. (6/22) 

 
Mural:  An illustration (with or without words or numbers) which is painted or 
otherwise applied (without projections) to an outside wall of a structure. (5/98) 

 
Nit:  Nit is used as a measurement of luminance, where the Nit 
is equal to one candela per square meter (1cd/m2). A candela 
is a unit of measurement of the intensity of light, where one 
candela is the monochromatic radiation of 540THz with a 
radiant intensity of 1/683 watt per steradian in the same 
direction. By way of example, an ordinary wax candle generates 
approximately one candela.  (10/08) 
 
Nonconforming Sign:  Any sign which lawfully existed prior to 
May 7, 1990 but, which due to the requirements adopted herein, 
no longer complies with the height, area and placement regulations or other 
provisions of these regulations. (9/18) 

 

 
Indirect Illumination 

 
Integrated Business 

Center 
 

 
Multi-Faced Sign 
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Owner:  As used in these regulations, "owner" means 
owner or lessee of the sign.  If the owner or lessee of the 
sign cannot be determined, then "owner" means owner or 
purchaser of the land on which the sign is placed. (5/98) 

 
Portable Sign:  A sign that is, or similar to, an A-frame sign, 
sandwich board sign, yard sign, wind feather or feather 
flag, or a sign attached to wood or metal frames and 
designed to be self-supporting and movable.  Wind 
feathers or feather flags may be placed on a stand or placed 
in the ground.  Portable signs are not to be considered 
temporary signs as defined and used in this chapterSection. 
(9/18) 

 
Projecting Signs:  A sign the face of which is not parallel to 
the wall on which it is mounted. (11/05) 

 
Roof Line:  Either the eaves of the roof or the top of the 
parapet, at the exterior wall.  (A "mansard roof" is below the 
top of a parapet and is considered a wall for sign purposes.) 

 
Roof Sign:  A sign or any portion of which is displayed 
above the highest point of the roof, whether or not such 
sign also is a wall sign. (5/98) 

 
Rotating/Revolving Sign:  A sign, all or a portion of which, 
moves in some manner. (5/98) 

 
Sign:  Any writing, including letter, word, or numeral; 
pictorial presentation, including mural, illustration or decoration; emblem, including 
device, symbol, logo or trademark; flag, including banner 
or pennant; or any other device, figure or similar thing 
which is a structure or any part thereof, or is attached to, 
painted on, or in any other manner represented on a 
building or structure or device; and is used to announce, 
direct attention to, or advertise; and is visible from any 
public right-of-way. (9/18) 
 
Sign Face:  Surface of a sign containing the message.  
The sign face shall be measured as set forth in the definition 
for "area." 

 
Sign Height:  The distance from the finish ground level, to 
the top of the sign or the highest portion of the sign structure 
or frame, whichever is greater. (5/98) 

 

 
Projecting Sign 

 
Roof Line and Roof Sign 
 

 
Sign Face 
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Sign Structure:  The supports, uprights, braces, framework 
and other structural components of the sign. (5/98) 

 
Street Frontage:  That portion of a property that abuts a 
paved street right-of-way and measured by the lineal distance 
of the property adjacent to such right-of-way. (5/98) 

 
Temporary Business:  A business of a temporary nature 
authorized through a Temporary Business Permit issued 
by the City of Keizer. (5/98) 

 
Temporary Sign.  A sign that is, or is similar to, a banner 
and is attached, but not permanently affixed to a 
building, and which may be made of canvas, cloth, rigid 
plastic, paper, vinyl, or other lightweight flexible material. 
(9/18) 

 
Wall Sign:  A permanent sign attached to, erected 
against or painted on a wall of a building or structure, 
with the exposed face of the sign in a plane 
approximately parallel to the face of said wall.  A sign 
painted on an awning in which the face of the sign is 
approximately parallel to the wall shall also be considered a wall sign. (9/18) 

2.308.03 Review Procedures 
A. Permit Required.  Except as specifically excluded herein, no property owner, lessee 

or contractor shall construct or alter any sign without first obtaining a valid permit to 
do so. (5/98) 

B. Permit Fees.  Permit fees shall be established from time to time by City Council 
resolution. (5/98) 

C. Application Requirements.  An application for a sign permit shall be made on a form 
prescribed by the Zoning Administrator.  The application shall include, at a minimum, 
a sketch drawn to scale indicating the proposed sign and identifying existing signs 
on the premises, the sign's location, graphic design, structural and mechanical 
design and engineering data which ensures its structural stability.  The application 
shall also contain the names and address of the sign company, person authorizing 
erection of the sign and the owner of the subject property. (5/98) 

The Zoning Administrator shall issue a permit for a sign unless the sign is in violation 
of the provisions of these regulations or other provisions of the Keizer Zoning 
Ordinance.  Sign permits mistakenly issued in violation of these regulations or other 
provisions of the Keizer Zoning Ordinance are void.  The Zoning Administrator may 
revoke a sign permit if he finds that there was a material and misleading false 
statement of fact in the application for the permit. (5/98) 

 
Street Frontage 

 

 
Temporary Sign 

 

 
Wall Sign 
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D. Design, Construction, and Maintenance.  All signs shall be designed, constructed, 
and maintained according to the following standards: (5/98) 

1. Compliance with Building Codes.  All signs shall comply with the applicable 
provisions of the Building Code in effect at the time of the sign permit 
application and all other applicable structural, electrical and other regulations.  
The issuance of a sign permit under these regulations does not relieve the 
applicant of complying with all other permit requirements. (9/18) 

2. Materials.  Except for banners, flags, portable signs, temporary signs, and 
window signs conforming in all respects with the requirements of these 
regulations, all signs shall be constructed of permanent materials and shall be 
permanently attached to the ground, a building, or other structure by direct 
attachment to a rigid wall, frame, or structure. (9/18) 

3. Maintenance.  All signs shall be maintained in a good structural condition and 
readable at all times. (5/98) 

4. Owner Responsibility.  The owner shall be responsible for its erection and 
maintenance and its compliance with the provisions of these regulations or 
other laws or Ordinances regulating signs. (5/98) 

5. Aesthetics.  All signs shall be professional in appearance, constructed in a 
workmanship like manner to professional standards. (12/10) 

2.308.04 Nonconforming Signs 
A. Any sign not complying with these regulations is prohibited and constitutes a 

violation. (9/18) 

B. Permits for Properties with Nonconforming Signs. (5/98) 

1. Businesses in Integrated Business Centers.  For individual businesses in 
integrated business centers, all signs of the individual business must comply 
prior to issuance of sign permits for new or altered signs for such business.  
No free-standing sign permits will be issued for the integrated business 
center, unless all free-standing signs comply. (9/18) 

2. Businesses Not in Integrated Business Centers.  No permits shall be issued 
for new or altered signs unless all signs of the individual business comply with 
these regulations. (9/18) 

C. Electronic Message Signs which are legally placed and maintained in all respects on 
or before October 6, 2008 shall be allowed to remain as non-conforming signs and 
do not have to be brought into compliance.  However, once a non-conforming 
Electronic Message Sign is removed, any replacement sign must comply in all 
respects with these regulations. (10/08) 
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D. Abandoned Signs.  All signs for a business shall be removed within 120 days after 
that business ceases to operate on a regular basis, and the entire sign structure or 
structures shall be removed within 12 months of such cessation of operation. (9/18) 

2.308.05 Signs Generally Permitted 
Subject to the limitations in Sections 2.308.07 and 2.308.08, the following signs and sign 
work are permitted in all zones.  These signs shall not require a permit, and shall not be 
included when determining compliance with total allowed area: (9/18) 

 
A. Sign Copy.  Painting, change of sign face or copy and maintenance of signs. (9/18) 

B. Temporary Signs.  Temporary signs that do not exceed 16 square feet in area may 
be displayed for a maximum of 120 days in any calendar year.  Only one temporary 
sign per storefront or residential structure may be displayed at a time except during 
the period 45 days preceding and seven days following governmental elections 
during which time temporary signs may be unlimited in number. Paper signs may 
only be used for single day events. (9/18) 

C. Property Signs.  For commercial properties only, one (1) sign per parcel or 
integrated business center not exceeding 32 square feet in area during the time of 
sale, lease or rental of the property provided that the sign is placed on the property 
for sale, lease, or rent and removed within fifteen (15) days of the sale, lease or 
rental of the property, or a sign not exceeding 32 square feet in area during the time 
of construction and remodeling of the property, provided the sign is placed on the 
property where construction and remodeling is taking place and removed within 
seven (7) days of the completion of any construction or remodeling.  An additional 
sign not exceeding 32 square feet may be erected if the property borders a second 
street and the signs are not visible simultaneously. (9/18) 

D. Government Signs.  Signs posted by or under governmental authority including legal 
notices, traffic, danger, no trespassing, emergency, city identification, signs related 
to public services or safety. (9/18) 

E. Development Signs.  One sign not over 32 square feet located at each street 
entrance to a residential subdivision or residential development.  (9/18) 

F. Incidental.  Incidental signs that do not exceed 6 square feet.  Such signs shall not 
be mounted on permitted freestanding sign structures. (5/98) 

G. Flags.  Flags on permanent flag poles that are designed to allow raising and 
lowering of the flags.  Flagpoles shall either be freestanding or shall be mounted on 
the building but if mounted on the building may not be taller than the peak of the 
roof.  Flags shall not exceed 25 square feet in area. (5/98) 

H. Interior Signs. Signs within a building. (5/98) 
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I. Window Signs.  For commercial or industrial buildings, signs painted or hung on the 
inside of windows, or otherwise affixed ( such as window clings) to the surface of a 
window with its message intended to be visible to the exterior environment. (9/18) 

J. Residential Signs.  Residential signs, pursuant to requirements in Section 2.308.07. 
(5/98) 

K. Portable Signs.  Portable signs are limited to 6 square feet in area, with the 
exception that wind feather/feather flag signs may be up to 16 square feet in area.  
One portable sign per storefront or residential structure is allowed except during the 
period 45 days preceding and seven days following governmental elections, during 
which time portable signs may be unlimited in number. The following additional 
standards apply to portable signs: (9/18) 

1. Portable signs may not be within 25 feet of any other portable sign on the 
same lot or less than 5 feet from a side lot line. (9/18) 

2. Portable signs must be located on private property, and may not be within 
any public sidewalk easement or right-of-way.  If located along a public 
street, signs must be located behind the sidewalk regardless of property line 
location. (12/10) 

3. Portable signs cannot impede sidewalks, exits, or other pedestrian, 
vehicular, or bicycle way. (12/10) 

2.308.06 Prohibited Signs 
The following signs are prohibited, and are subject to immediate code enforcement action 
including but not limited to the issuance of citations and/or confiscation under the Keizer 
Uniform Nuisance Abatement Ordinance: (9/18) 

 
A. Tethered Signs.  Balloons or similar types of tethered objects, including strings of 

pennants. (5/98) 

B. Roof Signs.  Roof signs or signs which extend higher than the roof line. (5/98) 

C. Odor, Visible Matter.  Signs that emit odor, visible matter, or sound, however an 
intercom system for customers remaining in their vehicles, such as used in banks 
and "drive through" restaurants, shall be allowed. (5/98) 

D. Wire Supports.  Signs that use or employ side guy lines of any type. (5/98) 

E. Obstructing Signs.  Signs that obstruct any fire escape, required exit, window or door 
opening used as a means of egress. (5/98) 

F. Utility Lines.  Signs closer than 24 inches horizontally or vertically from any overhead 
power line or public utility guy wire. (5/98) 
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G. Vehicle, Trailer Signs.  No vehicle, trailer, or trailer mounted reader boards shall be 
parked on a public right-of-way or public property, or on private property so as to be 
visible from a public right-of-way which has attached thereto or located thereon any 
sign or advertising device for the basic purpose of providing advertisement of 
products or directing people to a business or activity located on the same or nearby 
premises.  This provision applies where the primary purpose of a vehicle is for 
advertising purposes and is not intended to prohibit any form of vehicular sign, such 
as a sign attached to a motor vehicle which is primarily used for business purposes, 
other than advertising. (12/10) 

H. Rotating/revolving Signs. (10/08) 

I. Flashing Signs. (10/08) 

J. Projecting Signs.  Projecting signs exceeding 24 inches and private signs that 
project into or over driveways and public right-of-ways, except signs under a canopy 
that projects over a public sidewalk and the sign is 8 feet or more above the 
sidewalk. (9/18) 

K. View Obstruction.  Signs that obstruct required vision clearance area or obstruct a 
vehicle driver's view of official traffic control signs and approaching or merging traffic, 
or which present a traffic hazard. (5/98) 

L. Safety Interference.  Signs that interfere with, imitate, or resemble any official traffic 
control sign, signal or device, emergency lights, or appears to direct traffic, such as a 
beacon light. (5/98) 

M. Signs in the public right-of-way/Use of Utility Poles.  Except for government signs 
under Section 2.308.05(D), signs located in public right-of-way, in any public or utility 
easement or attached to any utility poles.  Signs located in such areas are subject to 
immediate removal without notice. (9/18) 

N. Vacant Land.  Any sign on unimproved property, unless allowed as a temporary or 
portable sign. (9/18) 

O. Electronic Message Signs.  Electronic message signs except by conditional use 
permit.  Electronic message signs that change more frequently than once per fifteen 
(15) seconds are prohibited.  Further, any change made with the use of scrolling, 
flashing, fluttering or other animated effects is prohibited. Variances to any of these 
requirements are not allowed. (9/18) 

P. Temporary or Portable signs exceeding the allowed size or timeframes for display 
are prohibited, unless authorized by Special Occasion Permit approval as outlined in 
Section 2.308.08.E. (9/18) 
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2.308.07 Non-Commercial Uses 
The following regulations apply to signs for residences, public or semi-public buildings and 
similar non-commercial, non-industrial uses: (5/98) 

A. Sign types.  The following sign types are allowed: (5/98) 

1. Wall, canopy and window signs subject to the limitations in 2.308.07.C. (5/98) 

2. Free-standing signs subject to the limitations in 2.308.07.C. (5/98) 

3. Temporary displays consisting of any sign type for a period not to exceed 21 
days in any 365-day period, however the owners or responsible parties of 
such displays shall be responsible for any public or private nuisance. (5/98) 

B. Maximum number.  Any number of wall, canopy or free-standing signs not 
exceeding the sign area and height limitations of this Section; plus signs allowed in 
Section 2.308.07.A.3. (9/18) 

C. Maximum Sign Area.  Maximum total sign area for property on which the building or 
buildings are located: (5/98) 

1. Single-family and two-family (duplex) dwelling: 6 square feet. (5/98) 

2. Multiple family dwelling: 32 square feet. (5/98) 

3. Public and semi-public: 64 square feet. (5/98) 

D. Maximum sign height:  

1. Wall, canopy or window sign: 8 feet. (5/98) 

2. Free-standing sign: 6 feet. (5/98) 

E. Location: (5/98) 

1. Wall, canopy or window sign shall be set back from the property lines of the 
lot on which it is located, the same distance as the building containing the 
permitted use; provided that wall signs may project into the required setback 
space up to 1.5 feet. (5/98) 

2. Free-standing signs are permitted where fences are allowed. (5/98) 

F. Illumination.  Except for Electronic Message Signs, non-commercial use signs may 
only be indirectly illuminated by a concealed light source, shall not remain illuminated 
between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., (except by conditional use permit) 
and shall not flash, blink, fluctuate or produce glare. (9/18) 
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2.308.08 Commercial and Industrial Uses 
The following regulations apply to signs for commercial and industrial uses: (5/98) 

 
A. Non-integrated Business Centers:   

1. Total allowed area.  One and one-half square feet of total allowed sign area 
for each lineal foot of building frontage, up to a maximum total allowed area of 
150 square feet, except that awnings shall be allowed 50% of awning area be 
exempt from this limit. (9/18) 

2. On a Secondary Building Frontage, one wall sign shall be allowed, in addition 
to that listed above, at the rate of 0.75 sq ft per lineal foot of that portion of the 
building designated a Secondary Building Frontage, up to a maximum of 75 
sq ft. (9/18) 

3. Type, maximum number and size of signs.  Within the total allowed area, one 
free standing sign per street frontage and an unlimited number of wall, 
canopy or projecting signs.  Regardless of total allowed area, the free-
standing signs shall be limited to a maximum of 100 square feet in area, shall 
not exceed one sign on each frontage, and shall be oriented to face the traffic 
flow on the street upon which they front. (9/18) 

4. Maximum sign height: (5/98) 

a. Wall and canopy signs shall not project above the parapet or roof 
eaves. (5/98) 

b. Free-standing signs: 20 feet. (5/98) 

5. Location: (5/98) 

a. Wall or projecting signs may project up to 2 feet away from the 
building. (9/18) 

b. Free-standing signs have no limitations except the signs shall not 
project over street right-of-way and shall comply with requirements for 
vision clearance areas and special street setbacks. (5/98) 
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B. Integrated Business Centers:   

1. Allowed area.  For wall, canopy and projecting signs on individual 
businesses within an integrated business center, one and one-half square 
feet of total allowed sign area for each lineal foot of building frontage for the 
individual business, up to a total maximum of 150 square feet per business, 
except that awnings shall be allowed 50% of awning area be exempt from 
this limit.  The sign area of a projecting sign shall be calculated as a free-
standing sign.  Individual businesses may not assign their unused allowed 
area to other businesses in the integrated business center.  Free standing 
signs are permitted only as set forth below and in Section 2.308.08.C. (9/18) 

2. On a Secondary Building Frontage, one wall sign shall be allowed, in 
addition to that listed above, at the rate of 0.75 sq ft per lineal foot of that 
portion of the building designated a Secondary Building Frontage, up to a 
maximum of 75 sq ft. (11/05) 

3. Free-standing Sign.  For each integrated business center, 1 free-standing 
sign per street frontage not to exceed 100 square feet each in area.  Free-
standing signs shall not exceed one sign on each frontage and shall be 
oriented to face the traffic flow on the street upon which they front. (9/18) 

4. Maximum sign height: (5/98) 

a. Wall and canopy signs shall not project above the parapet or roof 
eaves. (5/98) 

b. Free-standing signs: 20 feet. (5/98) 

5. Location:  

a. Wall or projecting signs may be located on any face of the building, 
except as provided in 2.308.08.B.4.b, and may project up to 2 feet 
away from the building. (9/18) 

b. Wall signage located on a Secondary Building Frontage shall be 
limited to only one sign, limited in size as provided in 2.308.08.A.2.  In 
no case may any signage derived on the primary building frontage be 
located on the secondary building frontage. (11/05) 

c. Free-standing signs have no limitations except the signs shall not 
project over street right-of-way and shall comply with requirements for 
vision clearance areas and special street setbacks. (5/98) 
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C. Mixed Use Developments.  Signs for developments containing a mixture of 
commercial and residential uses shall be subject to the following restrictions: (5/98) 

1. Non-commercial uses shall be subject to the provisions in Section 2.308.07. 
(5/98) 

2. Commercial-industrial uses shall be subject to the provisions for integrated 
business centers in Section 2.308.8.B. (5/98) 

3. Free-standing signs shall be subject to the provisions in Section 2.308.08.B.3. 
(9/18) 

D. Additional Signs.  Within the limitations of this subsection, the signs below do not 
require a permit and are not included in calculating allowed area and number of 
signs. (5/98) 

1. Secondary Entrance.  When a business has two public entrances, each on a 
separate building wall, there is permitted one additional wall sign not to 
exceed 10 square feet in area for the wall where the entrance is not the 
primary entrance. (5/98) 

2. Vehicle Directional Signs.  Vehicle Directional signs are allowed either as wall 
or freestanding signs.  Such signs shall be limited to 3 square feet in area and 
2 per driveway.  Free standing signs shall be limited to a height of 6 feet. (9/18) 

3. Drive Through Signs.  Signs located adjacent to a drive-through lane at a 
restaurant are allowed as follows: one per drive through lane limited to 40 
square feet in area and a maximum height of 8 feet.  Any sign greater than 10 
square feet in area and/or 6 feet in height must be screened from adjacent 
streets by a sight obscuring fence, wall or hedge. (9/18) 

E. Signs for Temporary Businesses/Special Occasions. (9/18) 

1. Signs for Temporary Businesses.  Temporary businesses receiving 
temporary business permit approval, may display temporary or portable 
signs, other than trailer mounted reader boards or any sign that includes 
flashing or rotating lights or moving parts.  The cumulative size of all such 
signs may not exceed 32 square feet.  All temporary business signs must be 
placed within 10 feet of the structure or vehicle used for the temporary 
business and may not be placed within any public right-of-way. (9/18) 

2. Signs for Special Occasions.  The placement of multiple and/or oversized 
temporary or portable signs is only allowed subject to permit approval.  A 
Special Occasion Sign Permit may be granted for the following situations: 

Any combination of temporary or portable sign types, regardless of size and 
quantity, are allowed for a maximum of 14 consecutive calendar days.  A 
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maximum of 2 Special Occasion Sign permits may be issued for any given 
address in a calendar year, with no less than 30 days between events. (9/18) 

F. Signs for Mobile Food Vendors 

1.  In addition to the signs allowed in Section 2.308.08(F)(2) below, Mobile Food 
Vendors shall be limited to 6 square feet of signage which can be displayed 
only during hours of operation and shall comply with the provisions within 
Section 2.308.05.K. (9/18) 

2. Signs painted upon or affixed directly to the Mobile Food Vendors are exempt 
from the Sign Code provisions, provided that no sign may protrude from or 
project above the roofline of the unit.  All other signage must comply with the 
remaining provisions of Section 2.308.  (7/17) 

3. Property on which two or more Mobile Food Vendors are located shall comply 
with the remaining provisions within the Sign Code. (9/16) 

G. Special Commercial Signs 

1. Home Occupation.  Maximum area shall be 6 square feet and subject to the 
location provisions in Section 2.308.07. (9/18) 

2. Residential Sales Office.  Maximum area shall be 16 square feet and subject 
to the location provisions in Section 2.308.07. (9/18) 

3. Bed and Breakfast.  Maximum area shall be 16 square feet and subject to the 
location provisions in Section 2.308.07. (9/18) 

4. Signs for stadiums in the IBP Zone.  Notwithstanding any other regulations in 
this ChapterSection, in the IBP zone for stadiums with seating for not less 
than 4,000 persons, the following shall apply: (11/05) 

a. Total allowed area. 760 square feet. (11/05) 

b. Type, maximum number and size of signs.  Within the total allowed 
area, one (1) free standing sign, and a total of no more than two (2) 
wall or canopy signs.  Regardless of the total allowed area, the free-
standing sign shall be limited to a maximum of 680 square feet. (11/05) 

c. Maximum sign height: (11/05) 

1. Wall and canopy signs – shall not project above the parapet or 
roof eaves. (11/05) 

2. Free standing sign – maximum total height of fifty (50) feet. 
(11/05) 
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 d. Location: 

1. Wall signs – may project up to 1.5 feet from the building. (11/05) 

2. Free standing sign – no limitation except shall not project over 
street right-of-way and shall comply with requirements for vision 
clearance areas and special street setbacks. (11/05) 

2.308.09 Conditional Uses 
A. Procedures.  Applications for conditional use permits for illumination of non-

commercial use signs, or electronic message signs shall be processed according to 
the procedure set forth in Section 3.103 of this Ordinance.  The criteria to be 
reviewed and applied in conditional use permit proceedings for illumination of non-
commercial use signs or electronic message signs are set forth in this Section.  The 
criteria of Section 3.103 shall not be applied. (9/18) 

B. Decision Criteria.  The following criteria shall be used to review and decide 
conditional use permit applications for the illumination of non-commercial use and 
electronic message signs: (9/18) 

1. The proposed sign is located in an EG, P, IBP, CR, CO, MU, CM or a CG 
zone, or the proposed sign is for a public or semi-public use regardless of the 
underlying zone. (9/18) 

2. The proposed sign, when conditioned, will not either: a) significantly increase 
or lead to street level sign clutter, or b) lead to signs that adversely dominate 
the visual image of the area. (9/18) 

3. The proposed sign, as conditioned, will not adversely impact the surrounding 
area to a significant degree.  Electronic Message Signs that are proposed to 
be located adjacent to residential areas shall include mitigation measures 
such as screening and buffering or other measures to mitigate any impacts 
onto adjacent properties.  Electronic Message Signs proposed for a public or 
semi-public use adjacent to residential areas shall only be illuminated 
between the hours of 6:00 AM and 11:00 PM.  (9/18) 

4. The proposed sign will not present a traffic or safety hazard. (5/98) 

5. If the application is for the illumination of non-commercial use or electronic 
message sign, no rotary beacon lights, zip lights, strobe lights, or similar 
devices shall be allowed.  No chaser effect or other flashing effect consisting 
of external lights, lamps, bulbs or neon tubes are allowed. (9/18) 

Electronic Message Signs.  Electronic Message signs must remain static and 
unchanging for a period no less than fifteen (15) seconds.  Further, the level 
of illumination must be limited in the following ways: (9/18) 
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a. An electronic message sign that contains a changeable display 
produced by light emitting diodes, incandescent or low-voltage 
lamps or bulbs, or cathode ray tubes shall include automatic 
brightness compensation features to adjust brightness to 
compensate for the angle and ambient light conditions.  

b. No electronic message sign may be illuminated to a degree of 
brightness that is greater than 7,500 nits in the daytime and 1,000 
nits between sunrise sunset and sunsetsunrise; provided that 
electronic message signs comprised solely of one color may not be 
illuminated to a degree of brightness exceeding the following 
illumination levels:   

1. For a display comprised of red only, the degree of brightness 
shall not be greater than 3,150 Nits in the daytime and 450 
between sunrise sunset and sunsetsunrise;  

2. For a display comprised of green only, the degree of 
brightness shall not be greater than 6,300 nits in the daytime 
and 900 nits between sunrise sunset and sunsetsunrise;  

3. For a display comprised of amber only, the degree of 
brightness shall not be greater than 4,690 Nits in the daytime 
and 670 nits between sunrise sunset and sunsetsunrise.  
(10/08) 

As used herein, “sunset” and “sunrise” shall be as determined by the 
U.S. Naval Observatory Astronomical Applications Department or 
other governmental agency. 

6. The total allowed sign area shall be reduced by 25% if the application is for 
an electronic message sign. (9/18) 

7. The proposed sign will comply with all other regulations, including, but not 
limited to height and placement restrictions. (5/98) 

2.308.10 Variances 
A. Procedure.  Any allowance for signs not complying with the standards set forth in 

these regulations shall be by variance.  Variances to this Section will be processed 
according to the procedures in Section 3.202.02 as a Type I-B procedure.  The 
criteria in Section 3.105 shall not be used, but instead the following criteria shall be 
used to review and decide variance applications: (9/18) 
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1. There are unique circumstances of conditions of the lot, building or traffic 
pattern such that: (5/98) 

a. The existing sign regulations create an undue hardship; (5/98) 

b. The requested variance is consistent with the purpose of this chapter 
Section as stated in Section 2.308.01; and 

c. The granting of the variance compensates for those circumstances in 
a manner equitable with other property owners and is thus not a 
special privilege to any other business.  The variance requested shall 
be the minimum necessary to compensate for those conditions and 
achieve the purpose of this chapterSection. (5/98) 

2. The granting of the variance shall not: (5/98) 

a. Decrease traffic safety nor detrimentally affect any other identified 
items of public welfare. (5/98) 

b. Result in a special advertising advantage in relation to neighboring 
businesses or businesses of a similar nature.  The desire to match 
standard sign sizes (for example, chain store signs) shall not be listed 
or considered as a reason for a variance. (5/98) 

c. Be the result of a self-imposed condition or hardship. (5/98) 

2.308.11 Exemptions 
The following are exempt from the regulations of this ChapterSection, but may be subject to 
other regulations under this Development Code or other City regulations: 

 
A. Public Art as defined by City Ordinance or Resolution. (3/14) 
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2 . 4 01  G E NE R AL P R O VI S I O NS 
 
A. Application.  Special uses are subject to specific development standards.  These 

standards are non-discretionary so that special review of a proposed 
development is not required.  The standards contained in this Section apply 
where a special use is identified as a permitted use.  If the special use is listed 
as a conditional use, the standards contained in this Section shall be considered 
guidelines and may be modified or eliminated.  The special use standards do not 
automatically apply unless the subsection number is referenced following the 
use title (e.g. Shared housing facilitiesAccessory Dwelling Unit, Section 2.403). 
(5/98) 

 
B. Development Requirements.  Unless specifically modified by the provisions of 

this Section, special uses are still subject to the development requirements of the 
underlying zone.  Where the special use standard imposes a standard higher, 
the special use standard shall apply. (5/98 
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2 . 4 03  S H AR E D  H O US I NG FAC I L I T I E S AC C E S S ORY 
D W E L LI N G UNI T  

In zonesWhere permitted as a Special Use,  permitting single family dwellings, an 
Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) may be allowed in conjunction with a single-family dwelling, 
subject to the standards in this section.  An ADU may be a detached building, in a portion of 
a detached accessory building (e.g. part of/above a garage or workshop), or a unit attached 
or interior to the primary dwelling (e.g. an addition or conversion of an existing floor). (1/19) 

2.403.01 Attached Accessory Dwelling Unit (1/19) 

Where permitted as a special use, Aattached 
Accessory Dwelling Units shall meet the 
following use and development standards. (1/19) 
 
A. Orientation and Access.  A structure with 

an attached ADU shall not have more 
than one front entry facing the same 
direction.  Entries on different building 
frontages, or shared entries shall be 
required.  Only one attached garage and 
driveway is allowed for a property containing an attached ADU.  (1/20) 

 
B. Dwelling Units.  The building must contain not more than two dwelling units and 

there must be no more than 1 total ADU per lot, unless the lot is located within 
the River-Cherry Overlay District (RCOD) according to Section 2.130.  ADUs 
are not included in minimum or maximum density calculations. (1/20) 

 
C. Area Requirements. 

  
a. Square footage of the attached ADU is limited to 40% of the total dwelling 

square footage excluding garage or accessory structure. 

b. The attached ADU must contain at least 300 square feet of floor area and 
the primary dwelling must contain at least 600 square feet of floor area. 

C.c. Area requirements do not apply to the conversion of an entire level or 
floor of a primary dwelling. (1/20) 

 
D. Ownership.  An attached ADU under this section shall not be separated in 

ownership under the provision of ORS Chapter 94 or any other law or ordinance 
allowing unit ownership of a portion of a building. (1/19) 

 
E. Design.  The building must be residential in character and the exterior must 

incorporate a minimum of 3be the same or visually match those of the  design 

Accessory Dwelling Unit 
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features primary dwelling for single family dwellings found in Section 2.314.A.  
A separate address shall be required for each residence. (1/20) 

 

2.403.02 Detached Accessory Dwelling Unit (1/19) 

Where permitted as a special use, a dA detached Accessory Dwelling Unit shall meet 
the following use and development standards. (1/19) 
 
A. Location.  Except as allowed below, the a detached ADU shall be located within 

the side or rear yard and physically separated from the primary residence by a 
minimum distance of 5 feet.  A covered walkway, which contains no habitable 
space, may connect the two buildings without violation of the setback 
requirements. (1/19) 

 
B. A detached ADU may be located in the front yard only if approved through an 

alternative design review process as specified in Section 3.101.01.  If located in 
the front yard, including conversion of or adding a second story to an existing 
front yard accessory structure or garage, the applicant must show that the 
design of the ADU will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and 
adjoining properties through architectural features, landscaping and orientation, 
as well as meeting the requirements set forth below.  (1/19) 
 

C. Parking.  No additional off-street parking is required. If provided, the following 
standards apply: (1/20) 
 
1. Additional off-street parking space(s) must be provided within or adjacent 

to an existing driveway.  Modification to any existing driveway approach 
will require public works approval.  The width of the existing driveway 
approach cannot be increased in excess of the public works standard. 
(1/20) 
 

2. No separate driveway is permitted, unless allowed by the Public Works 
Director. (1/19) 

  
2.3. All driveways and parking areas shall have a durable, hard, dust free 

surface built to City of Keizer Public Works standards. 
 

D. Design.  The detached ADU must be residential in character and must 
incorporate a minimum of 3 design features for single- family dwellings found in 
Section 2.314.A unless blocked from the street view by the primary building.  A 
separate address shall be required for each residence. (1/19) 
 

E. Area.  The detached ADU shall be no larger than 750 square feet in total interior 
living space area. (1/19) Non-habitable areas must meet the standards found in 
Section 2.313. 
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F. Setbacks and Height.  The minimum rear yard setback shall be 5 feet for a 1 
story structure and 10 feet for a 2- story structure, unless located on an alley in 
which case the setback shall be 1 foot; the minimum side yard setback shall be 5 
feet.  The maximum height shall beallowed is 25 feet, and in no case may the 
detached ADU be taller than the primary home.  (1/19) 
 

G. Ownership.  A detached ADU under this section shall not be separated in 
ownership under the provision of ORS Chapter 94 or any other law or ordinance 
allowing unit ownership of a portion of a building. (1/19) 
 

H. Dwelling Units.  The lot or property shall contain no more than 2 dwelling units 
and there must be no more than 1 total ADU per lot, unless the lot is located 
within the River-Cherry Overlay District (RCOD) and in accordance with Section 
2.130.  ADUs are not included in minimum or maximum density calculations. (1/20) 
  

H.I. Newly Constructed Detached Garage or Accessory Building.  An ADU is allowed 
to be built as a second story to a detached garage or accessory building.  
Ground floor building footprint is limited to the requirements found in Section 
2.313.01.E. 
 

I.J. Building Conversion.  Conversion of an existing accessory structure to a 
detached ADU shall beis allowed,  subject to the following standards.  (1/19) 
 
1. The area of the detached ADU is limited to a maximum of 750 square feet 

of interior living space regardless of the total area of the existing structure.  
Any additional square footage may not be accessible from the interior of 
the ADU, and may only be used as an accessory structure use for non-
dwelling purposes.   (1/19) 
 
a. For a single-story building: If the existing building is setback less 

than 3 feet from an adjacent property line, a maintenance 
easement agreement must be obtained prior to conversion to allow 
for ongoing access and maintenance of  the structure. 

  
2.b. For a 2-story building: Setbacks and height of the building must 

conform to Section 2.403.02F (1/19) 
 
3.c. Conversion of an existing legal non-conforming accessory 

structure to a detached ADU is allowed, provided the conversion 
does not increase the non-conformity. (1/19) 
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2 . 4 32  C O T TAG E  C L US T E R DE VE L OPM E N T 

2.432.01 Purpose and Design Principles 
This Section establishes standards for cottage cluster developments that are intended 
as an alternative development type that provides usable common open space in low- 
and medium-density residential areas; promotes interaction and safety through design; 
ensures compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods; and provide opportunities for 
creative infill development. Successful cottage cluster development projects can foster 
community and ensure a balance between privacy, security and neighborhood 
interactions through careful consideration of the following design principles: (6/22) 

A. Shared Open Space and Active Commons.  The shared common space binds 
the cottage development together and gives it vitality. Residents surrounding 
this space share in its management, care and oversight, thereby enhancing a 
sense of security and identity. (6/14)  

B. Common Buildings.  An advantage of living in a cottage development is being 
able to have shared buildings  such as a tool shed, outdoor barbeque, or picnic 
shelter or a multipurpose room. (6/14) 

C. Smaller, High-Quality, Well-Designed Dwellings.  Smaller, high-quality houses, 
together with the common open area and cottage development elements, help 
ensure the intensity of development is compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood.(6/14) 

2.432.02 Permitted Building Types Within Cottage Cluster Developments 
A. Cottage cluster development cottages (Section 2.432.04.A). (6/14) 

B. Community Building. Permitted on common area lots in all zones where cottage 
development is permitted.  Not for commercial use (Section 2.432.04.CB). (6/14) 

C. Accessory Structures.  Permitted in all zones where cottage development is 
permitted (section 2.432.04.DC). (6/14) 

D. Shared Accessory Structures.  Permitted in all zones where cottage 
development is permitted.  May include parking and storage buildings.  
However, they shall not be permitted within common area.  (6/14) 

2.432.03 Site Requirements 
A. Ownership options.  Cottage cluster developments may be on a single lot under 

single ownership, or cottage units may be on individual lots that are individually 
owned. Cottage clusters are eligible for middle housing land divisions, which 
would create individual lots for each unit and allow for fee simple ownership of 
the individual cottages and land they sit upon. Common ownership of, or 
easements for the use of common areas or facilities, still would be needed. (6/22)  
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B. Development Standards  

1. Parent parcel.  The parent parcel, which shall encompass the entire 
cottage cluster development, and shall be at least the minimum lot size 
established for cottage clusters in the underlying zone (7,000 square 
feet).  The parent parcel may be divided into individual cottage lots and 
shared common areas consistent with the city’s regulations or with 
middle housing land division standards and requirements. (6/22) 

2. Cottage lots.   There is no minimum lot size for the individual cottage lots. 

3. Density.  Cottage cluster development must meet a minimum density of 4 
units per acre. There is no maximum density for cottage clusters. (6/22) 

4. Average Minimum Lot Width and Depth.  There is no minimum lot width 
or depth for the individual cottage lots. (6/14) 

5. Maximum Lot Coverage.  There is no maximum lot coverage for the 
individual cottage lots or a cottage cluster parent lot. (6/22) 

6. Maximum Height. Twenty-five (25) feet. (6/14) 

7. Minimum Setbacks. See the setback standards for underlying residential 
zone. Interior units on a common lot or separate lots shall be spaced at 
least 10 feet apart.  If individual lots are created, the applicant may create 
a zero lot line configuration between units to maximize usable private 
area and provide privacy.  (6/22) 

8. Minimum Landscape Requirement. The standards from the base zone 
shall apply. (6/14) 

C. Lot/cottage arrangement (6/14) 

1. Cottage cluster developments shall contain a minimum of 3 cottages and 
no more than 8 cottages per common open space. (6/22) 

2. Cottages shall be arranged around a common open space, and at least 
50% of the cottages shall have frontage with a primary entrance on the 
common open space. Cottages that do not have a primary entrance that 
faces the common open space must either must have their primary 
entrance face the street, or a sidewalk or pedestrian path that is directly 
connected to the common open space.  (6/22) 

3. A community building may be provided adjacent to or at the edge of the 
central common area as part of the cottage development, or elsewhere 
on the development site. (6/22) 
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4. Cottage cluster developments shall be limited to one cluster with one 
common space. (6/22) 

D. Common space. (6/22) 

1. Common space is a defining characteristic of a cottage housing 
development. A minimum of 150 square feet of common open space per 
unit shall be provided. (6/22) 

2. The common space shall include a sidewalk or walk connecting to each 
cottage front entrance facing the common area. (6/14) 

3. The common space must be a minimum of 15 feet wide at its narrowest 
dimension. (6/22) 

E. Frontage, access, parking, and vehicular circulation. (6/14)  

1. Frontage.  The parent parcel shall have frontage on a public street.  (6/14) 

2. If individual lots are created within the development, at least two sides of 
the common area shall be abutted by cottage child lots. (6/22) 

3. Access.  Access to individual dwelling units will be provided meeting city 
and fire district standards.  (6/14) 

4. Parking.  A minimum of one off street parking spaces per unit shall be 
provided. (6/22) 

5. Parking and/or garage structures shall not be located: (6/22) 

a. Within 20 feet from any street property line, except alley property 
lines. (6/22)  

b. Between a street property line and the front façade of cottages 
located closest to the street property line. This standard does not 
apply to alleys. (6/22)  

6. Shared parking structures and shared parking lots shall be screened from 
public streets by landscaping or architectural screening that is at least 
three feet tall. (6/22) 

7. If the property has frontage on a public alley, access and parking may be 
provided from the alley.  (6/14) 

8. If individual lots are created, and shared parking is provided, parking and 
access shall be provided in a common area with access easement.  (6/22) 

9. Individual off-street parking spaces may be allowed for each cottage. (6/22)  
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F. Screening and Landscaping. To ensure that cottage developments do not create 
adverse visual impacts for residents of both the cottage development and 
adjacent properties the following requirements shall be adhered to: (6/14) 

1. Cottage developments shall retain existing significant trees (at least 
twelve inches in diameter) that do not pose a safety hazard, as 
determined by a certified arborist. Significant trees that are removed must 
be replaced elsewhere on the site, per Section 2.309. (6/22) 

2. Common open spaces shall include pathways for pedestrian circulation 
and access to each cottage and the community building if one is 
provided. Landscaping in common open spaces must be located and 
maintained to not block pedestrian pathways. (6/22) 

G. Fences.  No fence taller than 3 feet in height shall be located between the front 
wall of a cottage or community building and the common open space. (6/14)   

H.  Addressing.  All units within the cottage cluster development shall be 
addressed consistent with city standards.  (6/14) 

2.432.04 Building Requirements 
A. Cottages and Cottage Cluster Design.  (6/22) 

1. Building footprint.  Cottages shall have a maximum building footprint of 
900 square feet. Up to 200 feet of an attached garage may be excluded 
from this maximum.  (6/22) 

2. Cottage Cluster Development Design. Cottage cluster developments are 
subject to the design requirements established in Section 2.314. (6/22) 

3. Height.  Cottages shall comply with the height limitation of 25 feet or two 
stories, whichever is greater. (6/22) 

B. Community Buildings. (6/14) 

1. Community buildings are intended as an amenity for the use of the 
cottage development residents and to help promote the sense of 
community. (6/14) 

2. A community building shall be subject to the same design and height 
standards as the cottages. (6/22) 

3. Commercial uses are prohibited in the community building. (6/14) 

C. Accessory Structures. (6/14) 
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1. Accessory structures such as garages, carports, storage or tool sheds 
shall not exceed 300 square feet per unit, or 600 square feet per 
accessory structure that is shared by two or more dwelling units. (6/14) 

2. The design of accessory structures must use at least two of the same 
design elements that are used for cottages in the development. (6/22) 

D.  Existing Dwellings on the Site. Existing dwellings may be incorporated into the 
development as a residence or community building, and may be nonconforming 
to standards. Noncompliance may not be increased. (6/14) 

E.  Renovation and Expansion. Renovations shall follow the same size and design 
standards that are required of the new development. (6/22) 

F. Existing Structures.  On a lot or parcel to be used for a cottage cluster project, 
an existing detached single family dwelling or detached accessory dwelling unit 
on the same lot at the time of proposed development of the cottage cluster may 
remain within the cottage cluster project area under the following conditions: 
(6/22) 

1. The existing dwelling or detached accessory dwelling unit may be 
nonconforming with respect to the requirement of this code. (6/22) 

2. The existing dwelling or detached accessory dwelling unit may be 
expanded up to the maximum height allowed for cottage clusters (25 
feet) or the maximum building footprint allowed for cottage clusters (900 
square feet) only if all other provisions including setback requirements 
are met. (6/22) 

3. The existing dwelling or detached accessory dwelling unit shall be 
excluded from the calculation ofis not required to orient orientation toward 
the common area. (6/22) 
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3 . 1 05  VAR I AN C E S  -  M I NO R AN D  M AJ O R  

3.105.01 Purpose   
The development standards in this Development Code protect the public health, safety 
and welfare by establishing standard setbacks, maximum building heights and other 
development standards that apply to various uses.  For lands or uses with unique 
characteristics the intent and purpose of the development standards may be maintained 
while allowing for a variance to quantifiable requirements only. (2/01) 
 
A minor variance may be approved for those requests resulting in no more than a 20% 
change in a quantifiable standard.  Otherwise, any change to a quantifiable standard 
greater than 20% will require a major variance. (2/01) 

3.105.02 Application and Fee 
An application for a variance shall be filed with the City and accompanied by the 
appropriate fee.  It shall be the applicant's responsibility to submit a complete 
application that addresses the review criteria of this Section. (5/98) 

3.105.03 Applicability  
Under the following provisions, a property owner or his designate may propose a 
modification or variance from a standard or requirement of this Ordinance, except when 
one or more of the following apply: (5/98) 

A. The proposed variance would allow a use that is not permitted in the district; (5/98) 

B. Another procedure and/or criteria is specified in the Ordinance for modifying or 
waiving the particular requirement or standard; (5/98) 

C. Modification of the requirement or standard is prohibited within the district; or 

D. An exception from the requirement or standard is not allowed in the district. (5/98) 

3.105.04 Criteria - Minor Variance 
Staff may grant a minor variance from a requirement or standard of this Ordinance in 
accordance with the Type I-B review procedures provided that the applicant provides 
evidence that the following circumstances substantially exist: (5/98) 

A. 1. The intent and purpose behind the specific provision sought to be varied 
is either clearly inapplicable under the circumstances of the particularly 
proposed development; or, (7/03) 

 2. The variance requested is consistent with the intent and purpose of the 
provision being varied; or (7/03) 
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 3. The applicant in good faith is unable to comply with the standard without 
undue burden which is grossly disproportionate to the burden born by 
others affected by the specific provisions of the code sought to be varied; 
(7/03) 

B. The impact of the development due specifically to the varied standards will not 
unreasonably impact adjacent existing or planned uses and development; and 
(7/03) 

C. The minor variance does not expand or reduce a quantifiable standard by more 
than 20 percent and is the minimum necessary to achieve the purpose of the 
minor variance; and (5/98) 

D. There has not been a previous land use action approved on the basis that a 
minor variance would not be allowed. (5/98)  

3.105.05 Criteria - Major Variance 
Staff may grant a major variance from a requirement or standard of this Ordinance in 
accordance with the Type I-D review procedures provided that the applicant provides 
evidence that the following circumstances substantially exist: (7/03) 

A. The degree of variance from the standard is the minimum necessary to permit 
development of the property for uses allowed in the applicable zone; and (5/98) 

B. The applicant in good faith is unable to comply with the standard without undue 
burden.  The applicant must demonstrate that the burden is substantially greater 
than the potential adverse impacts caused by the proposed variance; and (7/03) 

C. The variance will not be unreasonably detrimental to property or improvements 
in the neighborhood of the subject property; and (5/98) 

D. There has not been a previous land use action approved on the basis that 
variances would not be allowed; and (5/98) 

E. The variance will not significantly affect the health or safety of persons working 
or residing in the vicinity; and (7/03) 

F. The variance will be consistent with the intent and purpose of the provision being 
varied. (7/03) 

3.105.06 Variance Conditions 
Upon review of those criteria the findings may be considered to impose specific 
conditions of approval.  The effective date or duration of a variance may be limited. (2/01) 
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3.105.07 Transfer of a Variance 
Unless otherwise provided in the final decision granting this variance, any variance 
granted pursuant to this chapter shall run with the land, and shall automatically transfer 
to any new owner or occupant subject to all conditions of approval. (5/98) 

3.105.08 Other Variance Actions 
A. Sign.  Pursuant to Section 2.308.10 modification of the sign standards requires a 

variance.  The sign variance contains specific decision criteria which is found in 
Section 2.308.10.  A Variance request for signs is subject to a Type I-B review 
process with appeals to the Hearings Officer. (2/01) 

B. Floodplain.  Pursuant to Section 2.122.03.D modification to the floodplain 
standards requires a variance.  The floodplain variance contains specific 
decision criteria which is found in Section 2.122.1003.D.1.  A Variance request is 
subject to a Type I-B review process with appeals to the Hearings Officer. (2/01) 

192



City Council 
May 15, 2023 
 

3.202 General Procedures – Types I, II, and III Actions  1      

3 . 2 02  G E NE R AL P R O C E D U RE S – TY PE S I ,  I I ,  AN D  I I I  
AC T I O N S 

3.202.01 Procedure for Type I-A Review 

(Type 1-A: Temporary Use Permit, Signs excluding variances or conditional uses) 
(3/10) 

Applications subject to a Type I-A administrative review shall be reviewed and decided 
by the Zoning Administrator. (5/98) 

A. Initial Review.  Upon receipt of an application for a Type I-A land use action, the 
City staff shall review the application for completeness. (5/98) 

1. Incomplete applications shall not be reviewed until the applicant has 
submitted all required information. (5/98) 

2. If incomplete, the applicant shall be notified and provided additional time 
of up to 30 days to submit supplemental information as necessary. (5/98) 

B. Complete Application.  The application shall be deemed complete for the 
purposes of processing the application and all related timing provisions either: 
(5/98) 

1. Upon receipt of the additional information; or, if the applicant refuses to 
submit the information; (5/98) 

2. On the 31st day after the original submittal the application shall be 
deemed complete for review purposes. (5/98) 

C. Staff Review.  Within thirty (30) days of receipt of a complete application or such 
longer period mutually agreed to by both staff and the applicant, staff shall 
review the application and shall make a decision based on an evaluation of the 
proposal and on applicable criteria as set forth in this Ordinance; (5/98) 

D. Conditions.  Approvals of a Type I-A action may be granted subject to conditions. 
The following limitations shall be applicable to conditional approvals: (2/01) 

1. Conditions shall be designed to protect public health, safety and general 
welfare from potential adverse impacts caused by a proposed land use 
described in an application.  Conditions shall be related to the following: 
(2/01) 

a. Ensure that the standards of the development code are met; or, 
(2/01) 

b. Fulfillment of the need for public service demands created by the 
proposed use. (2/01) 
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2. Changes of alterations of conditions shall be processed as a new 
administrative action. (2/01) 

E. Notice.  Notice shall be provided to the applicant consistent with Section 
3.204.01. (5/98) 

F. Appeals.  A Type I-A land use decision may be appealed by the applicant to the 
Hearings Officer, except that Site plan reviews shall be appealed to the Planning 
Commission.  The appeal shall be filed within 10 days from the date of mailing of 
the decision, pursuant to the provisions of Section 3.205. (10/18 

G. Final Decision.  The final land use decision, including all appeals, shall be 
completed within 120 days as per the requirements in Section 3.202.05 (2/01) 

3.202.02 Procedure for Type I-B and I-D Review 

(Type I-B: Minor Variance, Property Line Adjustment, Conditional Use, Partition, 
Greenway Development Permit, Floodplain Development Permit, including Floodplain 
Development Permit Variances) (Type I-D Major Variance) (6/16) 

Applications subject to administrative review shall be reviewed and decided by the 
Zoning Administrator. (5/98) 

A. Initial Review.  Upon receipt of an application for a Type I-B or I-D land use 
action, the City staff shall review the application for completeness. (7/03) 

a. Incomplete applications shall not be reviewed until the applicant has 
submitted all required information. (5/98) 

b. If incomplete, the applicant shall be notified and provided additional time 
of up to 30 days to submit supplemental information as necessary. (5/98) 

B. Complete Application.  The application shall be deemed complete for the 
purposes of scheduling the hearing and all related timing provisions either: (5/98) 

a. Upon receipt of the additional information; or, if the applicant refuses to 
submit the information; (5/98) 

b. On the 31st day after the original submittal the application shall be 
deemed complete for review purposes. (5/98) 

C. Agency Referrals.  Referrals may be sent to interested agencies such as City 
departments, police and fire departments, school district, utility companies, 
regional and local transit service providers and applicable city, county, and state 
agencies at the Director's option.  Notice of projects affecting state transportation 
facilities will be sent to ODOT.  Referrals will be sent to affected neighborhood 
associations. (6/14) 
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D. Staff Review.  Within thirty (30) days of receipt of a complete application or such 
longer period mutually agreed to by both staff and the applicant, staff shall 
review the application and shall make a decision based on an evaluation of the 
proposal and on applicable criteria as set forth in this Ordinance; The 
Administrator shall have the option of referring a type I-B application to the 
Hearings Officer or City Council for the initial decision.  The Administrator shall 
have the option of referring a type I-D application to the Planning Commission or 
City Council for the initial decision. (7/03) 

E. Notice of Application. Notice of Partition application shall be mailed to owners 
of property within 250 feet of the site and will invite the submittal of written 
comments on the proposal to the City within 10 days. 

E.F. Conditions.  Approvals of a Type I-B and I-D action may be granted 
subject to conditions. The following limitations shall be applicable to conditional 
approvals: (7/03) 

F.G. Conditions shall be designed to protect public health, safety and 
general welfare from potential adverse impacts caused by a proposed land use 
described in an application.  Conditions shall be related to the following: (2/01) 

G.H. Ensure that the standards of the development code are met; or, (2/01) 

H.I. Fulfillment of the need for public service demands created by the 
proposed use. (5/98) 

I.J. Changes of alterations of conditions shall be processed as a new administrative 
action. (5/98) 

J.K. Performance bonding to comply with applicable conditions of approval 
shall comply with the provisions in Section 3.202.05B. (2/01) 

K.L. Notice.  Notice of the decision shall comply with the provisions in Section 
3.204.01. (5/98)  

L.M. Appeals.  A Type I-B land use decision may be appealed to the Hearings 
Officer, by either the applicant or persons receiving notice of the decision.  A 
Type I-D land use decision may be appealed to the Planning Commission, by 
either the applicant or persons receiving notice of the decision.  (7/03) 

a. The appeal shall be filed within 10 days from the date of the mailing of the 
decision, pursuant to the provisions of Section 3.205. (5/98) 

M.N. Time Limit.  The final land use decision, including all appeals, shall be 
completed within 120 days as per the requirements in Section 3.202.05. (5/98) 

195



City Council 
May 15, 2023 
 

3.202 General Procedures – Types I, II, and III Actions  4      

3.202.03 Procedure for Type I-C Review 

A. Initial Review.  Upon receipt of an application for a Type I-C land use action, the 
City staff shall review the application for completeness. (2/01) 

1. Incomplete applications shall not be scheduled for Type I-C review until 
all required information has been submitted by the applicant. (2/01) 

2. If incomplete, the applicant shall be notified and provided additional time 
of up to 30 days to submit supplemental information as necessary. (2/01) 

B. Complete Application.  The application shall be deemed complete for the 
purposes of scheduling the hearing and all related timing provisions either: 
processing the application and all related timing provisions either: (2/01) 

1. Upon receipt of the additional information; or, if the applicant refuses to 
submit the information; (2/01) 

2. On the 31st day after the original submittal the application shall be 
deemed complete for review purposes. (2/01) 

C. Staff Review.  Within thirty (30) days of receipt of a complete application or such 
longer period mutually agreed to by both staff and the applicant, staff shall 
review the application and shall make a decision based on an evaluation of the 
proposal and on applicable criteria as set forth in this Ordinance; (2/01) 

D. Conditions.  Approvals of a Type I-C action may be granted subject to 
conditions. The following limitations shall be applicable to conditional approvals: 
(2/01) 

1. Conditions shall be designed to protect public health, safety and general 
welfare from potential adverse impacts caused by a proposed land use 
described in an application.  Conditions shall be related to the following: 
(2/01) 

a. Ensure that the standards of the development code are met; or, 
(2/01) 

b. Fulfillment of the need for public service demands created by the 
proposed use. (2/01) 

2. Changes of alterations of conditions shall be processed as a new 
administrative action. (2/01) 

E. Notice.  Notice shall be provided to the applicant consistent with Section 
3.204.01. (2/01) 
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F. Appeals.  A Type I-C land use decision may be appealed by the applicant to the 
Planning Commission.  The appeal shall be filed within 10 days from the date of 
mailing of the decision, pursuant to the provisions of Section 3.205. (2/01) 

G. Final Decision.  The final land use decision, including all appeals, shall be 
completed within 120 days as per the requirements in Section 3.202.05 (2/01) 

3.202.04 Procedures for Type II and Type III Actions (6/22) 
(Type II Subdivision, Planned Unit Development and Manufactured Home Parks)(4/10) 
(Type II-B Transit Station – City Council decision) (6/11) 

(Type II-B Designation or Removal of a Historic Resource – City Council Decision) (9/18) 
(Type II-B Development Standards Alternative – Planning Commission decision) (12/18) 

(Type II-B Development Standards Alternative within Keizer Station – City Council 
Decision) (12/18) 

(Type II-C Conditional Use for Nursing and Residential Care Facilities - Planning 
Commission decision) (9/18) 
 (Type II-C Permit for demolition, modification, or moving of a Historic Resource – 
Planning Commission Decision) (9/18) 
(Type III Annexation, Zone Changes involving 5 or fewer adjacent land ownership 
and Comprehensive plan Map Amendments involving 5 or fewer adjacent land 
ownerships, Keizer Station Master Plan which may include Subdivision and 
Partitioning, Keizer Station Master Plan Amendments, and Lockhaven Center Master 
Plan) (12/19) 

A. Initial Review.  Upon receipt of an application for Type II or Type III land use 
action, the City staff shall review the application for completeness. (5/98) 

1. Incomplete applications shall not be scheduled for Type II or Type III 
review until all required information has been submitted by the applicant. 
(5/98) 

2. If incomplete, the applicant shall be notified and provided additional time 
of up to 30 days to submit supplemental information as necessary. (5/98) 

B. Complete Application.  The application shall be deemed complete for the 
purposes of scheduling the hearing and all related timing provisions either: (5/98) 

1. Upon receipt of the additional information; or, if the applicant refuses to 
submit the information; 

2. On the 31st day after the original submittal the application shall be 
deemed complete for scheduling purposes only. (5/98) 

C. Agency Referrals.  Referrals will be sent to interested agencies such as City 
departments, police and fire districts, school district, utility companies, regional 
and local transit service providers and applicable city, county, and state 
agencies.  Affected jurisdictions and agencies could include the Department of 
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Environmental Quality, The Oregon Department of Transportation, Salem-Keizer 
Transit District, and the City of Salem. Notice of projects affecting state 
transportation facilities will be sent to ODOT.  Referrals will be sent to affected 
neighborhood associations. (6/14) 

D. Public Hearing.  The Public Hearing shall be scheduled and notice shall be 
mailed to the applicant and adjacent property owners.  Notice requirements shall 
comply with Section 3.204.02. (5/98) 

E. Staff Review. Staff shall prepare and have available within 7 days of the 
scheduled hearing a written recommendation concerning the proposed action.  
This report shall be mailed to the applicant and available at City Hall for all 
interested parties.  The Zoning Administrator may refer the initial decision to the 
City Council. (5/98) 

F. Notice of Application. Notice of a subdivisionthe application shall be mailed to 
owners of property within 250 feet of the site and neighborhood association 
representatives.  The notice to owners and neighborhood association 
members will invite the submittal of written comments on the proposal to the 
City within 10 days. (1/02) 

G. Hearings Procedures.  The public hearing shall comply with the provisions in 
Section 3.205 or Section 3.206. (6/11) 

H. Conditions.  Approvals of any Type II or Type III action may be granted subject 
to conditions.  The following limitations shall be applicable to conditional 
approvals: (5/98) 

1. Conditions shall be designed to protect public health, safety and general 
welfare from potential adverse impacts caused by a proposed land use 
described in an application.  Conditions shall be related to the following: 
(5/98) 

a. Protection of the public from the potentially deleterious effects of 
the proposed use; or, (5/98) 

b. Fulfillment of the need for public service demands created by the 
proposed use. (5/98) 

2. Changes of alterations of conditions shall be processed as a new 
administrative action. (5/98) 

3. Performance bonding for applicable conditions shall comply with the 
provisions in Section 3.202.05B. (2/01) 

I. Notice.  The applicant shall be notified, in writing, of the decision or 
recommendation.  In addition, notice of the decision shall be mailed to 
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individuals who request such notice at the public hearing, or, by those individuals 
who submitted a written request for notice prior to the public hearing. (6/11) 

J. Appeals.  With the exception of a Transit Station, Designation or Removal of a 
Historic Resource, and Keizer Station Development Alternative, which are final 
decisions by the City Council, a Type II land use decision may be appealed to 
the City Council by either the applicant, persons receiving notice of the decision 
or the Administrator. The appeal shall be filed within 10 days from the date of the 
mailing of the decision, pursuant to the provisions of Section 3.205.  Type III land 
use applications are automatically reviewed by the City Council. (12/18) 

K. Time Limit.  The final land use decision, including all appeals, shall be completed 
within 120 days as per the requirements in Section 3.202.05. (2/01) 

3.202.05 Special Procedural Requirements 

A.  Statutory Time Limits (6/22) 

If for any reason it appears that final action may not be completed within the 
time limit required by state statute, unless the applicant voluntarily extends the 
time period, the following procedures shall be followed regardless of other 
processes set forth elsewhere in this Ordinance. (6/22) 

1. The City staff shall notify the City Council of the timing conflict.  The City 
Council shall, in accordance with its own procedures, set a time for an 
emergency meeting within the time limit required by state statute. (6/22) 

2. Public notice shall be mailed to affected parties as specified in Section 
3.204.02. (5/98) 

3. The City Council shall hold in a public hearing on the specified date and 
render a decision approving or denying the request within the time limit 
required by state statute.  Such action shall be the final action by the City 
on the application. (6/22) 

B. Performance and Maintenance Bonding (2/01) 

Conditions of approval required by the City shall be completed prior to the 
issuance of any building permit within a residential subdivision or partitioning, or 
an occupancy permit for any other use.  When an applicant provides information, 
which demonstrates that it is not practical to fulfill all conditions prior to issuance 
of such permit, the City may require a performance bond or other guarantee to 
ensure compliance with zoning regulations or fulfillment of required conditions. 
(2/01) 

1. Types of Guarantees - Performance guarantees may be in the form of 
performance bond payable to the City of Keizer, cash, certified check, 
time certificate of deposit, or other form acceptable to the City.  The City 

199



City Council 
May 15, 2023 
 

3.202 General Procedures – Types I, II, and III Actions  8      

Attorney must approve the form and appropriate documents filed with the 
City Recorder.  Agreements may be recorded to restrict building permits. 
(2/01) 

2. Amount of Guarantee - The amount of the guarantee must be equal to at 
least one-hundred-ten percent (110%) of the estimated cost of the 
performance.  The applicant must provide a written estimate acceptable 
to the City, which must include an itemized estimate of all materials, labor, 
equipment and other costs of the required performance. (5/98) 

3. Completion of Performance - All improvements shall be completed within 
one year of filing the performance guarantee.  The Administrator may 
extend this time limit for up to one additional year. (2/01) 

4. Maintenance Bonds for public improvements of 40% of the total cost of 
improvements is required for one-year warranty. (2/01) 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: MAY 15, 2023 

             
 
 

TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Tracy L. Davis, City Recorder 
 
SUBJECT: GREATER GUBSER NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION ANNUAL REPORT  
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move the City Council accept the report of the Greater Gubser Neighborhood Association and 
extend recognition to the Greater Gubser Neighborhood Association for an additional year.   
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 
As outlined in City of Keizer Ordinance 93-257, Neighborhood Associations shall make an annual 
report to the City Council near the anniversary date of their recognition.  The report may be made 
in writing or presented orally.  The report shall contain a record of all meetings, summary of all issues 
dealt with during the year, summary of special activities outside of the meetings, and a report of all 
efforts to solicit the participation and input from the members of the Associations.  If the Council 
finds the Association has continued to meet the expectations and responsibilities of a neighborhood 
association, the Council by motion shall extend recognition for an additional year.   
 
The Greater Gubser Neighborhood Association was first recognized in May 1994.  The Association 
has maintained recognition since this date.  Patti Tischer, President of the Greater Gubser 
Neighborhood Association will present the report to the City Council.  The report is attached to this 
staff report.   
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. The Greater Gubser Neighborhood Association was first recognized in May 1994.   
 
B. The Greater Gubser Neighborhood Association has continuously submitted their 

annual reports and maintained recognition.   
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III. CURRENT SITUATION:  
 
A. The Greater Gubser Neighborhood Association annual report will be presented to 

the City Council by President Patti Tischer. 

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – Neighborhood Associations are an important part of the 
involvement of the citizens in Keizer City government.    

B. Financial – The Greater Gubser Neighborhood Association is provided funding 
through the City budget process.     

C. Timing – Extending recognition for an additional year will allow Greater Gubser 
Neighborhood Association to continue their mission.   

D. Policy/legal – The presenting of this report confirms the Greater Gubser 
Neighborhood Association is meeting the guidelines set forth in the Ordinance.   

ALTERNATIVES: 

A. The Council may accept the report and extend recognition to the Greater Gubser 
Neighborhood Association for an additional year.   

B. The Council may choose to not accept the report or extend recognition to the Greater 
Gubser Neighborhood Association for an additional year.   

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends the City Council accept the report and extend recognition to the Greater 
Gubser Neighborhood Association for an additional year.   
 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Greater Gubser Neighborhood Association Annual Report 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: MAY 15, 2023 

             
 
 

TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Tracy L. Davis, City Recorder 
 
SUBJECT: GREATER NORTH EAST KEIZER NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 

ANNUAL REPORT  
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move the City Council accept the report of the Greater North East Keizer Neighborhood 
Association and extend recognition to the Greater North East Keizer Neighborhood Association 
for an additional year.   
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 
As outlined in City of Keizer Ordinance 93-257, Neighborhood Associations shall make an annual 
report to the City Council near the anniversary date of their recognition.  The report may be made 
in writing or presented orally.  The report shall contain a record of all meetings, summary of all issues 
dealt with during the year, summary of special activities outside of the meetings, and a report of all 
efforts to solicit the participation and input from the members of the Associations.  If the Council 
finds the Association has continued to meet the expectations and responsibilities of a neighborhood 
association, the Council by motion shall extend recognition for an additional year.   
 
The Greater North East Keizer Neighborhood Association was first recognized in May 2022.  Tammy 
Kunz, President of the Greater North East Keizer Neighborhood Association will present her report 
to the City Council.   
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. The Greater North East Keizer Neighborhood Association was first recognized in 
May 2022.   

 
B. This is the first time Greater North East Keizer has submitted an annual report.   
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III. CURRENT SITUATION:  
 
A. The Greater North East Keizer Neighborhood Association annual report will be 

presented to the City Council by President Tammy Kunz. 

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – Neighborhood Associations are an important part of the 
involvement of the citizens in Keizer City government.    

B. Financial – The Greater North East Keizer Neighborhood Association is provided 
funding through the City budget process.     

C. Timing – Extending recognition for an additional year will allow Greater North East 
Keizer Neighborhood Association to continue their mission.   

D. Policy/legal – The presenting of this report confirms the Greater North East Keizer 
Neighborhood Association is meeting the guidelines set forth in the Ordinance.   

ALTERNATIVES: 

A. The Council may accept the report and extend recognition to the Greater North East 
Keizer Neighborhood Association for an additional year.   

B. The Council may choose to not accept the report or extend recognition to the Greater 
North East Keizer Neighborhood Association for an additional year.   

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends the City Council accept the report and extend recognition to the Greater North 
East Keizer Neighborhood Association for an additional year.   
 

ATTACHMENTS:  
 
None 
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TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
Thru:   E. Shannon Johnson, City Attorney 
 
FROM:  Shane Witham, Planning Director  
 
SUBJECT: KEIZER STATION AREA D MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT ORDER 
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
“I move to adopt the Order in the matter of the application of Chemawa Station LLC, for approval 
of the Keizer Station Master Plan Amendment (Area D – Keizer Station); Amendment of Order in 
in the application of Chemawa Station LLC Adopted September 8, 2008 and Order in the 
application of Chick-Fil-A adopted February 16, 2021.” 
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 
This matter came before City Council for public hearing on April 17, 2023 to consider an 
amendment to the Area D Master Plan. The Council directed staff to prepare an Order approving 
the Keizer Station Area D Master Plan Amendment application. The Order is attached for your 
review.  
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. The property in question is Keizer Station Area D (Commerce Center) and is located at the 
Chemawa/Interstate 5 interchange. This amendment will modify the previously approved 
plan by changing the location and number of buildings and uses, overall parking lot layout, 
and landscaping features in the area south of Ulali Drive. The original approval provided for 
a total of eight buildings with a gross leasable area of 87,975 square feet to be developed 
with a mix of retail, office, and flex-industrial uses. The proposed amendment will reduce 
the gross leasable area to 72,535 square feet and will include six buildings and a drive 
through coffee kiosk. Most of the proposed uses will involve eating and drinking uses, along 
with some retail, a car wash, tire sales, and hotel tenant. No changes are proposed to the 
northern side of Ulali Drive. 
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B. The particulars of this request are found in the Keizer Planning Department’s Master Plan 
Amendment Case 2023-02 
 

C. A public hearing was held before Council on April 17, 2023 to consider the applicant’s 
proposal. Staff gave a brief staff report on the matter and representatives of the applicant 
provided testimony to support their proposal. No other testimony was received at the 
public hearing and the public hearing was closed. Council deliberated and passed a 
motion directing staff to prepare an Order of adoption of the proposed amendment.  

 
III. CURRENT SITUATION:  

 
A. The Order is attached for Council’s review and approval.  

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – No strategic impact 

B. Financial – There are no direct financial impacts to the City. Development of the 
property will result in additional tax revenue and the creation of employment 
opportunities.   

C. Timing – The public hearing was held on April 17, 2023. Council directed staff to 
prepare on Order for adoption of the Amendment.  

D. Policy/legal – Adoption of a Master Plan Amendment be accomplished by City 
Council order. 

V. ALTERNATIVES: 

A. Approve the attached Order.  

B. Direct Staff to make modifications to the Order.   

VI. RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the attached Order approving the Area D Master 
Plan Amendment Approval.  
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

• Order in the Matter of the Application of Chemawa Station LLC, for Approval of the Keizer 
Station Master Plan Amendment (Area D – Keizer Station); Amendment of Order in in the 
Application of Chemawa Station LLC Adopted September 8, 2008 and Order in the 
Application of Chick-Fil-A Adopted February 16, 2021 
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             Keizer City Attorney 
                930 Chemawa Road NE 
                         PO Box 21000 
                    Keizer, Oregon 97307 
           503-856-3433 

 CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON 1 
 2 
 ORDER 3 
 4 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF CHEMAWA 5 
STATION, LLC FOR APPROVAL OF THE KEIZER 6 
STATION MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT (AREA D – 7 
KEIZER STATION); AMENDMENT OF ORDER IN THE 8 
APPLICATION OF CHEMAWA STATION LLC ADOPTED 9 
SEPTEMBER 8, 2020 AND ORDER IN THE APPLICATION 10 
OF CHICK-FIL-A ADOPTED FEBRUARY 16, 2021 11 

 12 
The City of Keizer orders as follows: 13 

Section 1. THE APPLICATION.  This matter comes before the Keizer City 14 

Council on the application of Chemawa Station, LLC for a master plan amendment for 15 

the Keizer Station Plan – Area D.   16 

Section 2.  JURISDICTION. The land in question in this Order is within the city 17 

limits of the City of Keizer.  The City Council is the governing body for the City of 18 

Keizer.   As the governing body, the City Council has the authority to make final land 19 

use decisions concerning land within the city limits of the City of Keizer. 20 

Section 3.  PUBLIC HEARING.  A public hearing was held on this matter before 21 

the Keizer City Council on April 17, 2023.  The following persons either appeared at the 22 

City Council hearing or provided written testimony on the application before the 23 

Council: 24 

1. Shane Witham, Planning Director 25 
2. Chris Lundberg, Applicant’s Attorney 26 
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             Keizer City Attorney 
                930 Chemawa Road NE 
                         PO Box 21000 
                    Keizer, Oregon 97307 
           503-856-3433 

3. Delores Pigsley, Chair of the Siletz Tribe 1 
4. Mark Langley, Confederated Tribe of the Grand Ronde 2 
5. Alan Roodhouse, Applicant’s Representative 3 

 4 
 Section 4.  EVIDENCE.  Evidence before the City Council in this matter is 5 

summarized in Exhibit "A" attached. 6 

Section 5.  OBJECTIONS.  No formal objections have been raised as to notice, 7 

jurisdiction, alleged conflicts of interest, evidence presented or testimony taken at the 8 

hearing.   9 

Section 6.  CRITERIA AND STANDARDS.  The criteria and standards relevant 10 

to the decision in this matter are set forth in Exhibit "B" attached. 11 

Section 7.  FACTS.  The facts before the City Council in this matter are set forth 12 

in Exhibit "C" attached. 13 

Section 8.  JUSTIFICATION.  Justification for the City Council's decision in this 14 

matter is explained in Exhibit "D" attached. 15 

Section 9.  ACTION.  The decision of the City Council is set forth in Exhibit "E" 16 

attached.   17 

Section 10.  FINAL DETERMINATION.  This Order is the final determination in 18 

this matter. 19 

Section 11.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This Order shall take effect immediately upon 20 

its passage. 21 
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             Keizer City Attorney 
                930 Chemawa Road NE 
                         PO Box 21000 
                    Keizer, Oregon 97307 
           503-856-3433 

Section 12.  AMENDMENT OF MASTER PLAN ADOPTED SEPTEMBER 8, 1 

2020 FOR KEIZER STATION AREA D.  The intent of the City Council is that this 2 

Order, when fully effective and final, amends the previous Keizer Station Plan – Area D 3 

Master Plan Order adopted on September 8, 2020.   4 

Section 13.  AMENDMENT OF MASTER PLAN ADOPTED FEBRUARY 16, 5 

2021 FOR KEIZER STATION AREA D.  The intent of the City Council is that this 6 

Order, when fully effective and final, amends the previous Keizer Station Plan – Area D 7 

Master Plan Order adopted on February 16, 2021.   8 

Section 14.  APPEAL.  A party aggrieved by the final determination in a 9 

proceeding for a discretionary permit or a zone change may have it reviewed under ORS 10 

197.830 to ORS 197.834. 11 

PASSED this                 day of                                     , 2023. 12 
 13 
SIGNED this                 day of                                     , 2023. 14 

 15 
 16 

_________________________________ 17 
Mayor 18 
 19 
_________________________________ 20 
City Recorder 21 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
 

Evidence 
 

 Official notice has been taken of the reports and record in this matter, 
including the application and exhibits contained therein. 
 

City Attorney Johnson read the statutory warning regarding quasi-judicial 
hearings. There was no objection to waiving the reading of the criteria and the 
Council declared no ex parte contacts, bias, or conflict of interest.  

 
Planning Director Shane Witham summarized his staff report and explained 

that the maps show footprints and general layout and that Council does not approve 
the tenants. He reviewed the criteria for the master plan and then fielded questions 
regarding sidewalks, bike paths, storm water mitigation and the traffic study. 

 
Chris Lundberg, attorney for the Siletz Tribe, provided a brief background on 

the project and explained that he had no objections to the conditions added by the 
City. 

 
Delores Pigsley, Chair of the Siletz Tribe, urged Council approval of the 

application noting that the project would benefit the community and provide jobs for 
people in the area. 

 
Mark Langley, representing the confederated tribe of Grand Ronde, voiced 

support for this economic development project noting that it would create jobs for the 
tribes and the community. 

 
Alan Roodhouse, voiced support for this project, shared information about the 

anticipated timeline and tenants noting that the traffic generated by the anticipated 
tenants will be less than originally planned and with therefore level out the impact of 
Chick Fil-A and In-and-Out.  

 
Discussion then took place regarding how to get bike/ped traffic from this 

development to the Keizer Little League fields, extending the MLK walkway path. 
Councilor Starr indicated that she supported the development but was skeptical of the 
traffic engineer study. Councilor Kohler noted that Council needed to talk to the 
railroad. Councilor Husseman added that conversations should take place with the 
railroad, Oregon Department of Transportation and anyone else who deals with 
traffic issues.  
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 With no further testimony Mayor Clark closed the Public Hearing and the 
record. 
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EXHIBIT "B" 
 

Criteria and Standards 
 
 

 The criteria and standards reviewed in this case are found in the Keizer 
Development Code (KDC) and the Keizer Station Plan.  The specific criteria are set 
forth below: 
 
1. KDC 3.113 (KSP Master Plan Review). 
 
2. Keizer Station Master Plan. 

 
No other specific criteria and standards were identified at the hearing. 
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EXHIBIT “C” 
 

Facts 
 

FINDINGS:  GENERAL 
 

1. The applicant is Chemawa Station, LLC. The applicant’s representative is Christopher 
Lundberg. The subject property is owned by the Confederated Tribes of the Siletz Indians and 
the Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde. 
 
2. The subject property is Area D (Commerce Center) of the Keizer Station Plan which is 
located at the Chemawa/Interstate 5 interchange. The subject property is identified on Marion 
County Tax Assessor’s Map as Township 6 South Range 3 West; Section 36D, Lot #00400.  
The property is bisected by Ulali Drive which serves as access to the subject property and 
provides connectivity to Area A of the Keizer Station.  The proposed amendment request 
affects only the property located south of the jug handle of Ulali Drive.  
 
3. The subject property is designated Campus Light Industrial on the Comprehensive Plan 
Map and is zoned IBP (Industrial Business Park).  
  
4. The proposal is for an amendment to the previously adopted Master Plan for Area D.  
This amendment will modify the previously approved site plan by changing the location and 
number of buildings and uses, overall parking lot layout, and landscaping features and 
amenities located in the area south of Ulali Drive.  The original approval provided for a total of 
eight buildings with a gross leasable area of 87,975 square feet to be developed with a mix of 
retail, office, and flex-industrial uses. The proposed amendment will reduce the gross leasable 
area to 72,535 square feet and will include six buildings and a drive through coffee kiosk. Most 
of the proposed uses will involve eating and drinking uses, along with some retail, a car wash, 
tire sales, and hotel tenant. No changes are proposed to the northern side of Ulali Drive.   
 
5.  This is the third amendment to the approved Area D master plan. This master plan 
amendment is subject to a Type II-B procedure (KDC 3.101.02), which includes a public 
hearing and decision by the City Council.   
 
 
FINDINGS: KEIZER STATION MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT  
 
6. The Review Criteria for a Keizer Station Master Plan amendment are listed in 
Section 3.113.06 of the Keizer Development Code (KDC). The criteria and findings are 
listed below:  
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A. All applicable review criteria of Section 3.113.04 considering the type and 
extent of the proposed amendment.   

 
FINDINGS:  The review criteria found in Section 3.113.04 is wide ranging and 
includes things such as overall master plan objectives and arrangement of uses to 
landscaping, site planning, and architectural details. The proposed amendment is to 
change the number and location of proposed buildings and mix of uses, along with the 
overall site layout change of the area south of the jug handle. The applicant submitted a 
site plan showing proposed building locations, overall parking lot layout, along with 
landscaped areas for the south side of Ulali Drive. The changes do not substantially 
alter the basis of justification for approval, nor do they significantly alter the 
recommended conditions of approval. However, some of the original conditions are 
proposed to be modified and/or replaced to reflect changes proposed by this 
amendment. The following specific criteria of Section 3.113.04 gives the basis for 
justification for finding this proposal complies with this review criteria: 
 
3.113.04.A. The master plan shall meet the purpose and objectives identified in the 
Keizer Station Design Plan: 
The identified purpose for Area D is to have a mix of industrial uses. Key issues were 
identified for consideration including: the location and design of transportation 
facilities; traffic operations at the Chemawa Interchange; and physical constraints (e.g. 
power lines, utility easements and rail right-of-way) that will influence the amount of 
buildable land and building locations. The applicant’s proposal addresses the identified 
key issues and no changes are proposed to the previously approved transportation 
system or traffic operations. Information was provided by the applicant’s traffic 
engineer which demonstrates the current proposal is consistent with previous approvals 
for overall traffic generation, and the site plan considers the physical constraints of the 
site. A mix of uses are proposed for the site. The proposed uses, although different from 
previous approvals, do provide a mix of uses that are allowed by the Industrial Business 
Park zoning designation.  
 
The identified objectives for Area D are focused on achieving: a source of employment 
opportunities; and protect traffic operations. The applicant’s proposal represents a fairly 
substantial shift in proposed uses and employment opportunities provided by the plan. 
The original 2004 Master Plan and subsequent amendments envisioned the area south 
of Ulali Drive to be developed with a mix of uses to include a restaurant, some flex 
retail, and a substantial amount of office and flex-industrial uses. The current proposal 
eliminates the commercial office and flex-industrial uses, and increases the amount of 
eating and drinking establishments, proposes a hotel user, along with other retail and 
industrial uses. The applicant’s written statement addresses this shift in proposed uses 
and employment opportunities that can be realized by this proposal. They have 
provided documentation regarding the lack of interest in office or flex-industrial users 
and point out the current proposal will result in a mix of uses that will provide a vibrant 

232



  Exhibit “C” 
  Page 3 of 5 
 

commerce center and varied employment opportunities. Traffic operation for the site 
are controlled through a signalized intersection on Ulali Drive which is currently 
operational, and the applicant has provided a trip generation comparison prepared by 
their traffic engineer which shows that less trips will be generated by this proposal that 
originally approved. Therefore, staff finds this proposal complies with this criterion.  
 
3.113.04.B.1. Design Standards: 
The applicant indicates the proposed building will comply with all design standard 
provisions of the development code and previous master plan approval conditions.  
Conditions were placed on the original approval and subsequent amendments, that 
specific building designs would be regulated as a part of the building permit review and 
approval process to ensure compliance with the standards of the Keizer Development 
Code (KDC). These conditions will assure that all future buildings governed by this 
amendment will comply with this criterion. The applicant submitted building façade 
examples which demonstrate consistency with the architectural design of buildings that 
are developed throughout the Keizer Station Development. Therefore, staff finds this 
proposal complies with this criterion. 
 
3.113.04.B.2. Transportation System Standards: 
The Public Works Department has reviewed the proposed amendment and provided 
comments and conditions relating to transportation facilities. The traffic signal required 
for access and egress to and from Ulali Drive for this section of Area D is constructed 
and fully functional. Prior to any occupancy permits for the southern portion of Ulali 
Drive, the design for the signal and signage shall be reviewed by the Public Works 
Department for adequacy to serve the proposed development. This condition will assure 
that traffic safety standards can be adhered to and is found to be necessary for 
compliance with the requirement of the Keizer Station Plan. Therefore, staff finds this 
proposal complies with this criterion.    
 
3.113.04.B.4. Parking Standards: 
The proposed amendment will modify the parking lot layout. Recent changes to state 
law prevent the City from requiring a specific amount of minimum parking. However, 
the applicant’s site plan provides parking that is designed to serve the proposed uses, 
with adequate aisle widths, parking space dimensions, and associated landscaping. Staff 
has reviewed the applicant’s site plan and finds the proposal is both adequate and 
appropriate, as it provides maneuverability, traffic flow, and parking for patrons 
frequenting the development. As a part the building permit approval process, details on 
parking and maneuvering areas along with associated landscaping will be reviewed for 
compliance with applicable provisions of the KDC. Therefore, staff finds this proposal 
complies with this criterion. 
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3.113.04.B.5. Landscape Standards: 
The proposed amendment modifies the site plan and therefore modifies the associated 
landscaped areas. The original conditions of approval governing Master Plan/Major 
Variance Case 2004-38 and subsequent Master Plan Amendment/Major Variance Case 
2020-10, and Master Plan Amendment Case 2020-24 contained specific conditions 
regarding landscaping requirements. A landscaping plan was provided with this 
amendment application for the portion of the site being modified which generally 
demonstrates compliance with the established conditions and provisions of the KDC. 
As a condition of approval, a detailed landscaping plan must be provided to assure that 
compliance with the provisions of the KDC. This will be reviewed and regulated as part 
of the building permit review and approval process.  Therefore, staff finds this proposal 
complies with this criterion.     
 
Staff finds the applicant’s proposal demonstrates consistency with the criteria of the 
original approval of Master Plan/Major Variance Case 2004-38, subsequent Master 
Plan Amendment/Major Variance Case 2020-10, and Master Plan Amendment Case 
2020-24, and thus satisfies this criterion. 
 
B. The amendment is consistent with the adopted Master Plan, or achieves an 

equally desirable result. 
 
FINDINGS:  The proposed changes are generally consistent with the overall purpose 
of the adopted Master Plan. The changes generally achieve an equally desirable, if not 
superior result of the previous approval.  The following changes are proposed: 
 

• Modify the previously approved site plan by changing the location and number 
of buildings and uses, overall parking lot layout, and landscaping features and 
amenities located in the area south of Ulali Drive.  The original approval provided 
for a total of eight buildings with a gross leasable area of 87,975 square feet to be 
developed with a mix of retail, office, and flex-industrial uses. The proposed 
amendment will reduce the gross leasable area to 72,535 square feet and will 
include six buildings and a drive through coffee kiosk. Most of the proposed uses 
will involve eating and drinking uses, along with some retail, a car wash, tire sales, 
and hotel tenant. No changes are proposed to the northern side of Ulali Drive.   
 
• Modify the parking lot layout and number of spaces provided to serve the 
proposed development plan. Parking and loading areas provide adequate 
maneuverability, traffic flow, and parking for patrons frequenting the restaurant. 
Appropriate parking lot landscaping is shown on the applicants submitted landscape 
plan. 
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• Changes to the previously approved building façade examples for the area south 
of Ulali Drive. The proposal provides example building elevations that are 
consistent with the City’s design standards and are intended to represent the type of 
construction that is proposed. While exact designs are not yet determined and have 
not been submitted, the examples demonstrate consistency with the existing 
buildings developed throughout the Keizer Station Area, and will be reviewed for 
compliance with City standards through the building permit review and approval 
process.   

 
All conditions of approval from the original Master Plan /Major Variance Case 2004-
38, subsequent Master Plan Amendment/Major Variance Case 2020-10, and Master 
Plan Amendment 2020-24 will apply to this amendment. Some minor changes to the 
existing conditions are proposed to align the new proposal, clarify requirements, and 
approval timeframes. Staff finds the proposed amendment demonstrates consistency 
with the criteria of the original approval of the Master Plan/Major Variance and thus 
satisfies this criterion.   
 
C. The amendment does not result in additional traffic generation and is 

consistent with the adopted Traffic Impact Analysis.   
 

FINDINGS:  The proposal is to decrease the number of overall buildings and gross 
leasable square footage on the southern side of Ulali Drive. The applicant provided a 
trip generation memo/analysis prepared by Kittelson & Associates which demonstrates 
compliance with this criterion. The trip generation comparison provided indicates the 
proposed amendment will not increase the overall anticipated trip generation of the site, 
and the development proposal is consistent with the original adopted Traffic Impact 
Analysis. Therefore, the applicant’s proposal satisfies this criterion. 
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EXHIBIT "D" 
 

Justification 
 

 The applicant has the burden of proving that the application meets relevant 
standards and criteria to be applied in the particular case. 
 
 In this case, the applicant is requesting approval of Master Plan Amendment 
for Keizer Station – Area D.   
 
 The applicant has proposed changes to the amended master plan to modify the 
previously approved site plan by changing the location and number of buildings, 
overall parking lot layout, and landscaping features and amenities located south of 
Ulali Drive.  This amended plan meets the criteria of the current Keizer Station Plan 
and Keizer Development Code provisions. 
 
 The applicant has demonstrated that when the conditions set forth in Exhibit 
“E” are imposed and complied with, the proposal meets the applicable criteria set 
forth in the Keizer Development Code.  As conditioned, the application should be 
granted. 
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EXHIBIT "E" 
 

Action 
 
[Note:  Many of the conditions listed are from the 2004 Master Plan previous Master Plan 
Approvals and Amendments, and have been completed.] 
 
The City of Keizer hereby ORDERS as follows: 
 
 The application for approval of the amendment to the Keizer Station Area D 
Master Plan are hereby GRANTED subject to the conditions set forth below. Unless 
specifically stated otherwise herein, all conditions must be met prior to the issuance of 
any building permits (See Condition 63): 
 
Previous Land Use Action: 
 

A. This application is an amendment to previous master plan.  The previous master 
plan order is included as part of this record.  The conditions set forth in this 
Exhibit E apply to all development within Area D.     

 
CONDITIONS FOR MASTER PLAN: 

 
1. The construction of all the public improvements and its associated landscaping 
must be completed within two years of the final date of this initial decision which 
can be extended upon approval by the Community Development Planning 
Department. Any request for an extension must be made in writing prior to this date. 
 
2. The applicant shall submit a phasing plan for all improvements for approval 
by the Community Development Planning Department. 
 
3. The development shall be required to meet all Development Code requirements 
relating to signs as found in Section 2.308. 
 
4. The landscaping and pathway/pedestrian improvements including water 
features, plazas and other amenities for the entire Area D shall be provided as shown 
in the application or as modified by the conditions of approval. The final landscaping 
and pathway plans, as well as the design of the proposed water feature shall be approved 
by the Community Development Planning Department prior to installation. The water 
feature, and all improvements and amenities located on the north side of Ulali Drive 
including the plaza, landscaping, and pathway improvements shall be completed prior 
to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy for the second building in Area D. The 
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remaining landscaping and improvements shall be constructed prior to issuance of the 
Certificate of Occupancy for the first building south of Ulali Drive. 
 
5. A landscaping design for the area adjacent to the Interstate 5 freeway and 
the Salem Parkway shall be submitted to the Community Development Planning 
Department for review and approval. The design shall demonstrate a coordinated design 
with Area A. 
 
6. The land area devoted to industrial and commercial uses, as required in KDC 
2.113, IBP Zone, shall be met and maintained within Area D. The amount of "Flex 
Space" use, as defined in Section 2.113.02.N.2 shall be limited to that specified in this 
section of the KDC. 
 
7. Except as approved in the variance application, all KDC dimensional 
requirements for building heights, lots, and setbacks shall be met. 
 
8. Street names and numbers shall conform to the established standards and 
procedures in the City. Street names shall be approved by the City of Keizer. A Street 
Name Application must be completed and submitted for approval. No building permit 
shall be issued without approved street names. Due to the significance of this 
development as a landmark of the City of Keizer, street names must also receive 
approval of the City Council. 
 
9. Street trees shall be planted at the locations and varieties specified in the 
submitted landscaping plan. A minimum caliper of 2 inches shall be used for street trees 
and all other trees in areas near pathways, walkways streets and parking areas. A final 
street tree planting plan shall be approved by the Community Development Planning 
Department prior to planting. All other landscaping standards of the KDC shall be met. 
Evergreen trees may be varied in height as long as the average height of all evergreen 
trees planted shall be an average height of 6 feet at time of installation. 
 
10. Ground cover and shrubbery shall be planted in conformity with the KDC and 
industry standards as approved by the Community Development Planning Department, 
and shall reach full coverage by the third year of growth for ground cover and the fifth 
year of growth for shrubbery. 
 
11. The amount of area landscaped, and the design thereof, shall conform 
substantially with the plan submitted as part of the original application (2004-38). A 
final landscaping plan shall be submitted for approval by the Community 
Development  Planning Department prior to planting. The landscaping plan shall 
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incorporate the site plan modifications identified in Master Plan Amendment/Major 
Variance Case 2020-10, as well as Master Plan Amendment Case 2020-24, and Master 
Plan Amendment Case 2023-02. Design for the proposed water feature must receive 
final approval from the Community Development Planning Department and will be 
required to be provided in conjunction with the development of the interior of the jug 
handle area north of Ulali Drive. Additional detailed landscaping plans for the area 
south of Ulali Drive (Phase 2) shall be approved prior to issuance of building permits 
for that area. 
 
12. Irrigation system plans shall be submitted for approval as part of the review 
process of building permits and public improvement permit process. Approved 
irrigation systems shall be installed prior to issuance of an occupancy permit. 
 
13. A tree shall be planted for every eight lineal parking spaces not located 
adjacent to a building in accordance with KDC standards, and shall substantially 
conform to the landscaping plan submitted with the application.  Additional parking 
lot trees must be provided within the interior parking lot islands of the Pad “A” site 
parking area consistent with the requirements of KDC Section 2.303. 
 
14. Parking shall be provided as required by KDC 2.303, and shall substantially 
conform to what is shown on Exhibit “E-1” and (as shown in Master Plan Amendment 
Case 2020-24) (Order adopted on February 16, 2021 for Keizer Station Area D).  
Parking driveway aisles shall be a minimum of 24 feet wide. A plan documenting 
compliance with parking requirements shall be provided for the Community 
DevelopmentPlanning Department’s Master Plan approval. Verification shall be 
provided during building permit review.   

 
15. Bicycle parking shall be provided as required by KDC 2.303.08.  In addition, the 
bicycle rack design shall provide secure support for bicycles and the ability to lock 
bicycles securely. The bicycle rack design, installation, and locations shall be 
approved by the Community Development Planning Department prior to installation. 
 
16. Sufficient paved areas and designated loading areas shall be provided in 
accordance with KDC 2.303.10. 
 
17. Pavement shall be provided for all driveways, loading, and parking areas as 
required by KDC 2.303.11. 
 
 
 

239



  EXHIBIT "E" 
            Page 4 of 13 

 
18. Electric and mechanical equipment and other service areas such as 
trash/recycling dumpsters shall be screened with vegetation and/or fencing. The final 
landscaping plan shall be approved by the Community DevelopmentPlanning 
Department prior to planting. 
 
19. Driveway entrances shall be a maximum of 36 feet wide. 
 
20. Pedestrian systems crossing driveways, parking areas and loading areas shall 
be clearly identified through the use of stamped concrete, pavers or similar methods and 
shall be indicated on the building permit plans submitted. Additional pedestrian 
connections will be required to be provided in conjunction with the development of the 
Pad “A” site(as shown in Master Plan Amendment Case 2020-24).  Connections must 
be provided to connect the public plaza, as well as the area along Ulali drive in the 
northwest quadrant of the site.   
 
21. Pedestrian walkways must be lighted to a level where the system can be used at 
night by employees and customers. The lighting plan shall be approved by the 
Community DevelopmentPlanning Department. 
 
22. The applicant shall construct connections to the regional multi-use path 
adjacent to the Salem Parkway. This shall provide connections to the pathway which 
border the Salem Parkway in both a south and the north direction as shown on the 
submitted plans. 
 
23. Awnings shall be provided for all walkways adjacent to buildings that comply 
with Section 2.315 of the Keizer Development Code. 
 
24. The proposed site lighting shall not cast any light or glare toward the residential 
properties to the west or allow any direct visual access to a direct lighting source 
from any residential property. 
 
25. Security lighting shall be provided which provides secure illumination of the 
Chemawa Road under crossing, while being directed away from the flow of traffic, 
so as not to cause glare. 
 
26. Building design elements including ground floor windows, facades, awnings 
and materials shall satisfy KDC 2.315.08. 
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27. The elevations of all buildings shall be varied in texture and materials and shall 
create a very human scale in massing and incorporate human scale design elements. 
Elevations of all buildings shall incorporate no more than fifteen feet between varied 
vertical elements and shall reflect the original proposal (2004-38) exemplified by that 
submitted for the Tenant Retail building and the NE Comer of Building Six (6), as well 
as the elevations submitted for Store ‘C’ as a part of the 2020-10 application, and the 
example elevations submitted as part of the 2023-03 application.  Different materials, 
varied at  the same frequency as the architectural elements, shall be used and shall 
conform to the samples in the submitted materials. These materials shall be varied in 
type, and incorporate such things as cultured stone, a variety of split face Concrete 
Mortar Units (CMU's), as well as smooth faced CMU walls. The colors used shall be 
in compliance with the KDC Development Standards Section 2.315.08.B.5. 
 
28. Screening of roof-mounted equipment from adjacent public streets shall be 
required. 
 
29. All accessory structures including trash receptacle and mechanical devices shall 
be screened from view in compliance with Section 2.315.08.C of the Keizer 
Development Code. 
 
30. Maintenance of landscaping materials as specified in the Keizer Development 
Code Section 2.309, space tracts, plazas, and pathways shall be the responsibility of 
applicant. 
 
31. Construction specifications (e.g., base rock, concrete/pavement thickness) for the 
separate pathways shall be subject to Public Works Department approval in accordance 
with Keizer City Standards. 
 
32. The development shall conform to the requirements of all federal, state, and 
local requirements, including but not limited to ADA requirements. 
 
33. During construction, adjoining properties shall be protected from impacts of 
noise at unreasonable hours, unreasonable dust, and safety concerns, and shall conform 
to Keizer City requirements regulating such impacts. 
 
34. The applicant shall work with the Transit District to ensure compliance with 
the requirements found in Section 2.305 of the KDC. 
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35. In addition to complying with all development standards, all new utility 
connections and lines shall be located underground. 
 
PUBLIC WORKS REQUIREMENTS: The following requirements are the 
conditions of approval by the Public Works Department. 
 
MASTER PLAN: 
 
The Public Works Department has reviewed the applicant's submittals and has compared 
them with the requirements of the adopted Keizer Station Plan and subsequent 
submittals. The developer shall submit a detailed phasing plan for all required 
improvements (including site grading) prior to any construction and grading of the 
subject property.  The following are conditions of approval of the master plan. 
 
The traffic signal required for access and egress to Ulali Drive for this section of Area 
D has been designed, constructed and fully functional for the area between Ulali Drive 
and Chemawa Road. However, prior to any occupancy permits for any buildings on 
the south side of Ulali Drive, the design for the signal and signage for the area shall be 
reviewed for adequacy to serve the proposed development. 
 
PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM: 
 
Some of the public water system serving the area will have to be redesigned to make 
sure that the existing fire hydrants, water mains and valves are placed in acceptable 
locations to the Keizer Public Works Department and the Keizer Fire District.  The 
existing fire line connection point may also have to be redesigned. 
 
One of the existing water service lines will have to be abandoned since there will only 
be 3 services required for the new amendment. (Master Plan Amendment Case 2020-
24) 
 
The existing public water system from Ulali Drive to the elevated water reservoir will 
be required to be located and possibly relocated if the existing water main conflicts with 
the proposed new street and utility system for the area south of Ulali Drive.  
 
A water system layout to provide service to all of the proposed new buildings shall be 
submitted to the City of Keizer Public Works Department for review and approval and 
possible new eaements. 
 
Adequate access easements to the existing elevated water reservoir shall be provided 
prior to any new construction on the subject property. 
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SANITARY SEWER SERVICES: 
 
The sanitary sewer service to the previously proposed tire store will have to be 
abandoned per the City of Salem standards and approved by the Keizer Public Works 
Department. (Master Plan Amendment Case 2020-24) 
 
A sanitary sewer plan to provide service to the area shall be submitted for approval to 
the City of Keizer Department of Public Works and the City of Salem Department of 
Public Works. Any unpaid acreage fees for the subject property shall be paid prior to 
connection of any of the area proposed for development to the sanitary sewer system. 
 
DETENTION BASIN AND STORM DRAINAGE: 
 
The currently constructed detention basin and storm drainage system will be required 
to be redesigned to conform to the revised Master Plan.  It is not apparent to the Public 
Works Department that there will be an overall reduction in impervious areas for the 
Pad “A” site portion of the property. (Master Plan Amendment Case 2020-24) 
 
The currently constructed detention basin and storm drainage system will be required 
to be reviewed for adequacy to serve the revised Master Plan. 
 
The storm drainage system for the proposed development shall include green 
infrastructure for storm water treatment. 
 
SANITARY SEWERS: 
 
The subject property is located outside of the original Keizer Sewer District and 
therefore an acreage fee is required. The current acreage fee is $7,460.00 per 
gross acre. The applicant indicates that the area of Area D is 15.68 acres. The 
acreage fee applied will be the fee in place at the time of development of the 
property. At the current acreage charge the acreage fee will be $116,972.80. The 
Master Sewer Plan provides for a sewer trunk line to be constructed through Area 
A to a point on the north property line of the subject property. Connection to the 
sewer trunk will be the responsibility of the developers of Area D. Development of 
Area D will require coordination of the construction of the sewer trunk. 
Additionally, the following requirements shall be applied: 
 
36. Prior to development of the subject property, a master sewer plan for the 
proposed development shall be submitted to the City of Keizer's Department of 
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Public Works for review and approval. The plan shall include proposed rim and 
invert elevations, proposed alignment of sewer mains and proposed easements. 
 
37. City of Salem approval for both sewer trunk lines and local sewers is 
required. Permits from the City of Salem shall be issued prior to construction. Prior 
to submitting plans to the City of Salem for approval, the developer's engineer 
shall submit plans to the City of Keizer Public Works Department for review and 
determination of compliance with the City of Keizer's Master Sewer Plan for the 
area. 
 
38. Connecting to existing sewers that serve the general area will be the 
responsibility of the developer of the property. 
 
39. Appropriate easements will be required for any public sewer mains located 
within the subject property if located outside platted right of ways. 
 
40. It will be the responsibility of the developer's engineer to locate any existing 
wells (including those on adjacent property) in the vicinity of the proposed new 
sanitary sewer lines for the subject property. Any conflicts between existing wells 
and proposed sanitary sewers shall be addressed by the developer prior to issuance of 
public works construction permits. 
 
WATER SYSTEM: 
 
The developer has submitted a master water system plan showing proposed routes of 
public water mains and fire hydrants. The master plan is generally acceptable to the 
Public Works Department, however, prior to submittal of final construction plans the 
developer's engineer shall arrange for a pre-design conference to discuss water main 
sizing, meter sizing and locations, fire hydrant locations, fire sprinkler line locations 
and easement width for all public lines (including fire hydrant lines) located outside of 
right of ways. Additionally, the developer will be required to coordinate construction 
activities with the developers of Area A. Final location of all meters is to be approved 
by the Keizer Department of Public Works. To provide for adequate peak consumption 
and fire protection requirements it has been determined that additional public facilities 
will be required including but not limited to elevated storage facilities, wells, 
connection to existing mains on the west side of the BNRR right of way, and any other 
off-site construction required to provide required peak flows to the proposed 
development.  It is the Department of Public Works understanding that the developers 
of Area A in conjunction with developers of Area D are undertaking a study to 
determine the required water system improvements necessary for the development of 
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the Keizer Station area. No permits for the subject property shall be issued until 
the Department of Public Works has reviewed and accepted the study. Appropriate 
easements for all public water mains and fire hydrants will be required if construction 
is to be outside of public right of ways. Any system development charges for water 
system improvements will be those in place at the time of individual service 
connections. 
 
41. Final development plans shall be reviewed by the Keizer Fire District with 
regard to access and adequate location of fire hydrants prior to any issuance of public 
works construction permits by the City of Keizer. 
 
42. It will be the responsibility of the developer to abandon all existing wells 
prior to site grading. All abandonment shall be in accordance with the rules of the 
Oregon State Water Resources Department. 
 
STORM DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS: 
 
43. The developer has submitted plans indicating the present drainage patterns and 
runoff characteristics.  The property is within a critical drainage basin and strict 
compliance with city ordinances will be necessary. No increase in runoff will be 
allowed as development occurs. Prior to any development of the subject property an 
overall storm water master plan including invert elevations, pipe sizes and alignment, 
easements, detention calculations, water quality measures and an approved point of 
discharge shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works for approval. A point 
of discharge has been identified on the ODOT system in Interstate 5. ODOT approval 
shall be required for water quality, conveyance systems and points of discharge. It 
is the understanding of the Department of Public Works that the engineers for the 
developers of Area A and Area D are studying the two areas and the storm drainage 
from Area D will be connected to a system constructed in Area A. The location for 
the proposed connection will be on the north property line of the subject property. 
 
44. Storm water detention will be required for this site. All storm water including 
roof drains are to be connected to an approved system designed to provide adequate 
drainage for proposed new driveways, parking lots and other impervious surfaces. 
 
45. A grading and drainage plan shall be developed for the subject property. 
Details shall include adequate conveyance of storm water from adjacent property across 
the subject property. 
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46. If it is anticipated that the property will develop in phases, prior to any 
development, a phasing plan shall be submitted to indicate how the storm water 
management will be developed to provide service to each area. 
 
47. The developer shall submit to the Department of Public Works a master plan for 
erosion control for the entire site. The master plan shall be approved by the 
Department of Public Works. Prior to any development, including site grading, the 
applicant shall obtain an NPDES permit from the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality. 
 
TRANSPORTATION: 
 
48. The proposed development requires construction of an underpass under the 
BNRR between Areas A and B as well as an underpass of Chemawa Road between 
Areas A and D. Additionally, other off-site improvements have been identified in the 
Transportation Plan developed for the Keizer Station Plan. These improvements 
include but are not limited to, construction of an extension of Radiant Drive to 
Lockhaven Drive and continuing to Chemawa Road to a point south of the intersection 
of Chemawa Road and McLeod Lane, construction of a pedestrian under-crossing of 
the BNRR at Tepper Lane, and other improvements necessary to provide compliance 
with the adopted Keizer Station Plan adopted Feb. 3, 2003.  Additionally, a regional 
multi-use pathway has been identified on the Keizer Station Village Center Master 
Plan. The path location shall be coordinated with the Area A development, ODOT 
and the Keizer Community Development Department.  The path shall be of P.C.C. 
and constructed to a width of 12 feet or as approved by the City. Coordination of the 
above improvements with the developers of Area A will be required to insure all 
elements of the required road improvements are in place prior to issuance of any 
building permits for the subject property. 
 
49. All new streets shall be constructed to the requirements of the City of Keizer 
Department of Public Works Design and Construction Standards and in conformance 
with the final Transportation Impact Analysis adopted for the Keizer Station Plan. The 
loop street shall be designed to arterial standards in terms of structural section and 
geometrical configuration or engineered alternative as approved by the Department 
of Public Works. Preliminary construction specifications and plans for all 
transportation mitigation measures necessary to satisfy the improvements identified in  
the "Transportation Impact Analysis, Keizer Station Plan" for all street construction, 
including retaining walls, fencing, landscaping, sidewalks, signing, etc. shall be 
submitted to the Department of Public Works for review prior to submitting final plans 
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for approval. The Department of Public Works will review the proposed plans and make 
recommendations for any additional work and coordination with other development in 
the area as needed. Prior to approval of any development on the subject property or 
issuance of any construction permits, the developer shall submit an access and 
utility easement document suitable for recording for review and approval by the 
Department of Public Works. 
 
50. The developer's engineer shall submit detailed traffic signal plans indicating 
phasing, recommended interties, materials to be used, etc. to the City of Keizer 
Department of Public Works for approval prior to construction. All traffic signal plans 
shall be designed to City of Salem/ODOT Standards where appropriate. 
 
The traffic signal required for access and egress to and from Ulali Drive shall be 
designed, constructed and fully functional prior to issuance of any occupancy permits 
for any building. 
 
GENERAL: 
 
51. A street lighting master plan shall be developed. A street lighting district or 
other approved method of providing for adequate illumination of the proposed loop 
street shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval. 
Decorative lighting approved by the Department of Public Works shall be used and shall 
be installed and maintained by the applicant if a street lighting district is not formed. 
 
52. Construction permits are required by the Department of Public Works prior to 
any public facility construction. Contact the City Engineer's office at (503) 390-7402 
for the necessary permit information that is required.  The development shall be 
constructed substantially as set forth in the attached Exhibit “E-1” and by this reference 
incorporated herein.   
 
53. A Pre-design meeting with the City of Keizer Department of Public Works 
will be required prior to the Developer's Engineer submitting plans to either the city 
of Keizer or the City of Salem for review. 
 
54. Street opening permits are required for any work within the City Right of Way 
that is not covered by a Construction Permit. 

55. Facility phasing plans and arrangements for reimbursing developers for 
providing additional capacity to serve future development shall be approved by the 
Keizer Department of Public Works and the City Council prior to any construction. 
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56. All easements to be located in the appropriate locations based on actual 
approved plans. 
 
57. An improvement agreement or other acceptable form of guarantee for all 
required construction shall be in place and appropriate easements recorded prior to 
construction permits being issued. 
 
58. Unless otherwise specifically modified by this decision, development of all 
structures and parking areas shall comply with remaining requirements of the Keizer 
Development Code. 
 
59. The City of Keizer employs Marion County Building Department for the 
processing of building permits. Therefore, the applicant shall meet all requirements 
of the Marion County Building Division pertaining to building code issues. 
 
60. In certain circumstances, findings of fact in both the September 2020 Order, 
February 2021 Order,   and this Order may contain conditions or clarifications of 
conditions set forth in this Exhibit.  In such cases, the conditions or clarifications of 
conditions in those findings of fact are incorporated herein as if fully set forth. 
 
In order for the Master Plan to receive final approval the applicant will be required to 
submit documentation demonstrating compliance with all applicable federal, state and 
local requirements. This shall include all conditions adopted by the City Council which 
apply to this Master Plan. These shall be submitted to the Community 
DevelopmentPlanning Department for verification and final approval. 
 
VARIANCE: 
 
61. The applicant shall locate the proposed structures and parking areas as indicated 
on the submitted site plan and shall maintain a minimum setback of ten (10) feet from 
the inner edge of the sidewalk on the north side of Ulali Drive or any adjacent property 
lines. 
 
62. This variance was revised based upon amenities and landscaping shown in 
the plans submitted. These amenities provided mitigate any visual impact this 
variance may create. Therefore all improvements such as landscaping, pathways and 
amenities shown on  the proposal must be implemented. 

 
63.  Unless expressly stated otherwise with these conditions, no building permits 
shall be issued until all conditions have been met or the applicant has demonstrated with 
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certainty in the City's discretion the ability to meet such conditions. For example, no 
building permit shall be issued until contracts have been let for all infrastructure. Building 
permits may also be held until sufficient infrastructure is completed to support the 
requested development. 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: MAY 15, 2023 

             
 
 

 
TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM:  E. Shannon Johnson, City Attorney  
 
SUBJECT: AMENDMENTS TO COUNCIL RULES OF PROCEDURE  
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move that Council adopt Resolution R2023-___ Amending city of Keizer City Council Rules of 
Procedure (Amending Resolution R2022-3269). 
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 

This matter is before the Council for consideration of amendments to the Council Rules 
of Procedure (Rules).  Staff presented the current Rules regarding age requirements to 
the Council on May 1, 2023 and Council directed staff to bring back amendments to the 
Rules.  While reviewing the Rules for amendments, it was discovered that Section 18.1 
also needed a small revision.  
 

II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. The current Rules do not have any minimum age requirements for committee 
members. 

B. The Council has authority to adopt and amend the Rules as they see fit. 

C. The Council directed staff to bring back amendments regarding age requirements 
for committees, boards and commissions, as well as the youth councilor and youth 
liaison positions. 

D. While reviewing the Rules for amendments as directed, it was determined that 
Section 18.1 had a slight discrepancy that requires a revision. 
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III. CURRENT SITUATION:  
 
A. The current Rules provide for an appointment of a Youth Councilor to serve as a 

non-voting member of the City Council. 

B. The current Rules also provide for an appointment of Youth Liaisons to the City 
committees. 

C. There is no age requirement for committee members.  By state law, Budget 
Committee members must be electors.  Since electors must be 18 years of age, 
there is an indirect age requirement for Budget Committee members. 

D. The Council directed staff to bring back amendments to make members on 
boards, commissions and committees to be 18 years of age or older except where 
specified by resolution or ordinance. 

E. The Council directed staff to bring back amendments to make youth councilors 
and youth liaisons to be between the ages of 15 and 18 except where specified by 
resolution or ordinance. 

F. Staff determined that Section 18.1 needed to be amended because the Council 
Goal and Work Plan process is not in January of odd numbered years. 

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – None 

B. Financial –  None 

C. Timing – There is no particular timing issues.  There are no vacant committee 
positions currently. 

D. Policy/legal – The question of committee members’ age requirement is a policy 
question for Council. 

V. ALTERNATIVES: 

A. Adopt the attached Resolution amending the Council Rules of Procedure. 
 

B. Revise the Resolution and adopt it. 
 
C. Take No Action – The Rules will remain as it and the interpretation of Council made 

at its May 1, 2023 meeting will stand for members on boards, commissions and 
committees. 
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VI. RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff has no particular recommendation on this issue because it is a policy question for Council.  
If Council wishes to adopt the amendment, the appropriate motion is set forth above.  Please let 
me know if you have any questions.  Thank you. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

• Resolution R2023-___ Amending City of Keizer City Council Rules of Procedure (Amending 
Resolution R2022-3269) 
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                Keizer City Attorney 
                930 Chemawa Road NE 
           PO Box 21000 
                    Keizer, Oregon 97307 
           503-856-3433 

 

 CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON 1 
 2 
 Resolution R2023-_____ 3 

AMENDING CITY OF KEIZER CITY COUNCIL RULES OF 4 
PROCEDURE (AMENDING RESOLUTION R2022-3269) 5 
  6 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Keizer adopted the City of Keizer's 7 

City Council Rules of Procedures on April 4, 2022; 8 

 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Keizer adopted an amendment to the 9 

City Council Rules of Procedures on May 1, 2023; 10 

 WHEREAS, the City Council finds it appropriate and necessary to amend Section 11 

18.12 (City Committees/Council Member Liaisons); 12 

NOW, THEREFORE, 13 

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Keizer that Resolution 14 

R2022-3269 (City Council Rules of Procedures) Section 18.1 is hereby amended as 15 

follows: 16 

18.1 Citizen Committees, Boards and Commissions – At any time, 17 
the Council may by resolution establish any City Board, Commission 18 
or Committee deemed necessary and in the best interests of the City. 19 
Any committee so created may contain one or more Council members 20 
as members. Unless otherwise provided, all City Boards, Commissions, 21 
and Committees so created shall sunset at the end of their mission. As 22 
part of the Council Goal and Work Plan process, in January of odd 23 
numbered years, the Council shall review the purpose, need, and 24 
objectives of all boards, commissions and committees that are not 25 
statutorily required. 26 
  27 
 28 

 29 
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                Keizer City Attorney 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Keizer that 1 

Resolution R2022-3269 (City Council Rules of Procedures) Section 18.3 is hereby 2 

amended as follows: 3 

18.3 Qualifications – No appointee may serve on more than two City 4 
Boards, Commissions or Committees at any one time, without Council 5 
approval.  Budget Committee members are required to be appointed from 6 
the electorate.  All of other City Boards, Commissions, Committee or 7 
Task Force members shall be appointed pursuant to Council Resolution, 8 
Ordinance, or applicable statute.  To receive an appointment, the 9 
candidate must be 18 years of age or older on the date of appointment 10 
except where specified by resolution or ordinance. 11 
 12 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Keizer that 13 

Resolution R2022-3269 (City Council Rules of Procedure) Section 18.9 is hereby 14 

amended as follows: 15 

18.9 Youth Councilor – Each school year one Youth Councilor may 16 
be appointed as a non-voting member of the Council.  The Youth 17 
Councilor shall not attend executive sessions. To receive this 18 
appointment, the candidates must be Keizer residents who are either 19 
attending high school or registered home schooled students and must be 20 
between the ages of 15 and 18 except where specified by resolution or 21 
ordinance.  The appointments shall be by majority vote of the Council 22 
members present, following recommendations from the Volunteer 23 
Coordinating Committee.  The Youth Councilor may be assigned roles 24 
and positions by Council. 25 

 26 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Keizer that 27 

Resolution R2022-3269 (City Council Rules of Procedure) Section 18.10 is hereby 28 

amended as follows: 29 

18.10 Youth Liaison – Each school year one Youth Liaison may be 30 
appointed as a non-voting member to any City Board, Committee, or 31 
Commission.  To receive this appointment the candidate must be either 32 
attending high school or a registered home schooled student and must be 33 
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between the ages of 15 and 18 except where specified by resolution or 1 
ordinance.  The appointment shall be by majority vote of the Council 2 
members present, following a recommendation from the Volunteer 3 
Coordinating Committee. 4 

 5 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution shall take effect immediately 6 

upon the date of its passage. 7 

PASSED this __________ day of _________________, 2023. 8 
 9 
SIGNED this __________ day of _________________, 2023. 10 

 11 
_________________________________ 12 
Mayor 13 

 14 
_________________________________ 15 
City Recorder 16 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: MAY 15, 2023 

             
 
 

TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
FROM:  Adam Brown, City Manager  
 
SUBJECT: ADOPTION OF NATURAL HAZARDS MITIGATION PLAN 
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move that the Council adopt Resolution R2023-_____ Adopting Updates to the Marion County 
Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan; Repeal of Resolutions R2009-1999, R2011-2157, 
and R2017-2795. 

I. SUMMARY:    
 

City staff from the Public Works have been participants in the creation of the Marion 
County Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan (NHMP). The plan has gone through the 
prescribed process for approval. Marion County has approved the plan and city 
governments that fall under this plan are required to approve participation and coverage 
of the plan by resolution. 

 
II. BACKGROUND:   

 
A. Marion County received approval of the multi-jurisdictional Natural Hazards 

Mitigation Plan on April 10 from the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA). They approved an adopting resolution on April 5, 2023.  
 

B. The County awaits approval from participating cities to submit the final 
documents to FEMA. An adopted all hazards mitigation plan is required as a 
condition of future funding for mitigation efforts under the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). 

 
III. CURRENT SITUATION:  

 
A. The Oregon Department of Emergency Management (ODEM) and FEMA, Region X 

officials have reviewed the plan and pre-approved it on March 17, 2023, 
contingent upon official adoption by the participating governments and entities.  
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B. Staff recommends approval of the Resolution of participation in the Marion 
County NHMP.  

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – No strategic impact.    

B. Financial – We will not be eligible for pre and post disaster response activities 
without an active NHMP. 

C. Timing – Marion County is waiting on participating government entities to make 
the final submission to FEMA.  

 
D. Policy/legal – Only the council has authority to approve resolutions. A resolution 

is needed to participate in the NHMP.  

V. ALTERNATIVES: 
 
A. Approve the resolution to participate in the County’s NHMP. With approval, the 

City is safeguarded against some expenses that may otherwise be incurred locally 
in the event of a natural disaster and eligible for potential mitigation effort 
funding.  

B. Take No Action – The City is at great exposure for bearing all expenses related to 
a natural disaster and will not be eligible for mitigation grants that would provide 
preventative measures to protect our community from natural disasters.    

VI. RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The City Manager recommends that the Council approve the attached Resolution.  
 
Attachment 
 

• Resolution R2023-_____ Adopting Updates to the Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-
Hazard Mitigation Plan; Repeal of Resolutions R2009-1999, R2011-2157, and R2017-2795 
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 CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON 1 
 2 
 Resolution R2023-_____ 3 
 4 
 5 

ADOPTING UPDATES TO THE MARION COUNTY MULTI-6 
JURISDICTIONAL ALL-HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN; REPEAL OF 7 
RESOLUTIONS R2009-1999, R2011-2157, AND R2017-2795 8 
 9 
    10 

WHEREAS, the City of Keizer recognizes the threat that all hazards pose to 11 

people, property and infrastructure within our community; 12 

WHEREAS, undertaking hazard mitigation actions will reduce the potential for 13 

harm to people, property and infrastructure from future all hazard occurrences; 14 

WHEREAS, an adopted All-Hazard Mitigation Plan is required as a condition of 15 

future funding for mitigation projects under multiple Federal Emergency Management 16 

Agency (FEMA) pre- and post-disaster mitigation grant programs; 17 

WHEREAS, the City of Keizer adopted the City of Keizer’s representation in the 18 

Marion County Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, on December 7, 2009 by Resolution 19 

R2009-1999; 20 

WHEREAS, the City of Keizer updated its addendum to the Marion County 21 

Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan by Resolution R2011-2157; 22 

WHEREAS, the City of Keizer updated its addendum to the Marion County 23 

Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan by Resolution R2017-2795; 24 

WHEREAS, the City of Keizer has fully participated in the FEMA prescribed 25 

mitigation planning process to prepare the Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-26 

259



 
    PAGE 2 - Resolution R2023-_____ 

                Keizer City Attorney 
                930 Chemawa Road NE 
           PO Box 21000 
                    Keizer, Oregon 97307 
           503-390-3700 

 

Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP), which has established a comprehensive, coordinated 1 

planning process to eliminate or minimize these vulnerabilities; 2 

WHEREAS, the HMP is comprised of four volumes: Vole 1 – Basic Plan, 3 

Volume II – City addenda, Volume III – Appendixes, and Volume 4 – DOGAMI Report 4 

for Marion County; 5 

WHEREAS, the HMP is in an on-going cycle of development and revision to 6 

improve its effectiveness; 7 

 WHEREAS, the Oregon Office of Emergency Management and Federal 8 

Emergency Management Agency, Region X officials have reviewed the HMP and pre-9 

approved it on Friday, March 17, 2023, contingent upon this official adoption of the 10 

participating governments and entities; 11 

 WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to adopt the Marion County Multi-12 

Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan; 13 

NOW, THEREFORE, 14 

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Keizer that the Marion 15 

County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan attached hereto and by this 16 

reference incorporated herein is adopted as an official plan. 17 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is instructed to develop, 18 

approve, and implement the mitigation strategies and any administrative changes to the 19 

Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan. 20 

 21 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Keizer will submit this 1 

Resolution to the Oregon Office of Emergency Management and Federal Emergency 2 

Management Agency, Region X officials to enable final approval of the Marion County 3 

Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan, without the attachment. 4 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Resolutions R2009-1999, R2011-2157, and 5 

R2017-2795 are hereby repealed in this entireties when the attached Plan has final 6 

approval from Oregon Office of Emergency Management and Federal Emergency 7 

Management Agency, Region X. 8 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution shall take effect immediately 9 

upon the date of its passage. 10 

PASSED this __________ day of _________________, 2023. 11 
 12 
SIGNED this __________ day of _________________, 2023. 13 

 14 
 15 
_________________________________ 16 
Mayor 17 

 18 
_________________________________ 19 
City Recorder 20 
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Marion County 
MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL ALL- HAZARDS MITIGATION 

PLAN VOLUME I: BASIC PLAN 
Marion County
 City of Aumsville
 City of Aurora
 City of Detroit
 City of Gervais
 City of Hubbard
 City of Idanha
 City of Jefferson
 City of Keizer
 Keizer Fire District

 City of Mill City
 City of Mt Angel
 Mt Angel Fire District
 City of Scotts Mills
 City of Stayton
 City of Sublimity
 City of Turner
 City of Woodburn/

Woodburn Fire District

Effective April 10, 2023 through April 10, 2028 
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The 2023 Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP) is a living 
document that will be reviewed and updated periodically to address the requirements contained 
in 44 CFR 201. It will be integrated with existing  plans, policies, and programs. The Disaster 
Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA2K) and the regulations contained in 44  CFR 201 require that 
jurisdictions maintain an approved mitigation plan to receive federal funds for hazard 
mitigation grants. This plan meets those requirements as evidenced by FEMA approval which is 
effective  per the cover date range of this plan. 

 
Cover photos: (clockwise from top left): Marion County post-fire scene (2020); City of 
Detroit post-fire scene  10/20/2020; Tanker tipped on Hwy 22. Photos courtesy of Marion 
County. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments, suggestions, corrections, and additions are encouraged to be submitted from all 
interested parties. 

 
For further information and to provide comments, contact: 

 
 
 

Marion County Emergency Management 
5155 Silverton Road NE 

Salem, OR 97305 

Phone: 503-588-5108 
Email: mcem@co.marion.or.us 

 
Mission: 
Create a more resilient Marion County by partnering with the whole community. 
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The Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) is comprised of 
four (4) volumes. These volumes include: 

 
 Volume 1: Basic Plan 
 Volume 2: City Addenda 
 Volume 3: Appendices 
 Volume 4: DOGAMI 

 
To assist the viewer of this plan, each volume as its own table of contents. 
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1 Introduction 
Section I: Introduction provides a general introduction to hazard mitigation planning in 
Marion County. In addition, it addresses the planning process requirements contained in 44 
CFR 201.6(b) thereby meeting the planning process documentation requirement contained in 
44 CFR 201.6(c)(1). The section concludes with a general description of how the plan is 
organized. 

1.1 Background & Context 
This Multi-Jurisdictional All Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP) is a framework for 
mitigating and preparing for the effects of hazards on the people, property, economy, and 
environment of Marion County. This plan was developed by Marion County in partnership 
with the jurisdictions of Aumsville, Aurora, Detroit, Gervais, Idanha, Jefferson, Keizer, 
Keizer Fire District, Mill City, Mt. Angel Fire District, Scotts Mills, Stayton, Sublimity, 
Turner, Woodburn, and Woodburn Fire District, among many other special districts 
included within the Marion County limits. 
Hazards are unpredictable and vary in impact. Multi-jurisdictional collaboration is critical 
to achieving meaningful risk reduction and contributes to community resilience overall. 

1.2 What is Hazard Mitigation? 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) defines mitigation as “the effort to 
reduce loss of life and property by lessening the impact of disasters . . . through risk 
analysis, which results in information that provides a foundation for mitigation activities 
that reduce risk.” 
Hazards mitigation uses long and short-term strategies and actions to reduce the effects of 
hazards on the lives, property, and critical infrastructure and facilities in a community. This 
can be achieved through policies, such as adjustments to land use designation within 
floodplains; projects, such as seismic retrofits to critical facilities; and processes, such as 
regular reporting to the Board of County Commissioners and City Councils on mitigation 
activities (see Figure 1.1). It is the role of communities, private businesses and industries, 
nonprofits, school districts, and more to work with the local, state, and federal government 
to prepare their community for threats and hazards. 
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Source:  Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience (revised by Marion County) 
 
 
 

Hazard mitigation also incorporates a “Whole Community” approach to planning, in which 
all parts of the community are engaged and empowered in the development and 
implementation of an HMP. This positions the planning team to better understand and 
comprehensively approach the actual needs of a community. To work well, this approach 
requires a diverse array of community members at the table. Interested parties can include 
social and community service groups and institutions, faith-based groups, school districts, 
organization that work with those who have intellectual and physical disabilities, 
academia, professional associations, non-profit and private sectors, Tribal sovereign 
government representatives, among others. 

1.3 Why Maintain a Mitigation Plan? 
This hazard mitigation plan is designed to assist Marion County and the jurisdictions of 
Aumsville, Aurora, Detroit, Gervais, Idanha, Jefferson, Keizer, Keizer Fire District, Mill 
City, Mt. Angel Fire District, Scotts Mills, Stayton, Sublimity, Turner, Woodburn, and 
Woodburn Fire District in reducing the risk associated with hazards by providing 
information, resources, and strategies for mitigation. This plan will also assist other 
agencies, districts, and jurisdictions in coordinating risk reduction activities throughout 
Marion County. Although the plan includes information about man-made and 
technological hazards, many of the hazards identified are natural, recurring disasters. 
The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA2K) and the regulations contained in Title 44 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 206 require that jurisdictions maintain an 
approved hazard mitigation plan (HMP) to receive federal Hazard Mitigation Assistance 
funding for mitigation projects. Marion County uses an “all-hazard” approach to hazard 
mitigation. Local and federal approval of this plan ensures that the county and participating 

Policy 
• Adopt hazard overlay zone(s) 
• Require base isolation from critical facility construction 

Projects 
• Buyout flood prone properties 
• Underground power lines 

Process 
• Regular NHMP Commission/Council briefings 
• Integrate mitigation into capital improvements 
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cities will remain eligible for pre- and post-disaster mitigation project grants available 
through FEMA. 
This plan is non-regulatory; it is strategic and does not introduce new policy. However, 
this plan provides a framework for coordination and collaboration on mitigation action 
strategies and actions. It also meets federal requirements for qualifying for relevant FEMA 
assistance programs. This mitigation plan is developed and implemented in coordination 
with other county and city plans and programs, including the Marion County 
Comprehensive Plan, various Local Emergency Operations Plans (LEOP), and the State of 
Oregon Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan. 

1.4 What Federal Requirements Does This Plan Address? 
The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 is the latest federal legislation addressing mitigation 
planning. This legislation reinforces the importance of mitigation planning and emphasizes 
planning for hazards before they occur. Specifically, DMA2K established the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation (PDM) grant program and introduced new requirements for the post-disaster 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP). These two grant programs and the Flood 
Mitigation Assistance grants are collectively referred to by FEMA as the Hazard 
Mitigation Assistance program. 
Section 322 of DMA2K addresses mitigation planning at the state and local levels. Chapter 
44 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), section 201.6 specifically requires that 
jurisdictions have an approved hazard mitigation plan in place to receive Hazard  
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funds. Pursuant of Chapter 44 CFR, the Natural 
Hazard Mitigation Plan planning processes shall include opportunity for the public to 
comment on the plan during review, and the updated Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan shall 
include documentation of the public planning process used to develop the plan. The 
Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan update must also contain a risk assessment, mitigation 
strategy and a plan maintenance process that has been formally adopted by the governing 
body of the jurisdiction. Lastly, the Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan must be submitted to 
Oregon Department of Emergency Management (OEM) for initial plan review, and then 
federal approval (Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, 2023). 

1.5 What is the Policy Framework for Natural Hazard Planning in Oregon? 
Planning for hazards is an integral element of Oregon’s statewide land use planning 
program. All Oregon cities and counties must have comprehensive plans and implementing 
ordinances that comply with the statewide planning goals. The challenge faced by state and 
local governments is to keep this network of local plans coordinated in response to the 
changing conditions and needs of Oregon communities. Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 
7: Areas Subject to Natural Hazards requires that local governments “adopt comprehensive 
plans (inventories, policies and implementing measures) to reduce risk to people and 
property from natural hazards” (State of Oregon, Department of Land Conservation and 
Development, N.d.) Goal 7, along with other land use planning goals, has helped to reduce 
losses from natural hazards. 
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Through risk identification and the recommendation of risk-reduction actions, this plan 
aligns with the goals of Marion County’s Comprehensive Plan, and helps each jurisdiction 
meet the requirements of Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7. The primary responsibility 
for the development and implementation of risk reduction strategies and policies lies with 
local jurisdictions. However, additional resources exist at the state and federal levels. Some 
of the key agencies in this area include Oregon Department of Emergency Management 
(OEM), Oregon Building Codes Division (BCD), Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF), 
Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI), and the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development (DLCD). 

 
 

Figure 1-1, Uncertain World of Hazard Mitigation 
 

 
Source: Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience 

 
1.6 How Was the Plan Developed and Updated 

The 2023 Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazards Mitigation Plan update is the 
result of multiple community and stakeholder engagement activities. To facilitate the HMP 
update, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD) to research, facilitate and complete the plan update process. As part 
of that process, Marion County Emergency Management coordinated with multiple 
stakeholders and conducted an internal process using the methodology developed by 
University of Oregon during the 2016 HMP update described below: 

 Marion County HMP steering committee. Marion County formally convened 
the HMP steering committee on eleven occasions to discuss and revise the plan. 
Steering committee members contributed data, maps, and reviewed and updated 
the community profile, risk assessment, action items, and implementation and 
maintenance plan. 
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 Lifeline Sector Assessment. The UO Community Service Center previously 
conducted assessments of four Marion County identified lifeline sectors – 
communication, energy, transportation, and water. The assessment included 
review of each sector’s adaptive capacity and vulnerabilities, as well as critical 
dependencies and interdependencies. These sections were reviewed and updated 
as needed by DLCD and Marion County Emergency Management. 

 Threat Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) process. In 
conjunction with the HMP update, Marion County initiated FEMA’s a four-step 
common risk assessment process known as THIRA. The process engages 
individuals, businesses, faith-based organizations, nonprofit groups, schools and 
academia and all levels of government to better understand its risks and estimate 
capability requirements as they relate to the 32 core capabilities. 

 North Santiam Watershed Drought Contingency Plan (DCP). Marion County 
participated in the Santiam Water Control District’s Bureau of Reclamation 
funded. Drought Planning project. Findings and recommendations of the Drought 
Task Force are  included by reference where appropriate in the HMP. 

 Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP). During the 
2022 HMP update, Marion County Emergency Management, the Fire Defense 
Board, and the Oregon Department of Forestry initiated an update of the Marion 
County Community Wildfire Protection Plan. Developed to meet the requirements 
of the Healthy Forest Restoration Act, FEMA Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, 
National Cohesive Wildland Fire  Management Plan, 2010 Comprehensive 
Strategy, Senate Bill 360, Flame Act 2009, and the Oregon Statewide Land Use 
Planning Goal 4 and 7, findings and recommendations of the CWPP working 
group are included by reference where appropriate in the HMP. 

 Marion County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP). During the 2016 HMP 
update, Marion County Emergency Management initiated an update of its 
Emergency Operations Plan. To ensure consistency across local hazard planning 
documents, the risk assessment information in the HMP is consistent with the 
EOP, THIRA and other emergency management assessment data and plans. 

 FEMA Middle-Willamette Risk Map Project. FEMA Region X initiated the 
Discovery effort for the Middle Willamette Watershed in December 2015. Risk 
MAP Discovery is a process of data collection, hazard mapping, and cooperative 
information exchange with community stakeholders to understand a watershed 
area. FEMA Region X determined that a flood risk project is not appropriate at 
this time. If this need is identified in the future, FEMA Region X and Marion 
County Emergency Management will collaborate on project planning. 
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 Hazardous Materials: Commodity Flow Study. In February 2016 the Marion 
County  Emergency Management Office commissioned a Hazardous Materials 
Commodity Flow Study (HMCFS), to be carried out by the Center for Public 
Service (CPS) research team at Portland State University. PSU completed the 
study in accordance with recommendations from the US Department of 
Transportation (USDOT). The HMCFS identifies the types and amounts of 
hazardous materials transported through Marion County and provides a 
methodological approach to understanding the unique hazards that may be 
present. The HMCFS findings provide the data necessary to estimate risks facing 
the County and provide grounding for emergency response and other emergency 
management related plans. 

The Marion County Emergency Manager is responsible for implementing, maintaining, 
and conducting future updates of the plan. The public will have the opportunity to provide 
feedback about the plan in an ongoing fashion. The steering committee will meet on a 
semi-annual basis to discuss implementation of the plan, as well as updating the plan. 

1.7 How is the Plan Organized 
Each volume of the Plan provides specific information and resources to assist readers in 
understanding the hazard-specific issues facing county and city residents, businesses, and 
the environment. Combined, the sections work in synergy to create a mitigation plan that 
furthers the community’s mission to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to people, property, 
and the environment from hazards. This plan structure enables stakeholders to use the 
section(s) of interest to them. 
Volume I: Basic Plan 

Section 1: Introduction 
The Introduction describes the purpose of mitigation planning, as well as the framework 
for developing the plan. 
Section 2: Risk Assessment 
The risk assessment provides the factual basis for the mitigation strategies contained in 
Section 3.  The risk assessment includes a brief description of community sensitivities 
and vulnerabilities, and characteristics that may be impacted by all-hazards. 
A hazard summary is provided for each of the hazards addressed in the HMP, which 
includes a hazard characteristic, history, probability assessment, and vulnerabilities. The 
following hazards are profiled in the risk assessment: Drought, Earthquake, Flood, 
Landslide, Volcano Eruption, Wildfire, Severe Weather. 
Section 3: Mitigation Strategy 
This section documents the plan’s missions, goals, and actions. Actions address 
community vulnerabilities that are identified in the risk assessment. 
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Section 4: Implementation & Maintenance 
This section provides information on the implementation and maintenance of the plan. It 
describes the process for prioritizing strategies and includes suggested tasks for 
semiannual maintenance and five-year plan update processes. 
Section 5: Plan Adoption 
This section describes the process taken to secure a FEMA approved plan. 

Volume II: City/Special District Addendums 
This section contains city addenda for the cities of Aumsville, Aurora, Detroit, Gervais, 
Idanha, Jefferson, Keizer, Keizer Fire District, Mill City, Mt. Angel Fire District, Scotts 
Mills, Stayton, Sublimity, Turner, Woodburn, and Woodburn Fire District. These addenda 
describe how each city’s risk from hazards varies from that of the county and includes city- 
specific action items and plan implementation and maintenance strategies. 
Volume III: Appendices 
The resource appendices provide supplemental information to the Plan, as well as 
resources for users and interested parties. 

Appendix A: Marion County Priority Actions 
This appendix contains the detailed action items for each of the mitigation strategies 
identified in this Plan. 
Appendix B: Community Profile 
The community profile describes the county and participating cities from several 
perspectives to help define and understand the regions sensitivity and resilience to 
hazards. The information in this section represents a snapshot in time of the current 
sensitivity and resilience factors in the region when the Plan was updated. Sensitivity 
factors can be defined as those community assets and characteristics that may be 
impacted by hazard incidents, (e.g., special populations, economic factors, and historic 
and cultural resources). 
Community resilience factors can be defined as the community’s ability to manage risk 
and adapt to hazard event impacts (e.g., governmental structure, agency missions and 
directives, and plans, policies, and programs). 
Appendix C: Planning and Public Process 
This appendix includes documentation of all the countywide public processes utilized to 
develop the Plan. It includes an overview of the outreach strategy used, project timeline, 
and shares documentation of these efforts including Steering Committee meeting agendas 
and notes, as well documentation of the public outreach conducted. 
Appendix D: Marion County Hazard Vulnerability Survey Report 
This section presents the survey and its results conducted during the 2022 HMP update 
process. 
Appendix E: Economic Analysis of Hazard Mitigation Projects 
This appendix describes the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 
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requirements for benefit cost analysis in hazard mitigation, as well as various approaches 
for conducting economic analysis of proposed mitigation activities. The Oregon 
Partnership for Disaster Resilience developed this appendix, but this version has been 
updated by DLCD with new links at the end and reformatted. It has been reviewed and 
accepted by FEMA as a means of documenting how the prioritization of actions shall 
include a special emphasis on the extent to which benefits are maximized according to a 
cost benefit review of the proposed projects and their associated costs. 
Appendix F: Grant Programs 
This appendix lists state and federal resources and grant programs. 
Appendix G: Hazard History 
Past hazard events are listed, described, and documented in detail in this section. 

Volume IV: DOGAMI Report 
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2 Risk Assessment 
This section of the HMP addresses 44 CFR 201.6(c)(2) - Risk Assessment. The Risk 
Assessment applies to Marion County, the cities of Aumsville, Aurora, Detroit, Gervais, 
Hubbard, Idanha, Jefferson, Keizer, Mill City, Mt. Angel, Scotts Mills, Stayton, Sublimity, 
Turner and Woodburn, and the special districts of Keizer Fire District, Mt. Angel Fire 
District, and Woodburn Fire District. City specific information is called out where relevant. 
In addition, this chapter can assist with addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – 
Areas Subject to Natural Hazards. 
The information presented below, and community characteristics presented in the 
Community Profile are used to inform the risk reduction actions identified in Section 3 – 
Mitigation Strategy. The risk assessment process is graphically depicted in Figure 2-1 
below. Ultimately, the goal of hazard mitigation is to reduce the area where hazards and 
vulnerable systems overlap. 

 
 

Figure 2-1, Understanding Risk 
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2.1 Risk Assessment Approach 
A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce loses from identified hazards.” To complete the risk assessment, the 
HMP update team first updated the description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. 
Next, the team updated the vulnerability information based on each hazard’s potential 
impact on the community. Next, the HMP update team held interviews with each 
community and special district stakeholder that participates in this plan, to acquire their 
information concerning their threats and hazards to their local communities. 
For this HMP update, the risk assessment also focusses on four key lifeline sectors: 
transportation, water, communication, and energy. The lifeline sector risk assessment 
process included assessing each sector’s existing infrastructure, determining potential 
impacts and sensitivity to specific hazards, and developing risk reduction 
recommendations for each sector. 
Finally, the risk assessment integrates relevant information and data from the Marion 
County Comprehensive Risk Assessment and other multi-hazard specific assessment 
activities. 
Marion County’s approach to all-hazard risk assessment is presented in Figures 2-2 and 2- 
3 below. 

 
 

Figure 2-2, Marion County Emergency Management Planning Guide 
 

 
Source: Marion County Emergency Operations Plan, 2020-2025 
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Figure 2-3, Marion County Approach to Emergency Management 
 

 
Source: Marion County Emergency Management 

 
2.2 Federal Disaster and Emergency Declarations 

Reviewing past events can provide a general sense of the hazards that have caused 
significant damage in the county. Where trends emerge, disaster declarations can help 
inform hazard mitigation project priorities. 
President Dwight D. Eisenhower approved the first federal disaster declaration in May 
1953 following a tornado in Georgia. Since then, federally declared disasters have been 
approved within every state because of natural hazard related events. As of May 2016, 
FEMA has approved a total of 30 major disaster declarations, two (2) emergency 
declarations, and 64 fire management assistance declarations in Oregon (Department of 
Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2021). When governors 
ask for presidential declarations of major disaster or emergency, they stipulate which 
counties in their state they want included in the declaration. Table 2-1 summarizes the 
major disasters declared in Oregon that have included Marion County since 2009. The 
table shows that there have been eight (8) major disaster declarations for the county. All 
but two of these were related to severe wind or storm events in the county resulting 
primarily in flooding, landslides, and wind damage. 
An Emergency Declaration is more limited in scope and without the long-term federal 
recovery programs of a Major Disaster Declaration. Generally, federal assistance and 
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funding are provided to meet a specific emergency need or to help prevent a major disaster 
from occurring. 

 
 

Table 2.1, FEMA Major Disaster (DR), Emergency (EM), and Fire Management Assistance (FMA) Declarations for Marion 
County from 2009-2022 

 
Declaration 

Number 
Declaration 

Date 
Incident Period Incident 

DR-4599-OR May 4, 2021 February 11-15, 
2021 

Winter Storm 

DR-4562-OR Sept. 15, 2020 Sept. 7-Nov. 3, 
2020 

Wildfire and 
Straight-line 
Winds 

DR-4499-OR March 28, 2020 January 20, 
2020, and 
continuing 

COVID-19 

DR-4055-OR March 2, 2021 January 17-21, 
2012 

Severe Winter 
Storm, Flooding, 
Landslides and 
Mudslides 

DR-1824-OR March 2, 2009 Dec. 13-26, 2008 Severe Winter 
Storm, Record 
and Near Record 
Snow 

Source: FEMA Disaster Declarations for States and Counties 
 

2.3 Risk Assessment Summary 
Multi-jurisdictional Risk Assessment - §201.6(c) (2) (iii): For multi-jurisdictional plans, 
the risk assessment must assess each jurisdiction’s risks where they vary from the risks 
facing the entire planning area. This section contains both a risk assessment prepared by 
Marion County staff for risks facing the county as well as a summary of the risk 
assessments for all the other jurisdictions participating in this multi-hazard Hazard 
Mitigation Plan update. 
Marion County is vulnerable to a wide range of hazards that threaten its communities, 
businesses, and environment. To determine the hazards that pose the greatest threat, 
Marion County has prepared a Threat Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment. The 
County has utilized a method developed by BOLD Planning, Critical Priority Risk Index, 
to document and maintain the county’s comprehensive risk assessment. The risk 
assessment is maintained as a formal annex to the Marion County Emergency Operation 
Plan. 
Critical Priority Risk Index 
The objective of any risk analysis is to minimize impact and maximize response efforts. In 
order to accomplish these all-relevant hazards, potential vulnerabilities and exposures for 
the region or jurisdiction should be assessed in a consistent way, with a clear numeric 
methodology. Based on this understanding of risk, communities can then develop a 

285



Marion County HMP 2023 2-5 | P a g e  

strategy to identify and prioritize response, continuity, and mitigation actions. 
Hazard Analysis Definitions 

 Hazard 
o A potential source of injury, death, or damage 

 Vulnerability 
o Susceptibility to injury, death, or damage 

 Exposure 
o People and property within the area the potential hazard could 

affect. 
 Risk 

o The likelihood of a hazard resulting in injury, death, or damage. 
 Mitigation 

o A systematic reduction to the exposure and vulnerability to a 
potential hazard. 

Based on the identification of potential hazards, a robust hazard profile includes data 
concerning previous occurrences, the probability of future occurrences and the threat to the 
County. 
Hazards can be defined individually in each plan for specific considerations, or at the 
Master level where overall hazards and vulnerability do not vary greatly across the 
jurisdiction. Weather-related and large-scale infrastructure hazards such as drought, 
extreme temperatures, hail, windstorms, and utility failures can affect an entire region. 
As such, these hazards are built out at the master level; however, some hazards such as 
dam and levee failure, flood and erosion or subsidence soils may have local variations and 
multiple profiles may be developed if the risk is not uniform across the jurisdiction or 
organization. For each identified hazard the following information should be provided in 
the description and impact statement sections: 

 Hazard Description 
o A general discussion of the hazard and its outcome. 

 Hazard Location 
o The geographic extent or location of the hazard in the County. 

 Prior Instances 

o Information on historic incidents and their impact. 
 Associated Secondary Hazards 

o Those hazards of a unique nature that stem from the original 
occurrence. 

 Probability of Future Occurrence 
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o Frequency of past events used to gauge the likelihood of future 
occurrences. 

CPRI Calculations 
MCEM uses the Calculated Priority Risk Index (CPRI) methodology to prioritize 
each of the identified hazards across the County. CPRI rankings consider the 
following four elements of risk: 

 

 Probability  Magnitude / Severity 
 Warning Time  Duration 

The following tables provide a summary for each of the risk elements, including a 
rationale behind each numerical ratio. 
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Table 2.2, CPRI Risk Elements, Probability 

 
 Rating Rating Criteria 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Probability 

   
 

4 – Highly Likely 

 Event is probable within the calendar 
year. 

 Event has up to 1 out of 1 chance of 
occurring this year. 

 History of events is greater than 33% 
likely per year. 

 
 

3 – Likely 

 Event is probable within the next 3 
years. 

 Event has up to 1 in 3 years chance of 
occurring. 

 History of events is greater than 20% 
but less than or equal to 33% likely per 
year. 

 
 

2 – Intermittent 

 Event is probable within the next 5 
years. 

 Event has up to 1 in 5 years chance of 
occurring. 

 History of events is greater than 10% 
but less than or equal to 20% likely per 
year. 

 
 

1 – Unlikely 

 Event is possible within the next 10 
years. 

 Event has up to 1 in 10 years chance of 
occurring. 

 History of events is less than or equal 
to 10% likely per year. 
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Table 2.3, CPRI Risk Elements, Magnitude-Severity 

 
 Rating Rating Criteria 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Magnitude / 
Severity 

   

4 - Catastrophic 

 Multiple fatalities. 
 Complete shutdown of facilities for 

30 or more days. 
 More than 50% of property is 

severely damaged. 
 
 

3- Critical 

 Injuries and/or fatalities result in 
permanent disability. 

 Complete shutdown of critical 
facilities for at least two (2) weeks. 

 25-50% of property is severely 
damaged. 

 
 

2- Limited 

 Injuries and/or illnesses do not result 
in permanent disability. 

 Complete shutdown of critical 
facilities for more than one (1) 
week. 

 10-25% of property is severely 
damaged. 

 
 
 

1-  Negligible 

 Injuries and/or illnesses are treatable 
with first aid. 

 Minor quality of life lost. 
 Shutdown of critical facilities and 

services for 24 hours or less. 
 Less than 10% or property is 

severely damaged. 
 
 

Table 2.4, CPRI Risk Element-Warning Time 
 

 Rating Rating Criteria 

 

Warning Time 

  4 Less than 6 hours 

3 6 to 12 hours 

2 12-24 hours 

1 24+ hours 
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Table 2.5, Risk Assessment Hazard Ranking Scoring Values 
 

Score Probability Warning Time Magnitude/Severity Duration 

4 Highly Likely Less than 6 hours Catastrophic More than 1 week 

3 Likely 6-12 hours Critical Less than 1 week 

2 Possible 12-24 hours Limited Less than 1 day 

1 Unlikely 24+ hours Negligible Less than 6 hours 
Source: Marion County Emergency Management; BOLD Planning 

 
 

For emergency management planning purposes, the critical analysis that must be undertaken 
is an assessment of the consequences of each hazard, including potential area of impact, 
population exposed and impacted, duration of the hazard, and potential economic 
consequences. These rankings utilize the criteria laid out in the THIRA assessment to weight 
them proportionally using historic data as well as future projections based on economic, 
demographic, the critical infrastructure information. The assessment identifies three levels of 
risk: High, Moderate and Low. 

 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk from 
hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; major 
loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, EOC and 
shelters). 

 
Moderate – Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical 
impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 

 
Low – Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 
A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings prepared by Marion County staff 
and DLCD project managers for risk facing the county is presented below. 

 
Using the rankings described in the tables above, the following weighted formula was used 
to determine each hazard’s CPRI. 
(Probability x 0.45) + (Magnitude x 0.30) + (Warning time x 0.15) + (Duration x 0.10) 
When discussing probability, it is important to note that while many events occur 
frequently, they often result in little quantifiable impact. For example, lighting strikes the 
earth on average of 2,000,000 timers per year; however, few of these strikes have adverse 
outcomes. 
As such, when discussing the probability for each hazard, the discussion will be framed by 
the likelihood of that event have a measurable, large scale or detrimental impact.  In 
addition, it is important to note that the occurrence of many, if not all, hazard event cannot 
be predicted with certainty. Simply because an event has occurred once prior, even if 
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devastating, does not significantly weight its likelihood of reoccurrence with any certainty. 
The CPRI values should be general indicators of response action criticality in an EOP or 
COOP plan.  The following table details planning significance in the CPRI ranges: 

 
Table 2.6, CPRI Rang Values 

 

CPRI Range Values 
Impact Low CPRI High CPRI 

High 3.0 4.0 
Moderate 2.0 2.9 

Low .10 1.9 

The terms high, moderate, and low indicate the level of prioritization in response efforts 
for each hazard, and do not indicate the potential impact of a hazard occurring.  Hazards 
rated with moderate or high significance should be more extensively discussed due to the 
availability of data and historic occurrences, while those with a lower significance more 
generally addressed due to lack of available data and historical occurrences. 
Marion County is vulnerable to a wide range of hazards that threaten its communities, 
businesses, and environment. To determine the hazards that poses the greatest threat, 
Marion County has prepared a Threat Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment. The 
major findings are summarized below. The assessments were developed from historical 
data of events that have occurred and specifically examined. 
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Table 2.7, Hazard and Vulnerability Assessment Summary for Marion County - Natural Hazards 

 

Hazard Profile Summary for Marion County Using Bold Planning Analysis Scoring 
       
 

Natural Hazard 

 

Probability 

 
Warning 

Time 

 

Magnitude 

 

Duration 

 

CPRI 

 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Earthquake 4 4 4 4 4.0 High 

Wildland Interface Fire 4 4 2.5 4 3.6 High 

Drought 4 1 3 4 3.3 High 

Flood 4 1.5 2.5 3.5 3.1 High 

Dam or Levee Failure 2 3.5 4 4 3.0 High 

Landslide 3 4 2.5 3 3.0 High 

Extreme Weather - High Temperature 3 1 3 3.5 2.8 Moderate 

SevereWeather/Storm 3 1 3 3 2.7 Moderate 

Tornado 1.5 4 2.5 2.5 2.2 Moderate 

Avalanche 2 4 1.5 1.5 2.1 Moderate 

Volcanic Eruption 1.5 1 3 3 2.0 Moderate 

Source: Marion County Emergency Management, BOLD Planning Hazard Analysis Conducted 10/14/2021 
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Figure 2-4, Hazard and Vulnerability Assessment Summary for Marion County - Other Hazards 

 

Hazard Profile Summary for Marion County Using Bold Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-NaturalHazard  

Probability 

 
Warning 

Time 

 

Magnitude 

 

Duration 

 

CPRI 

 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Terrorism/ActiveShooter/WorkplaceViolence 4 4 3.5 3.5 3.8 High 

Hazardous Materials - Non-Transportation 4 4 3.5 3 3.8 High 

Fire - Residential / Commercial (Arson) 4 4 3.5 3 3.8 High 

Hazardous Materials Release - Transportation  
4 

 
4 

 
3 

 
3 

 
3.6 

 
High 

Cyberterrorism 3 4 3.5 4 3.4 High 

Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, Explosive 3 4 3.5 4 3.4 High 

Unauthorized Entry 3 4 2.5 2.5 3.0 High 

Public Health 3 1 3.5 4 3.0 High 

AgriculturalTerrorism 2 1 3.5 4 2.5 Moderate 

Source: Marion County Emergency Management, BOLD Planning Hazard Analysis Conducted 10/14/21 
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The summary table for the entities who will hold plans as part of this multi-jurisdictional hazard mitigation plan is below. The 
table could be reorganized to see regional differences, but here it is alphabetical. Other interested parties completed Hazard 
Vulnerability Assessment exercises that are incorporated throughout the risk assessment and capability analysis rather than as 
the tables produced during the interviews. These organizations include Salem Health, Salem Water Control District, Consumer 
Power, and Santiam Electric. 
Table 2.8, Summary of HVA Scores 

 

 
Source: Work Product of DLCD Project Team, August 2022 
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2.4 Hazard Identification and Assessment 
The 2020 State of Oregon NHMP Region 3 Risk Assessment identifies potential hazards in 
Marion County. Table 2.9 compares the natural hazards listed in the Marion County 
Comprehensive Risk Assessment with those identified in the State of Oregon NHMP for 
the Mid/Southern Willamette Valley (Region 3). Table 2-5 identifies other hazards listed in 
the Marion County Threat and Hazard Identification Risk Assessment. These hazards are 
included for continuity with the EOP. 

 
Table 2.9, Marion County Natural Hazard Identification 

 

Marion County Natural Hazards Oregon NHMP Region 3 – Mid & 
Southern Willamette Valley 

Drought Droughts 

Earthquake Earthquakes 

Extreme Heat / High Temperature Extreme Heat 

Flood Floods 

Landslide Landslides 

Volcanic Eruption Volcanoes 

Wildland Interface Fire Wildfires 

Tornado Windstorms 

Severe Weather / Storm (Winter) Winter Storms 

Avalanche NA 
Source: State of Oregon NHMP, 2020; BOLD Risk Assessment Data 2021 
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Table 2-5, Marion County Non-Natural Hazards 
 

Marion County Non-Natural Hazards 
Cyberterrorism Hazardous Materials – Non-Transportation 

Release 
Hazardous Materials- 
Transportation Release 

Unauthorized Entry 

Fire – Residential or Commercial Public Health Emergency 
Terrorism, Active Shooter, or 
Workplace Violence 

Agricultural Terrorism 

Chemical, Biological, Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive (CBRNE) 

Source: 1Marion County Emergency Operations Plan (2020-2025), BOLD Risk Assessment Data (2021) 
 
2.5 DOGAMI Multi-Hazard Risk Assessment 

The Department of Geology and Mineral Industries performed a risk assessment for the 
communities of Marion County, Oregon, with funding provided by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). The report, which is attached as Volume 4 DOGAMI 
Report, describes the methods and results of natural hazard risk assessments performed in 
2021 and 2022 by the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) 
within the study area shown below in Table 2.10. The purpose of this project is to provide 
communities within the study area a detailed risk assessment of the natural hazards that 
affect them to enable them to compare hazards and act to reduce their risk. The risk 
assessment contained in this project quantifies the impacts of natural hazards to these 
communities and enhances the decision-making process in planning for disaster. 
The DOGAMI Analyst arrived at these findings and conclusions by completing three main 
tasks: compiling an asset database, identifying, and using best available hazard data, and 
performing natural hazard risk assessment. 
In the first task, they created a comprehensive asset database for the entire study area by 
synthesizing assessor data, U.S. Census information, Hazus-MH general building stock 
information, and building footprint data. This work resulted in a single dataset of building 
points and their associated building characteristics. With these data they were able to 
represent accurate spatial location and vulnerability on a building-by-building basis. 
The second task was to identify and use the most current and appropriate hazard datasets 
for the study area. Most of the hazard datasets used in this report were created by 
DOGAMI; some were produced using high-resolution lidar topographic data. While not all 
the data sources used in the report are countywide, each hazard dataset was the best 
available at the time of writing. 
In the third task the DOGAMI Analyst, Matt Williams, performed risk assessments using 
Esri® ArcGIS Desktop® software. He took two risk assessment approaches: (1) estimated 
loss (in dollars) to buildings from flood (recurrence intervals) and earthquake scenarios 
using FEMA Hazus®-MH methodology, and (2) calculated number of buildings, their 
value, and associated populations exposed to earthquake, and flood scenarios, or 
susceptible to varying levels of hazard from landslides, channel migration, wildfire, and 
volcanic lahar. 
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The findings and conclusions of this report show the potential impacts of hazards in 
communities within Marion County. 
 While earthquake damage will occur throughout the entire county, extensive 

damage and losses are more probable in the northeastern portion of the county and 
areas of high liquefaction prone soils. Hazus-MH earthquake simulations illustrate 
the potential reduction in earthquake damage through seismic retrofits. 

 Some communities in the study area have moderate risk from flooding, and we 
quantify the number of elevated structures that are less vulnerable to flood 
hazard. The analysis shows that new landslide mapping based on improved 
methods and lidar information show some communities are at risk to landslide 
hazard. 

 Exposure to channel migration hazard is high for areas and communities along 
the Pudding River and Santiam and North Santiam Rivers. 

 The wildfire hazard data used in this study was created prior to the 
unprecedented 2020 Labor Day Wildfires, however the results corresponded to 
the actual impacts of the 2020 Labor Day  Wildfires in the county. 

 Lahar hazard is a potential risk and could have significant impact for areas and 
the communities along the North Santiam River. The study’s findings indicate 
that most of the critical facilities in the study area are at high risk from an 
earthquake and channel migration. We found that the two biggest causes of 
population displacement are earthquake and landslide hazard. 
Results were broken out for the following geographic areas: 

Table 2.10, Geographic Study Areas 
 

• Unincorporated Marion County (rural) • City of Aumsville 
• City of Aurora • City of Detroit* 
• City of Donald • City of Gates* 
• City of Gervais • City of Hubbard 
• City of Idanha • City of Jefferson 
• City of Keizer 
• City of Mount Angel 
• City of Salem 
• City of Silverton 
• City of Stayton 
• City of Turner 
• Community of Four Corners 
• Community of Butteville 
• Community of Labish Village 
• Community of Mehama 

• City of Mill City* 
• City of St. Paul 
• *City of Salem (West 

Salem) 
• City of Scotts Mills 
• City of Sublimity 
• City of Woodburn 
• Community of Hayesville 
• Community of Brooks 
• Community of Marion 

*Portions of the cities of Detroit, Gates, and Mill City that were within Linn County are included 
in this report. The City of Salem that was within Polk County was examined individually and 
designated as City of Salem (West Salem). 

297



Marion County HMP 2023 2-17 | P a g e  

 
 

Selected Study-Wide Results 
Total Buildings: 170,562 

Total estimated building value: $62 billion 
Mt. Angel Deterministic 
Magnitude 6.8 Earthquake Scenario 
Red-tagged buildings: 7,479* 
Yellow-tagged buildings: 17,028** 
Loss estimate: $6.7 billion 

 
Landslide (High and Very High-Susceptibility) 
Number of buildings exposed: 7,470. 
Exposed building value: $2.7 billion 

 
Wildfire (High and Moderate Risk): 
Number of buildings exposed: 2,819 Exposed 
building value: $814 million 

100-year Flood 
Number of buildings damaged: 2,552 
Loss estimate: $126 million. 

 
Channel Migration Zone (30-year): 
Number of buildings exposed: 826 
Exposed building value: $300 million. 

 
Lahar (1,000 to 15,000-year): 
Number of buildings exposed: 1,789 
Exposed building value: $415 million. 

*Red-tagged buildings are considered uninhabitable due to complete damage. 
** Yellow-tagged buildings are considered limited habitability due to extensive damage. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

298



Marion County HMP 2023 2-18 | P a g e  

 
 
2.6 Hazard Characterization 

The following subsections list each natural hazard by type. Information presented includes 
descriptions developed for the 2016 Marion County THIRA and EOP update processes. 
Location, extent, history, and probability information is summarized for each hazard. 
For additional background on the hazards, vulnerabilities, and general risk assessment 
information for Willamette Valley hazards in Oregon, refer to the State of Oregon NHMP, 
Region 3: Mid-Southern Willamette Valley Oregon (2020). Since the 2016 Marion County 
NHMP, several hazard events have occurred in the county. For a full hazard history, please 
see Appendix G, Hazard History. 

2.6.1 Drought 
 

Table 2.11, Drought Summary 
 

Hazard Drought 
Type Climatic 
Speed of onset Slow 
Location Varies, County wide 
Extent Moderate to Severe* 
Prior Occurrences Three > 6-month duration since 1982 
Probability 9% 

 
*Defines as between -2 and -4 on the National Resource Conservation Service 
(NRCS) Surface Water Supply Index (SWSI) 

Source:  Oregon NHMP, NRCS; analysis by OPDR 
 

Characteristics 
 

A drought is a period of drier than normal conditions. Drought occurs in virtually every 
climatic zone, but its characteristics vary significantly from one region to another. Drought 
is a temporary condition; it differs from aridity, which is restricted to low rainfall regions 
and is a permanent feature of climate. The extent of drought events depends upon the 
degree of moisture deficiency, and the duration and size of the affected area. Typically, 
droughts occur as regional events and often affect more than one city and county. 
The Marion County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) defines the following drought sub- 
types as follows: 
Meteorological drought happens when abnormally dry weather patterns dominate an area. 
This can include above average air temperatures in addition to low precipitation. 
Hydrological drought occurs when low water supply becomes evident, especially in 
streams, reservoirs, and groundwater levels, usually after many months of meteorological 
drought. Meteorological drought can begin and end rapidly, while hydrological drought 
takes much longer to develop and then recover. 
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Socioeconomic drought relates the supply and demand of various goods (e.g., agricultural 
commodities) and services (e.g., outdoor recreation) to drought. Sometimes “agricultural 
drought” is defined separately; however, for this DCP it is included under socioeconomic 
drought. Likewise, environmental concerns may also be included here. 
Regulatory drought relates to water shortages to specific water users because of water 
laws and regulations prioritizing water usage to what are deemed higher priority uses. 
Higher priority uses often include in-stream uses (i.e., leaving the water in the stream) to 
maintain environmental conditions for sensitive aquatic life. When regulatory drought 
occurs, those with junior water rights typically lose the use of their water first, with senior 
rights holders the last to be affected. 
The Marion County EOP includes the following description of the drought hazard: 
Drought can affect all segments of Marion County's population, particularly those 
employed in water-dependent activities (e.g., agriculture). Also, domestic water users may 
be subject to stringent conservation measures (e.g., rationing) and could be faced with 
significant increases in electricity rates. Water is not only a concern for drinking water, 
but irrigation, commercial (e.g., washing, canning), hydropower, fire suppression, habitat 
for fish and wildlife, recreation, and transportation. Therefore, a negative water flow  
could impact multiple productions. A deficiency of moisture has an adverse impact on 
people, animals, or vegetation over a sizeable area. The severity of a drought occurrence 
poses a risk for agricultural and timber losses, property damage, and disruption of water 
supplies and availability in urban and rural areas. In addition, water-borne transportation 
systems, such as the ferry in Buena Vista, could be impacted by periods of low water. 
Drought normally affects more people than other natural hazards, and its impact spreads 
over a larger geographical area. This makes it more difficult to assess impacts and to aid 
drought-stricken areas.   In addition, drought has a direct impact on power for the 
Willamette Valley as there are two power sources Detroit Dam and Big Cliff that produce 
power. 
Notably, the governor signed a drought declaration for Marion County covering the period 
from September 18 – December 31, 2015, (State of Oregon, Oregon Water Resources 
Department, N.d.). 
Although the county saw Severe Drought conditions in 2018, 2020 and 2021 as measured 
by the US Drought Monitor, no other drought emergency declarations were made by the 
Oregon Governor. The figure below shows the increase in drought conditions in the recent 
past. 
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Figure 2-6, Historical occurrence of drought in Marion County 

 
Source:  Drought.Gov, consulted July 2022. 

 
Location and Extent 
Droughts occur in every climate zone and can vary from region to region. Drought may 
occur throughout Marion County and may have profound effects on the economy, 
particularly the municipal water, agricultural, and recreation sectors. Drought is typically 
measured in terms of water availability in a defined geographical area. It is common to 
express drought with a numerical index that ranks severity. Most federal agencies use the 
Palmer Method which incorporates precipitation, runoff, evaporation, and soil moisture. 
However, the Palmer Method does not incorporate snowpack as a variable. Therefore, it is 
not believed to provide a very accurate indication of drought conditions in Oregon and the 
Pacific Northwest, although it can be very useful because of its a long-term historical 
record of wet and dry conditions. 
With climate change, snow droughts—the type of drought in which snowpack is low, but 
precipitation is near normal—are expected to occur more often. The 2015 drought in 
Oregon was a “snow drought” and serves as a good example of what future climate 
projections indicate may become commonplace by mid-21st century. Going forward, 
drought indices that can account for a changing climate, such as the Standard Precipitation- 
Evapotranspiration Index (SPEI), may provide a more accurate estimate of future drought 
risks. 
In the previous Marion County NHMP (2016) the Surface Water Supply Index (SWSI) 
from the Natural Resources Conservation Service was used as an index of current water 
conditions. The index utilizes parameters derived from snow, precipitation, reservoir, and 
stream flow data. The data is gathered each month from key stations in each basin. The 
lowest SWSI value, -4.2, indicates extreme drought conditions (Low Surface Water Supply 
ranges from -1.6 to -4.2). The highest SWSI value, +4.2, indicates extreme wet conditions 
(High Surface Water Supply ranges from +1.6 to +4.2). The mid-point is 0.0, which 
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indicates an average water supply (Average Water Supply ranges from +1.5 to -1.5). 
Figure 2-9 below shows the monthly history of SWSI values from February 1982 to 
October 2015 for the Willamette Basin which includes Marion County. Research shows 
that the periods of drought have fluctuated; recent drought periods occurred in 1987, 1992, 
1994, 2001, 2003, 2005, and 2015. 

 
Figure 2-7, SWSI Values for the Willamette Basin (1982-2015) 

 

 
Source: 2Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Service, "Surface Water Supply Index, Willamette 
Basin" www.or.ncrs.usda.gov. Accessed February 2016 

 
The 2020 Oregon NHMP uses the SPEI to estimate drought conditions and is presented 
below with the parameters set for 12-month time periods using the “water year” from 
October through September as the measure of water availability in Marion County. The 
time-period is set for 1982 through 2021 to mirror the data presented in the prior update. 
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Figure 2-8, SPEI for Marion County 1982-2021 
 

 
Source: 3 West Wide Drought Tracker consulted August 2022 

 
Additional information pertaining to the drought hazard in Marion County is available in 
the North Santiam Drought Contingency Plan, completed in April 2018. Additional 
information related to Marion County’s Drought Contingency Planning efforts is discussed 
later in this section. 
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2.6.2 Earthquake 
 

Table 2.12, Earthquake Summary Crustal 
Hazard Earthquake – Crustal 
Type Geologic 
Location Multiple active faults; Willamette Valley 
Speed of Onset Rapid 
Extent Very Strong to Severe Shaking, 500 years* 
Prior Occurrence One over Magnitude 5 last 100 years** 
Probability Approximately 1% annual 
* DOGAMI HazVu; ** PNSN- 1993 Scotts Mills just north of Marion County 

Source:  DOGAMI - Oregon HazVu; Oregon NHMP; Pacific Northwest Seismic Network 

Table 2.13, Earthquake Summary Subduction 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source:  DOGAMI, Oregon HazVu; Oregon NHMP; Pacific Northwest Seismic Network 
 

Characteristics 
The Pacific Northwest in general is susceptible to earthquakes from four sources: 1) the 
offshore Cascadia Subduction Zone; 2) deep intraplate events within the subducting Juan 
de Fuca Plate; 3) shallow crustal events within the North American Plate, and 4) 
earthquakes associated with volcanic activity. Marion County is primarily susceptible to 
crustal and subduction zone earthquakes. 
According to the Oregon NHMP, the return period for the largest of the CSZ earthquakes 
(Magnitude 9.0+) is 530 years with the last CSZ event occurring 323 years ago in January 
of 1700. The probability of a 9.0+ CSZ event occurring in the next 50-years ranges from 7 
- 12%. Notably, 10 - 20 “smaller” Magnitude 8.3 - 8.5 earthquakes occurred over the past 
10,000 years that primarily affected the southern half of Oregon and northern California. 
The average return period for these events is roughly 240 years. The combined probability 
of any CSZ earthquake occurring in the next 50 years is 37 - 43%. 
Location & Extent 
The region has also been shaken historically by crustal and intraplate earthquakes and 
prehistorically by subduction zone earthquakes centered off the Oregon coast. There have 
been multiple moderate earthquakes in Marion County in the past 100 years. Earthquakes 
with magnitudes of 5.0 and 4.6 occurred in Salem in 1957 and 1963 respectively. Minor 
damage was reported following both events. The most significant event in the region 
occurred near Scotts Mills in March of 1993. This magnitude 5.7 event resulted in damage 
throughout Marion County. In Salem, the rotunda of the State Capitol cracked, and the 

Hazard Earthquake – Subduction 
Type Geologic 
Location Primarily west of Cascades; CA-BC 
Speed of Onset Rapid 
Extent Catastrophic 
Prior Occurrence One over Magnitude 9 last 500 years* 
Probability Magnitude 9+ is 7% - 12% over 50 years** 
* DOGAMI HazVu; ** Oregon Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan, analysis by Oregon 
Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) 
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Golden Pioneer statue nearly rocked off its base. In Mount Angel, authorities closed the 
historic St. Mary Catholic Church for fear its 200-foot bell tower could collapse. Chunks 
of plaster fell from the walls at the Queen of Angels Monastery. Woodburn felt the 
strongest effects of the quake. Officials shut down four century-old brick and mortar 
buildings that began to crumble. At the Wal-Mart store, fumes overcame several 
employees when pesticides, paints and car batteries mixed. 
Figure 2-11 shows a generalized geologic map of Marion County including active fault 
locations. The historic earthquake epicenters shown in the figure below are primarily small 
events below M 2.0. The larger events may have been slightly felt but little to no 
structural/property damage resulted. Thus, the risk of damaging seismic events in Marion 
County arises primarily from major earthquakes on the Cascadia Subduction Zone. 
Smaller, crustal earthquakes in or near Marion County could be locally damaging but 
would not be expected to produce widespread or major damage. 
The Marion County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) describes the Cascadia Subduction 
Zone threat as follows: 
The 700-mile-long Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) runs along Interstate 5 (I-5) and 
divides Marion County in half.  When a 9.0 magnitude earthquake takes place and lasts 4 
to 5 minutes in duration, the impact will be widespread. The shaking, liquefaction, lateral 
spreading, and co-seismic settlement will cause significant structural and non-structural 
damage to homes and businesses.  Prospectively experts estimate 9,000 injuries and 400 
fatalities along the I-5 corridor. Critical infrastructure systems will be disrupted, 
including the four major lifelines communications, energy, transportation, and water. 
The utilities within the valley are estimated to be restored in six months to one year, water 
for drinking and or sewer will take one-month to one-year to be restored, transportation is 
estimated to have partial restoration of roads and bridges in six months to several years 
and communications is estimated to take two to three months to be restored. Secondary 
hazards will include but are not limited to spot fires and landslides. Population impacts 
are extensive as shelter services will be limited due to safety regulations of inhabited 
dwellings. Medically fragile patients will need to be evacuated in addition to commuters 
that will need reunification and may need life sustaining support. In addition, there will be 
major impacts on the economy and the way of life for months and even years following a 
catastrophic earthquake of this magnitude. 

DOGAMI’s Multi-hazard Risk Report for Marion County includes the following figure 
which shows anticipated shaking due to a magnitude 6.6 earthquake on the Mt. Angel fault 
or more information on the earthquake hazard in Marion County, refer to the following 
reports, incorporated herein by reference: 

 
DOGAMI - IMS-24, - Geologic hazards, earthquake and landslide hazard maps, and future 
earthquake damage estimates for six counties in the Mid/Southern Willamette Valley 
including Yamhill, Marion, Polk, Benton, Linn, and Lane Counties, and the City of Albany, 
Oregon. 
Interpretive Map Series: IMS-8 Relative earthquake hazard maps for selected urban areas in 
western Oregon: Canby-Barlow-Aurora, Lebanon, Silverton-Mount Angel, Stayton- 
Sublimity-Aumsville, Sweet Home, Woodburn-Hubbard. 
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Geologic Map Series: GMS-105 - Relative earthquake hazard maps of the Salem East and 
Salem West quadrangles, Marion and Polk Counties, Oregon by Yumei Wang and William 
J. Leonard, 1996, 10 p., 1:24,000. Interpretive Map Series: IMS-006 - Water-induced  
landslide hazards, western portion of the Salem  Hills, Marion County, Oregon by Andrew F.  
Harvey and Gary L. Peterson, 1998, 13 p., 1:24,000. 
Additional reports are available via DOGAMI’s Publications Search website:  
https://www.oregongeology.org/pubs/index.htm 
Oregon Seismic Safety Policy Advisory Commission Reports: Oregon Resilience Plan 
(2013). https://www.oregon.gov/oem/documents/oregon_resilience_plan_final.pdf 

2.6.3 Flood 
Table 2.14, Flood Summary 

 

Hazard Flood 
Type Climatic 
Location Mapped flood zones, flood plain 
Speed of Onset Slow to moderate 
Extent Moderate to severe 
Prior Occurrence Seventeen significant events since 1964 
Probability ~18% overall; 1% annual within SFHA 

Source:  DOGAMI - Oregon HazVu; Oregon NHMP; FEMA NFIP; Oregon Risk Map 
 

Characteristics 
Flooding results when rain and snowmelt create water flow that exceeds the carrying 
capacity of rivers, streams, channels, ditches, and other watercourses. In Oregon, flooding 
is most common from October through April when storms from the Pacific Ocean bring 
intense rainfall. Most of Oregon’s destructive natural disasters have been floods (Taylor, 
Hatton, & Taylor). The principal types of flooding that occur in Marion County include 
riverine floods, shallow area floods, and urban floods. 
In Marion County there are numerous streams, creeks, and rivers that provide a water 
source for the community. If the water volume or flow rate exceeds the capacity of the 
channel, flooding is possible. Flooding occurs at various frequencies and heights along the 
various water channels located in the county and sister counties. Nearly every community 
in Marion County has been affected by flooding at some point. 
Within the planning period for this update three incidents of flooding were reported 
through the NOAA Storm Event Database. These occurred in February 2017, April 2019, 
and December 2020. Details of these events can be found in Appendix G. 

Location & Extent 
Floods are described in terms of their extent (including the horizontal area affected and the 
vertical  depth of floodwaters) and the related probability of occurrence. Flood studies 
often use historical records, such as streamflow gages, to determine the probability of 
occurrence for floods of different  magnitudes. The probability of occurrence is expressed 
in percentages as the chance of a flood of a specific extent occurring in any given year. 
The magnitude of flood used as the standard for floodplain management in the United 
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States is a flood  having a probability of occurrence of one percent in any given year. This 
flood is also known as the 100-year flood or base flood. The most readily available source of 
information regarding the 100-year flood is the system of Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRMs) prepared by FEMA. These maps are used to support the National Flood Insurance 
Program. The FIRMs show 100-year floodplain boundaries for identified flood hazards. 
These areas are also referred to as Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) and  are the basis 
for flood insurance and floodplain management requirements. The DOGAMI Multi-hazard 
Risk Report for Marion County contains the following figure showing the SFHAs in Marion 
County following map updates in the City of Turner. 
The Marion County EOP includes the following description of the flood hazard: 
Some floodplain areas in Marion County are located amongst residential dwellings and 
have been  mapped by FEMA. These floodplain areas are located throughout the 
Willamette River and Santiam  River, as well as areas along smaller creeks. Other portions 
of Marion County, outside of the mapped floodplains, are also subject to significant, 
repetitive flooding from local storm water  drainage. Major river basins including the 
Willamette, Little Pudding and North Santiam drainages  run through Marion County and 
the Mill Creek drainage running through Salem; all these drainages  are subject to flooding. 
Ten dams also pose a significant hazard to Marion County; the Detroit reservoir is located 
20 miles east of Salem. Excessive rain through the months of October to March  there is 
potential for increased flooding, impacting communities in low lying areas or in areas 
adjacent to the flood plans. The flood waters can occupy major roadways and incapacitate 
bridges  creating a transportation standstill minimizing the ability to rapidly respond. 
Of special note, in  January 2012, Marion County was 1 of 7 counties that sustained flood 
damage from heavy rain,  wind, and ice. One hundred thirty homes and seven businesses 
were damaged in the City of Turner; 29 streets were closed in the City of Salem; the state 
motor pool lost 150 vehicles and thousands of  gallons of fuel; Thomas Creek in the City of 
Scio overtopped, damaging several buildings (National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, N.d.). On  December 18, 2015, in Turner, the Mill Creek almost flooded 
from a 7–8-year rain event. This was reported by a member of the NHMP steering 
committee. 
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National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Vulnerability 
The Marion County Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for unincorporated Marion County 
and the cities of Turner and Salem became effective in October 2019. The City of Sublimity 
FIRM became effective in January 2003. The remaining cities have individual FIRMs 
current as of January 2000. Table 2.15 below shows that as of September 14, 2022, Marion 
County (including the incorporated cities) has 1,563 National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) policies in force. Of those, 826 (53%) ensure structures constructed before 
development of the initial FIRM. FEMA has made 396 paid claims in the county totaling 
$5,878,435. Tables 2.16 show that the last Community Assistance Visit (CAV) for 
unincorporated Marion County occurred on July 28, 2021. Among the jurisdictions within 
the county the City of Keizer received the most recent CAV in the county on March 4, 2020. 
Unincorporated Marion County participates in the Community Rating System (CRS) as does 
the City of Salem. The county has a CRS rating of 6, 20% discount, 6 repetitive loss 
properties. The table below shows that the majority (just under 90%) of flood insurance 
policies are for residential structures, primarily single-family homes. 
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Table 2.15, Flood Insurance Participation 

 
Community Effective FIRM 

and FIS 
Initial FIRM 
Date 

Number 
Policies 

Pre-FIRM 
Policies 

Single 
Family 

2-4 Family Other 
Residential 

Non- 
Residential 

Minus 
Rated A 
Zone 

MARION COUNTY          
MARION COUNTY* 10/18/2019 8/15/1979 235 124 207 1 4 23 7 
AUMSVILLE, CITY OF 1/19/2000 3/1/1979 15 4 15 0 0 0 2 
AURORA, CITY OF 1/19/2000 6/5/1997 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 
DETROIT, CITY OF 1/19/2000 6/30/1976 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 
GATES, CITY OF 1/19/2000 12/4/1979 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 
GERVAIS, CITY OF 1/19/2000 6/30/1976 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
HUBBARD, CITY OF 1/19/2000 2/5/1986 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
JEFFERSON, CITY OF 1/19/2000 3/1/1979 10 4 10 0 0 0 0 
MT. ANGEL, CITY OF 1/19/2000 1/19/2000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SALEM, CITY OF 10/18/2019 6/15/1979 723 464 440 86 54 143 32 
SCOTTS MILLS, CITY OF 1/19/2000 3/1/1979 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 
SILVERTON, CITY OF 1/19/2000 3/1/1979 71 30 43 5 21 2 20 
ST. PAUL, CITY OF 1/19/2000 1/19/2000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
STAYTON, CITY OF 1/19/2000 3/1/1979 17 8 15 0 0 2 0 
SUBLIMITY, CITY OF 1/2/2003 1/19/2000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TURNER, CITY OF 10/18/2019 4/2/1979 143 34 133 7 0 3 0 
WOODBURN, CITY OF 1/19/2000 3/1/1979 29 5 26 0 0 3 2 
KEIZER, CITY OF 1/19/2000 8/15/1979 314 150 285 7 7 15 6 
County Total:    

1,563 
 

826 
     

Source:  FEMA CIS database consulted September 2022. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

309



Marion County HMP 2023 2-29 | P a g e  

 
Table 2.16, Flood Insurance Detail 

 

Community Total Coverage Total Premium No. of 
Claims 

No. of 
Pre-FIRM 
claims 
paid 

Substantial 
Damage 
Claims 

Paid Claims Repetitive 
Loss 
Structures 

CRS 
Class 
Rating 

Last CAV 
Date 

Last CAC 
Date 

MARION COUNTY           

MARION COUNTY*  
$64,663,800 

 
$189,154 

10 
1 

 
76 

 
6 

$ 
1,218,648 

 
20 

 
6 

 
07/28/2021 

 

AUMSVILLE, CITY OF $3,851,600 $ 9,095 0 0 0 $ 0 0 na 09/24/1997 12/28/1990 
AURORA, CITY OF $633,000 $2,294 0 0 0 $ 0 0 na  12/02/1992 
DETROIT, CITY OF $70,000 $279 0 0 0 $ 0 0 na 01/01/1989 04/29/2021 
GATES, CITY OF $490,000 $838 0 0 0 $ 0 0 na  06/28/2021 
GERVAIS, CITY OF $0 $0 0 0 0 $ 0 0 na  03/14/1991 
HUBBARD, CITY OF $0 $0 0 0 0 $ 0 0 na 06/17/1991  
JEFFERSON, CITY OF $2,936,400 $4,925 7 6 0 $ 43,990 0 na   
MT. ANGEL, CITY OF $0 $0 4 3 0 $ 14,301 1 na  06/27/1991 
SALEM, CITY OF  

$ 199,098,100 
 

$ 738,282 
20 

4 
 

156 
 

8 
$ 

3,472,820 
 

27 
 

4 
 

3/22/2017 
 

1/26/2022 
SCOTTS MILLS, CITY OF $144,100 $1,714 1 1 0 $ 11,254 0 na 03/31/1995 08/24/1992 
SILVERTON, CITY OF $ 18,262,300 $ 60,864 15 11 0 $ 70,080 0 na 03/31/1995 08/24/1992 
ST. PAUL, CITY OF $0 $0 0 0 0 $ 0 0 na   
STAYTON, CITY OF $5,760,000 $10,086 1 0 0 $ 8,200 0 na 08/09/2006 08/24/1992 
SUBLIMITY, CITY OF $0 $0 0 0 0 $ 0 0 na   
TURNER, CITY OF $ 41,345,600 $ 75,227 25 20 3 $ 595,584 3 na 02/06/2012 02/25/1993 
WOODBURN, CITY OF $ 7,667,900 $ 19,384 6 3 0 $ 14,781 0 na 06/24/2004 02/25/1993 
KEIZER, CITY OF $ 99,857,300 $ 198,812 32 20 1 $ 428,778 3 na 3/4/2020 6/27/1991 
County Total: $444,780,10 

0 
$1,310,95 

4 
39 

6 
   

$5,878,436 
 

54 
   

Source:   FEMA CIS database consulted September 2022. 
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2.6.4 Landslide 
Table 2.17, Landslide Summary 

 

Hazard Landslide 
Type Climate / Geologic 
Location Steep slopes, weak geology (West Salem, 

East County 
Speed of Onset Slow too rapid 
Extent Minor to severe, but localized 
Prior Occurrence Landslides occur annually in Marion 

County 
Probability 100% for minor events, 10%-20% for 

severe events. 
Source:  DOGAMI - Oregon HazVu; Oregon NHMP 

 
Characteristics 

A landslide is any detached mass of soil, rock, or debris that falls, slides, or flows down a 
slope or a stream channel. Landslides are classified according to the type and rate of 
movement and the type of materials that are transported. In a landslide, two forces are at 
work: 1) the driving forces that cause the material to move down slope, and 2) the friction 
forces and strength of materials that act to retard the movement and stabilize the slope. 
When the driving forces exceed the resisting forces, a landslide occurs. 

Location & Extent 
The severity or extent of landslides is typically a function of geology and the landslide 
triggering mechanism. Rainfall initiated landslides tend to be smaller, and earthquake 
induced landslides may be very large. Even small slides can cause property damage, result 
in injuries, or take lives. 

 
 

The Marion County EOP includes the following description of the landslide hazard: 
The landslide area within Marion County identified by the State Engineering Geologist is 
located on  the west-facing slope of the Salem Hills and in the Cascades. The slides in this 
area have developed o n  steep slopes of soils originating from the marine sedimentary 
bedrock units. Landslides also occur  in the canyon of Abiqua Creek about five miles east of 
Silverton and along the slopes of the Little  North Fork of the Santiam River. In these areas, 
the slides are developed in deeply weathered tuffs of the Mehama Volcanics. Landslides may 
also occur in the clay soils overlying the Columbia River  Basalt in the Salem Hills area 
and in the Waldo Hills-Silverton Hills area, if slopes are artificially over  steepened. Steep 
slopes associated with landslide activity areas are themselves a deterrent to high  density 
development. The landslides or debris flows, (mudslides), may affect buildings, roads, and 
utilities. Landslides are one of the most widespread and damaging natural hazards in 
Oregon. 
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Of note in the 2016 Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional NHMP is North Fork Road which 
experiences regular (annual) landslides and closures. 
More detailed landslide hazard assessment at specific locations requires a site-specific 
analysis of the slope, soil/rock, and groundwater characteristics at a specific site. Such 
assessments are often conducted prior to major development projects in areas with 
moderate to high landslide potential, to evaluate the specific hazard at the development 
site. Table 2-18 below shows Landslide Susceptibility and Exposure for the county and its 
incorporated jurisdictions. Notably, Scotts Mills and Idanha have significant percentages 
of landslide susceptible areas with very high exposure 

Table 2.18, Landslide Susceptibility Exposure in Marion County by city 
 

Jurisdiction Area, ft2
 Low Moderate High Very High 

Marion County 33 185 295 063 42 4% 23 0% 28 8% 5 8% 
Aumsville 30,637,393 93.0% 6.4% 0.6% 0.0% 

Aurora 13,534,706 55.7% 35.7% 8.6% 0.0% 
Detroit 26,659,361 45.5% 34.0% 20.6% 0.0% 
Donald 7,787,724 99.2% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 
Gates 7,683,876 50.2% 32.3% 17.5% 0.0% 
Gervais 10,716,349 98.7% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 
Hubbard 19,587,769 92.7% 5.4% 1.9% 0.0% 
Idanha 23,496,523 29.9% 26.2% 21.0% 23.0% 
Jefferson 22,291,901 90.4% 8.8% 0.8% 0.0% 
Keizer 202,393,226 88.5% 9.8% 1.8% 0.0% 
Mill City 23,105,987 74.5% 16.9% 8.6% 0.0% 
Mt. Angel 29,486,393 89.0% 10.5% 0.5% 0.0% 
Salem 1,368,874,853 69.3% 23.3% 3.5% 3.9% 
Scotts Mills 10,197,012 29.6% 10.4% 3.3% 56.8% 
Silverton 97,150,554 67.2% 25.7% 7.0% 0.0% 
St. Paul 8,154,929 92.1% 7.1% 0.8% 0.0% 
Stayton 81,891,198 84.6% 13.4% 2.0% 0.0% 
Sublimity 25,724,506 93.3% 6.5% 0.1% 0.0% 
Turner 40,337,405 63.7% 24.2% 7.2% 4.8% 
Woodburn 148,853,259 92.0% 7.3% 0.7% 0.0% 

Source:  DOGAMI Open-File Report, O-16-02, Landslide Susceptibility Overview Map of Oregon (2016) 
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or more information, refer to the following report and maps provided by DOGAMI: 
• Introduction - SLIDO - Statewide Landslide Information Database for Oregon (SLIDO) -  

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (oregongeology.org) 
• Open File Report: O-16-02, Landslide Susceptibility Overview Map of Oregon 
• Open-File Report: O-10-03, Digital geologic map of the southern Willamette Valley,  

Benton,  Lane, Linn, Marion, and Polk Counties, Oregon 
2.6.5 Volcano 
Table 2.19, Volcano Summary 

 

Hazard Volcano 
Type Geologic 
Location Cascade Mountains 
Speed of Onset Slow too rapid 
Extent Moderate to severe 
Prior Occurrence One significant event 1980 (Mt. St. 

Helens) 
Probability <1% annual 

Source:  DOGAMI - Oregon HazVu; Oregon NHMP 
 

Characteristics: 
The Pacific Northwest lies within the “ring of fire,” an area of very active volcanic activity 
surrounding  the Pacific Basin. Volcanic eruptions occur regularly along the ring of fire, in 
part because of the movement of the Earth’s tectonic plates. The Earth’s outermost shell, the 
lithosphere, is broken into a  series of slabs known as tectonic plates. These plates are rigid, 
but they float on a hotter, softer layer  in the Earth’s mantle. As the plates move about on the 
layer beneath them, they spread apart, collide,  or slide past each other. Volcanoes occur most 
frequently at the boundaries of these plates and  volcanic eruptions occur when molten 
material, or magma, rises to the surface. 
The primary threat to lives and property from active volcanoes is from violent eruptions that 
unleash tremendous blast forces, generate mud and debris flows, or produce flying debris 
and ash clouds. The immediate danger area in a volcanic eruption generally lies within a 20- 
mile radius of the eruption  location. 
Location & Extent 
Geologic hazard maps have been created for most of the volcanoes in the Cascade Range by 
the USGS  Volcano Program at the Cascade Volcano Observatory in Vancouver, WA and are 
available at http://vulcan.wr.usgs.gov/Publications/hazards_reports.html. 
Oregon is located on the Pacific Rim. Tectonic movement within the earth's crust can 
activate dormant volcanoes in or near Marion County resulting in eruptions, lahars and 
ash fallout. Volcanic activity is possible from anywhere along the Cascade Range. Direct 
impacts from lava are possible in the southeast corner of Marion County in the Cascade 
Range. Lahar flows are possible along most of Marion County’s eastern border (see 
Figure 2-17) as shown emanating from Mount Jefferson, the closest potential source of 
volcanic activity. Of particular concern are communities and infrastructure throughout the 
Santiam Canyon has far west as Stayton. Ash fall is possible county wide with potential 
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impacts to municipal water and transportation systems as well as sensitive mechanical 
and electrical equipment. 
The plate of the projected location of a lahar from Mount Jefferson into Marion County is 
included in the DOGAMI Multi-hazard Risk Assessment found in Volume 4. 
The Marion County EOP includes the following description of the volcano hazard: 

Several Oregon and Washington volcanos are located relatively near Marion County, 
including Mount  St. Helens and Mt. Hood. In the past 200 years, seven of the Cascade 
volcanoes in the United States have erupted, including Mt. Baker, Glacier Peak, Mt. 
Rainier, Mount St. Helens, Mt. Hood, Mt.  Shasta, and Mt. Lassen. Within Marion County, 
the impacts of volcanic events are likely to be only minor ash falls, lahars, and lava flow, 
with perhaps some impact on public water supplies, utilities and  transportation including 
aviation. Impacts include temporary disruption of transportation, sewer disposal, and 
water treatment systems; highway and road closures; power outages; clogged  filters and 
damage to mechanical equipment and vehicles; and eye irritation. Previous history of 
volcanic eruption includes the 1980 Mount St. Helens eruption; ash fall from which did not 
cause any  major problems in Marion County. Eruptions in the Cascades have      
occurred at an average of 1-2 per  century during the last 4,000 years and future 
eruptions are certain. Mount Jefferson poses the greatest threat of volcanic eruption to 
Marion County. Located on the eastern edge of the county,  Mount Jefferson presents not 
only a threat of lahars and lava flows, but also a threat of ash fallout.  The Cascade 
volcanic arc in central Oregon, from Mount Jefferson to Diamond Peak, is composed of 
hundreds of individual volcanoes that lie among the major volcanic centers of Mount 
Jefferson, Three Sisters, and Newberry Volcano. The area has witnessed numerous 
eruptions during the past 14,000 years. 
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2.6.6 Wildfire 
Table 2.20, Wildfire 

 

Hazard Wildfire 
Type Climatic, Human Caused 
Speed of onset Moderate to rapid 
Location County wide, Wildland Urban Interface 
Extent Minor to extreme 
Prior Occurrences 74 fires from 2016 through 2021; 398,354 

acres burned* 
Probability 100% for minor events, 1% for extreme 

events 
 
*Oregon Department of Forestry Data, consulted September 2022, ODF Fire | ODF 
Fire | ODF ArcGIS Hub 

 
Source:  DOGAMI - Oregon HazVu; Oregon NHMP 

 
Marion County updated its Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) in 2017. The 
CWPP is incorporated into the NHMP by reference and will serve as the guiding document 
for wildfire mitigation activities in the county. 

Characteristics 
Wildfires occur in areas with large amounts of flammable vegetation that require a 
suppression response due to uncontrolled burning. Fire is an essential part of Oregon’s 
ecosystem but can also pose a serious threat to life and property, particularly in the state’s 
growing rural communities. Wildfire can be divided into three categories: interface, 
wildland, and firestorms. The increase in residential development in interface areas has 
resulted in greater wildfire risk. Fire has historically been a natural wildland element and 
can sweep through vegetation that may now be adjacent to a combustible home. New 
residents in remote locations are often surprised to learn that in moving away from built- up 
urban areas, they have also left behind readily available fire services providing structural 
protection. 
The Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan wildfire risk assessment 
considers: 
 Risk: the potential and frequency for wildfire ignitions (based on past occurrences). 
 Hazard: the conditions that may contribute to wildfire (fuels, slope, aspect, 

elevation, and  weather). 
 Values: the people, property, natural resources, and other resources that could suffer 

losses in a wildfire event. 
 Protection Capability: the ability to mitigate losses, prepares for the hazard, 

responds to, and suppresses wildland and structural fires. 
 Structural Vulnerability: the elements that influence the level of exposure of the 

hazard to the structure (roof type and building materials, access to the structure, and 
whether or not there is defensible space or fuels reduction around the structure.) 
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Location & Extent 
The Marion County EOP includes the following description of the wildfire hazard: 
The forest lands in Marion County make up about 43 percent of the eastern part of the 
county and  are significant to the economic, recreational and environment. The eastern 
region of the county is suited to forest use due to the large amount of precipitation, rugged 
terrain, remoteness from urban  areas and large ownerships. The forest cover consists 
predominantly of the coniferous species of  Douglas Fir, Western and Mountain Hemlock, 
Western Red Cedar, and True Firs. Deciduous species  occur to a lesser extent at lower 
elevations and have only limited commercial value. 

 
An area located  east and south of the city of Silverton and commonly referred to as the 
Silverton Hills consists of a mixed pattern of farm and forest land uses. The topography of 
this area consists of relatively level  ridge tops with intervening stream canyons. Marion 
County remains vulnerable to wildfire events and  has identified 17 areas in the county as 
vulnerable wildland/urban interface communities. 

 
Most of  Marion County wildfires occur east of the Cascade Highway. Uncontrolled fires 
often occur in wild land areas; however, can also consume houses or agricultural resources. 
Wildfires have been a  feature of the Oregon landscape, including Marion County, for 
thousands of years. Within Marion  County especially vulnerable areas include Santiam 
Canyon area, Idanha, Detroit, Gates, Stayton,  Silverton, Turner, and unincorporated areas 
to the south and east of Salem. It is estimated that 8- 10% (20-25,000 people) of the County’s 
total population live in areas potentially subject to an  interface with wildland fire. Losses 
from a fire could range as high as $10 to $15 million dollars. The impacts include loss of 
communications, utilized and compromises water quality and the transportation of goods 
and services to the affected communities. The fire season typically occurs  between May and 
October. Most of the fires are caused by humans or lightning strikes. 

Wildfire hazard areas are commonly identified in regions of the Wildland Urban Interface 
(WUI). The interface is the urban-rural fringe where homes and other structures are built 
into a densely forested or natural landscape. If left unchecked, it is likely that fires in 
these areas will threaten lives and  property. 

Communities at-Risk, for the purposes of this plan, are those areas within city or Rural Fire 
District  boundaries of the fire department that provide fire protection services for the 
community. The  Communities-at-Risk are surrounded by an additional area identified as 
the “Wildland Urban Interface” (WUI). The area where forest fuel can be modified to 
reduce fire behavior and spread so that wildland agencies can use the area to manage 
suppression fires more effectively from spreading to communities  at risk and other 
important infrastructure. 

Methods for identifying communities at risk require assessing residential density and 
location within a fire district. While several of Marion County’s communities are listed as 
“unprotected,” it is important to note that these communities are NOT without fire service. 
Several Rural Fire Protection Districts provide firefighting services throughout the 
unprotected areas of Marion County including: 
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 Breitenbush 

 Detroit 

 Drakes Crossing 

 Elkhorn  (Little  North 
Fork, Santiam Canyon) 

 Gates 

 Idanha 

 Jefferson 

 Lyons 

 Marion 

 Mehama 

 Salem  (South 
and East) 

 Scotts Mills 

 Silverton 

 Stayton 

 Sublimity 

 Turner 

 
 
 

The Marion County CWPP update of 2017 discusses a high-level wildfire risk assessment 
called the West Wide Wildfire Risk Assessment (WWA). The Oregon Department of 
Forestry, on behalf of the Council of Western State Foresters and the Western Forestry 
Leadership Coalition, has conducted a wildfire risk assessment and report for the 17 
western states and selected U.S. affiliated Pacific Islands. This assessment was funded by 
the U.S.  Forest Service and is known as the West Wide Wildfire Risk Assessment, or 
WWRA. The WWRA is a multi-state assessment that provides multiple data sets that can 
be used to  evaluate and weigh the relative risk of various factors that contribute to 
wildfire risk. 
In 2021, the Oregon State Legislature passed Senate Bill (SB) 762 which required ODF to 
develop a new statewide wildfire risk map updating the current use of the 2018 
Quantitative Wildfire Risk Assessment. The new Wildfire Risk Map was released on June 
30, 2023, as part of the Oregon Explorer Natural Resources Digital Library, Home |  
oregonexplorer | Oregon State University. 
Following concerns from the public concerning the data and the impacts that this data 
could have on insurance, ODF made the decision to remove the Oregon Wildfire Risk Map 
and reevaluate the data to ensure its accuracy and impact. ODF plans to release the new 
updated risk map sometime in 2023. 
Marion County has chosen to not include data acquired from the Oregon Wildfire Risk 
Map while it was available and will reexamine the new data and determine is usefulness 
once released by ODF. 
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2.6.7 Severe Weather/Storm 
Table 2.21, Severe Weather/Storm 

 

Hazard Severe Weather / Storm 
Type Climatic 
Speed of onset Slow to moderate 
Location Countywide 
Extent Minor to severe 
Prior Occurrences Minor events occur annually; 30 moderate 

to severe events over the past 130 years. 
Probability 100% for minor events, 23% for moderate 

to severe events 
Source: Oregon NHMP; Marion HMP Hazard History 

 
Marion County is vulnerable to multiple forms of severe weather. The Marion County 
Comprehensive Risk Assessment ranks the following severe weather hazards: Tornado, 
Severe Weather/Storm, and Extreme Weather - High Temperature. The NOAA Storm Event 
Database is the source for the tables below containing records for events of many types of 
Severe Weather. The data are grouped showing events of Winter Storms, Winter Weather, 
Snowstorm, and Ice Storms in the first table. Presented separately are High Wind, Strong 
Wind, Funnel Cloud, and Tornado events. The final table contains reported events of Heat 
and Excessive Heat. The occurrences are listed in date/time order and the episodes are 
grouped together with banding. Note that the drought, wildfire, and flood hazards are 
covered under separate sections. These hazards can also be tied to severe weather events and 
the impact of a changing climate. 
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Table 2.22, Severe Weather/Storm 
 

Zone Begin Date Event Type 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 1/7/2017 Winter Storm 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 1/7/2017 Winter Storm 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 1/10/2017 Heavy Snow 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 3/5/2017 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 3/5/2017 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 3/5/2017 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 12/19/2017 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 2/20/2018 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 2/25/2018 Heavy Snow 

 
Zone Begin Date Event Type 

NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 4/7/2018 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 12/11/2018 Winter Weather 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 2/8/2019 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 2/10/2019 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 2/10/2019 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 2/23/2019 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 2/23/2019 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 2/24/2019 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 2/24/2019 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 11/26/2019 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 1/10/2020 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 1/13/2020 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 3/30/2020 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 11/13/2020 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 11/13/2020 Heavy Snow 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 1/26/2021 Winter Weather 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 2/11/2021 Winter Storm 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 2/11/2021 Winter Storm 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 2/11/2021 Ice Storm* 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 2/25/2021 Winter Storm 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 12/11/2021 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 12/19/2021 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 12/19/2021 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 12/24/2021 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 12/24/2021 Heavy Snow 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 12/25/2021 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 1/2/2022 Heavy Snow 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 1/3/2022 Heavy Snow 

Source:  NOAA Storm Event Database, consulted September 2022, Storm Events Database - Search Page |   National 
Centers for Environmental Information (noaa.gov) 
* $10,000,000 was the value of damage reported for this February 2021 Ice Storm. 
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Table 2.23, High or Strong Wind, Thunderstorm Wind, Tornado, Hail and Funnel Cloud events in Marion Co. 2016-2021 

 

Zone Begin 
Location 

Begin 
Date 

Event Type Magnitud 
e (mpg or 
inches) 

Tornad 
o 

Strengt 
h 

Death 
s 

Injuri 
es 

Property 
Damage 

CENTRALWILLAMETTE 
VALLEY 

 4/7/2017 High Wind 63  0 0 $5,000 

MARION CO. Aurora ARPT. 10/12/2017 Tornado  EF0 0 0 $40,000 
NORTHOREGON 
CASCADESFOOTHILLS 

 3/8/2018 Strong Wind 35  0 0 $4,000 

NORTHOREGON 
CASCADESFOOTHILLS 

 4/7/2018 High Wind 50  0 0 $3,000 

CENTRALWILLAMETTE 
VALLEY 

 4/7/2018 Strong Wind 39  0 0 $2,000 

MARION CO. JEFFERSON 10/29/2018 Tornado  EF0 0 0 $200 
MARION CO. ST PAUL 12/1/2018 Funnel Cloud   0 0 $0 
CENTRALWILLAMETTE 
VALLEY 

 12/18/2018 Strong Wind 39  0 0 $3,000 

CENTRALWILLAMETTE 
VALLEY 

 1/5/2019 Strong Wind 47  0 0 $100,000 

NORTHOREGON 
CASCADES 

 9/7/2020 High Wind 57  0 0 $1,000,000,000 

NORTHOREGON 
CASCADESFOOTHILLS 

 9/7/2020 High Wind 61  5 0 $2,000,000,000 

MARION CO. (SLE)MCNARY 
FLD 

9/17/2020 Thunderstorm/Wind 45  0 0 $2,000 

MARION CO. ST PAUL 9/18/2020 Thunderstorm/Wind 45  0 0 $1,000 
MARION CO. SUBLIMITY 9/18/2020 Hail 0.75  0 0 $0 
CENTRALWILLAMETTE 
VALLEY 

 1/12/2021 Strong Wind 27  0 0 $5,000 

CENTRALWILLAMETTE 
VALLEY 

 5/22/2021 Strong Wind 47  0 0 $0 

CENTRALWILLAMETTE 
VALLEY 

 11/4/2021 Strong Wind 39  0 0 $1,000 

CENTRALWILLAMETTE 
VALLEY 

 12/11/2021 High Wind 53  0 0 $0 

Source:  NOAA Storm Event Database, consulted September 2022, Storm Events Database - Search Page | National Centers for Environmental Information (noaa.gov) 
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Table 2.24, Heat and Excessive Heat Events in Marion County 2016-2021. 

 

Zone Begin Date Begin Time Event Type Deaths 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 5/22/2017 1200 Heat 0 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 8/1/2017 1200 Excessive Heat 0 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 7/18/2018 700 Heat 0 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 8/16/2020 700 Heat 0 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 8/17/2020 800 Heat 0 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 6/26/2021 1000 Excessive Heat 2 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 6/26/2021 1200 Excessive Heat 16 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 7/29/2021 1400 Heat 0 
CENTRAL WILLAMETTE VALLEY (ZONE) 8/11/2021 1400 Excessive Heat 0 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES (ZONE) 8/11/2021 1400 Excessive Heat 0 
NORTH OREGON CASCADES FOOTHILLS (ZONE) 8/11/2021 1400 Excessive Heat 0 
Source: NOAA Storm Event Database, consulted September 2022, Storm Events Database - Search Page | National Centers for Environmental Information (noaa.gov) 
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To maintain consistency with previous versions of this plan and to simplify the mitigation 
strategy, this section focuses on wind and winter storm events and the range of conditions 
common to each. 
Characteristics 
A windstorm is generally a short duration event involving straight-line winds and/or gusts 
in- excess of 50-mph. The most common type of wind events affecting Marion County are 
straight-line winds. These events originate as a downdraft of rain-cooled air which spreads 
out rapidly when they reach the ground. Straight- line winds can produce gusts of up to 
100-mph. 

Winter storms are generally characterized by a combination of heavy rains, snow, hail, or 
ice often accompanied by high winds. This section deals primarily with the snow and ice 
effects of winter storms. The winter storms that affect Marion County are typically large 
cyclonic low-pressure systems that move in from the Pacific Ocean and affect regions 
within Oregon or the entire Pacific Northwest. These storms are most common from 
October through March. 

Location & Extent 

In Marion County, the wind events occur county-wide, but are generally highest near the 
Willamette River. In the mountainous areas, the level of wind hazard is largely determined 
by topography and vegetation cover at the local level. Mountainous terrain slows down 
wind speed, particularly in valley areas. However, along ridge lines and other exposed 
areas, the wind speeds increase. Although windstorms can affect the entirety of the 
county, they are especially hazardous in developed areas where tree damage can impact 
transportation, housing, and electrical infrastructure. Snow and ice events can also occur 
county wide; however, impacts are most common at elevations above 300-feet. 
The Marion County EOP includes the following description of the severe weather hazard: 

Ice, hail, thunderstorms, and winter storms: An ice storm within the county can 
be devastating and is caused by freezing rain. Even a thin layer of ice on the 
ground, trees, cars, and other objects can impact transportation and utilities. As 
the Ice accumulates  roads become slick making it dangerous to travel and trees 
become compromised  impacting power poles and telephone lines. Significant ice 
accumulations are usually  accumulations of one-quarter inch or greater. Hail is 
relative during thunderstorms  producing winds of at least 58 mph (50 knots) 
and/or hail at least "1-inch" (quarter size)  in diameter. Near severe or strong 
thunderstorms typically account for wind gusts of 40-  57 mph and/or for small 
hail less than 1-inch in diameter. Heavy snow and blizzards  storms: A heavy 
snow event that produces or forecasted to produce heavy snow accumulations. A 
blizzard is a winter storm with sustained or frequent winds of 35 mph  or higher 
with considerable falling and/or blowing snow that frequently reduces visibility 
to one-quarter mile or less. These conditions are expected to prevail for a 
minimum of 3  hours. Marion County has experienced several disruptive storms 
including heavy snowstorms and ice resulting in building and property damage, 
utility failures, and in some  cases injury or death. The winter storms that affect 
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Marion County are typically large  cyclonic low-pressure systems that move in from 
the Pacific Ocean and affect large areas  of Oregon and/or the whole Pacific 
Northwest. These storms are most common from October through March. 
Notably, on March 2, 2012, FEMA issued a disaster declaration for twelve Oregon 
counties, including Marion, to assist with recovery from “severe winter storm, flooding, 
landslides, and mudslides.” 

2.7 High Hazard Potential Dams 
Dams that pose a high risk to life safety in the event of a failure event are called high-hazard 
potential dams (HHPDs). In June 2020, FEMA released new grant program guidance for 
Rehabilitation of High Hazard Potential Dams (Department of Homeland Security, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 2022)  and new guidance for inclusion of HHPDs in 
Local Mitigation Planning Policy that becomes effective April 19, 2023. This information 
provides a basis for future planning updates (Department of Homeland Security, Federal 
Emeregncy Managemetn Agency, 2022). 
According to the National Inventory of Dams, there are a total of 40 dams in Marion 
County (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2020). The average age of these dams is 117 
years. Marion County is also subject to risk  from dams outside of the county, for 
example, Detroit Dam in Linn County which poses a daytime risk to 77,181 people. 
There are thirteen dams operated by the USACE on the Willamette River, nine of 
which are upstream of communities in the Willamette River floodplain subject to 
flood risk in Marion County. 
See the list below for a summary of all the dams in Marion County. Three dams pose a 
high risk to life safety in the event of a dam failure event, these are called High-Hazard 
Potential Dams (HHPD). One of these is federally regulated and produces hydropower, 
Big Cliff Dam. Detroit dam is also a High-Hazard Potential Dam which divides Marion 
and Linn Counties. 
Two HHPDs that are state regulated are Franzen Dam, located in Turner but owned by the 
City of Salem; and Silver Creek Dam owned by the City of Silverton. 
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Figure 2-9, Silver Creek Dam (left) and Franzen Dam (right) 
 

  

Oregon Water Resources Department regulates dams in Oregon. All the dams that pose a 
significant or high hazard potential are regularly inspected. As part of the 2022 plan 
update, the OWRD State Engineer for Water Resources/ Dam Safety Program Manager 
confirmed that Marion County has no dams in poor or unsatisfactory condition. 

Table 2.25, Dams in Marion County (NID) 
 

Name Hazard 
Classification 

Owner Purpose 

Big Cliff Dam High USACE, Portland District Hydro-electric 

Silver Creek High City of Silverton Water Supply 

Franzen High City of Salem Water Supply 

Koinenia Lake Significant Cindy Jerger Irrigation 

Neil Creek 
Reservoir 

Significant Dean Yeager Irrigation 

Spring Lake Estates Significant Spring Lake Estates Recreation 

 
 

Name Hazard 
Classification 

Owner Purpose 

Barnes Bros. 
Reservoir 

Significant Eric and Pamela Barnes Irrigation 

Funrue Significant City of Aurora Irrigation 
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Heater Dam Significant Jim Heater Irrigation 

Heater Dam #2 Significant James M. Heater Irrigation 

Lorence Lake Significant Greg & Kara Pilcher Other 

Peterson, Floyd Significant Erik Rodgers Recreation 

Fredericks Pond Significant Maple Leaf Lake 
Homeowners Association 

Irrigation 

Pettit Reservoir Significant Dr. Virgil Pettit Other 

Berger Lake Significant Hidden Lakes Recreation 
Association 

Irrigation 

Waldo Lake Significant Krautmann Family 
Nursery, LLC 

Irrigation 

Willards Pool Low Terry Caster Recreation 

Duck Pond Dam Low Douglas Fries Recreation 

Woodburn Nursery Low Woodburn Nursery and 
Azaleas 

Other 

S-M-S #1 Low Cody & Barbara Duerst Recreation 

Lakewood Estates Low Lakewood Homeowners, 
Inc. 

No data entered 

River Bend No. 2 Low James L. Payne Irrigation 

Tribbett Reservoir Low Kelly Farms Recreation 

Spada Farms #2 
(Ryan) 

Low A&R Spada Nursery and 
Farms 

Irrigation 

Baker West Nursery 
Dam 

Low Baker West, Inc. Fish & wildlife 

Fox Reservoir Low Tom Fox Irrigation 

Name Hazard 
Classification 

Owner Purpose 

Spada Nursery 
Runoff #2 

Low A&R Spada Nursery and 
Farms 

Irrigation 

Westbrook Dam Low Krautmann Family 
Nursery, LLC 

Fish & wildlife 
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Mission Creek Dam 
and Reservoir 
Company 

Low Jerry Mullen Irrigation 

Case Creek Dam 1 Low Douglas & Patricia 
Krahmer 

Irrigation 

O.E. Loe Dam 2 
Porter Place 

Low Larie Loe Irrigation 

Spada Reservoir #1 
(Champoeg) 

Low A&R Spada Nursery and 
Farms 

Irrigation 

Stadeli Low Brooke Craeger-Stadeli Irrigation 

Mallories Dairy 
Lagoon #2 

Low Mallories Dairy, Inc. Irrigation 

Mckay Acres Dam Low Mark McKay Irrigation 

4-B Farms Low Butsch Properties, LLC No data entered 

Kraemer Farms 
Dam 

Low Kraemer Farms, Inc. Irrigation/ Fish & 
wildlife 

Silver Falls Log 
Pond 

Low Gelco Investment, LLC Irrigation 

Mallories Lagoon #1 Low Mallories Dairy, Inc. Irrigation 

City of Mt Angel 
Lagoon 

Low City of Mt Angel No data entered 

Source:  USACE (2022). National Inventory of Dams. https://nid.usace.army.mil/#/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.8 Community Vulnerability Identification and Assessment 
 

Understanding community impacts and how they relate to its vulnerability and risk is one 
of the most essential components of the risk assessment. For the purposes of this HMP, 
the county and cities utilized BOLD Planning analysis exercises and results from 
interviews with staff from each plan holding jurisdiction or district to assess 
vulnerability. For an in-depth  analysis of community characteristics in Marion County, 
please refer to the Community Profile in Volume III: Appendix C. The Marion County 
Risk Assessment Annex to the EOP, incorporated herein by reference, includes a risk 
impact assessment for each hazard. 
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2.8.1 Community Characteristics 
 

Vulnerability assesses the extent to which people are susceptible to injury or other 
impacts  resulting from a hazard as well as the exposure of the built environment or other 
community assets (social, environmental, economic, etc.) to hazards. The exposure of 
community assets to hazards is critical in the assessment of the degree of risk a 
community has to each hazard. Identifying the populations, facilities, and infrastructure at 
risk from various hazards can assist the county in prioritizing resources for mitigation and 
can assist in  directing damage assessment efforts after a hazard event has occurred. The 
exposure of county and city assets to each hazard and potential implications are explained 
in each hazard section and within each Addendum in Volume II. 
Vulnerability includes the percentage of population and property likely to be affected 
under an “average” occurrence of the hazard. Marion County and the DLCD natural 
hazards planners evaluated the best available vulnerability data to develop the vulnerability 
evaluation presented below. 

2.9 Population 
 

The socio-demographic qualities of the community population such as language, race and 
ethnicity, age, income, and educational attainment are significant factors that can 
influence the community’s ability to cope, adapt to, and recover from natural disasters. A 
disproportionate burden is placed upon special needs groups, particularly children, the 
elderly, the disabled, minorities, and low-income persons. Population vulnerabilities can 
be reduced or eliminated with proper outreach and community mitigation planning. 

2.9.1 Population Vulnerabilities 
 Marion County is the fifth most populous county in Oregon.  Between 2010 and 

2020 Marion County’s population increased by slightly less than 10 percent (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2020). 

 Between 2015-2021 the median age in Marion County was 36.6 years old, this is 
approximately 3 years younger than the state median of 39.3 years old at the same 
time-period (U.S. Census Bureau, 2022). 

 
 
 
 

 As part of the 2021 Coordinated Population Forecast for Marion County, Portland 
State University, Population Research Center identified the following: 

 When compared to the 2000 and 2010 decennial census the portion of the 
population in the younger age group (e.g., those under 18) is projected to decrease 
in 2030 and 2040. 

 24.3% of people in Marion County are under 18 years old. 
 10.4% of people under the age of 65 are living with a disability. 
 16.2% percent of the population is considered elderly (Over 65 years of age) 
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(Portland State University, Population Research Center, 2021). 
2.10 Economy 

 
Economic diversification, employment, and industry are measures of economic capacity. 
However, economic resilience to natural disasters is far more complex than merely 
restoring employment or income in the local community. Building a resilient economy 
requires an understanding of how the components of employment sectors, workforce, 
resources, and infrastructure are interconnected in the existing economic picture. The 
current and anticipated financial conditions of a community are strong determinants of 
community resilience, as a strong and diverse economic base increases the ability of 
individuals, families, and the community to absorb disaster impacts for a quick recovery. 

2.10.1 Economic Vulnerabilities 
 Marion County has the third most diverse county out of all the 36 counties evaluated 

(State of Oregon, Employment Department, 2022). 
 Marion County is not listed as an economically distressed community (State of 

Oregon, Business Oregon, 2022). 
 Unemployment remains about 2 percent higher in Marion County than the Oregon 

average unemployment rate (State of Oregon, Employment Department, 2022). 
 The top five industry sectors in Marion County with the most employees, as of the 

2020 U.S. Census: (U.S. Census Bureau, 2021) 
o Educational Services, Health Care, and Social Services (20.2%) 
o Retail Trade (11%) 
o Manufacturing (10.7%) 
o Professional, Scientific, Management, and Administrative (10.7%) 
o Public Administration (9.25) 

2.11 Environment 
The capacity of the natural environment is essential in sustaining all forms of life 
including human life, yet it often plays an underrepresented role in community resiliency 
to natural hazards. The natural environment includes land, air, water, and other natural 
resources that support and provide space to live, work, and recreate. Natural capital such 
as wetlands and forested hill slopes play significant roles in protecting communities and 
the environment from weather-related hazards, such as flooding and landslides. When 
natural systems are impacted or depleted by human activities, those activities can 
adversely affect community resilience to natural hazard events. 

2.11.1 Environment Vulnerabilities 
 The western half of Marion County is in the Willamette Valley and is relatively flat. 

The eastern portion of Marion County has a mountainous topography and is bordered 
by the Cascade Mountain Range. 

 The average elevation for Marion County is 154 feet and elevations range from 154 
feet near the Willamette River in Salem to 2400 feet in the foothills of the Cascade 
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mountains. 
 Most water resources originate in the eastern portion of Marion County. 

 Marion County receives 40 inches of rain annually. 
 There are several rivers in Marion County, including the Willamette River, 

North Santiam River, Pudding River, Little Pudding River, and Mill Creek. 
 The largest reservoir in Marion County is Detroit Reservoir; Detroit Reservoir 

is located 50 miles east of Salem and covers roughly 5.5 square miles in area. 
2.12 Housing 

 
Housing type and age are important factors in hazard mitigation planning. Certain 
housing types tend to be less disaster resilient and warrant special attention. Mobile 
homes, for example, are generally more prone to wind and water damage than standard 
wood-frame construction. Homes built before 1993 may be more vulnerable to 
earthquakes because they were built prior to the incorporation of strict earthquake 
standards in Oregon’s building codes. Structures built in Oregon after 1993 use 
earthquake resistant designs and construction techniques. Additionally, in the 1970s, 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) began assisting communities 
with floodplain mapping and communities passed floodplain ordinances to regulate 
floodplain development. 

2.12.1 Housing Vulnerabilities 
 68 percent of housing units in Marion County were built prior to 1990; therefore, are 

not built to current earthquake standards. 
 Slightly more than 60 percent of units are owner-occupied, and 39 percent are 

occupied by renters.  In 2020, Marion County had 128,541 housing units. Of those, 
4.6 percent of Marion County’s housing units are vacant (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2020). 

 8.3 percent of county residents live in mobile homes and less than one percent live in 
boats, RV, vans, or other forms of housing (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). 

 44 percent of renter households in Marion County are rent burdened and spend 35 
percent or more of their monthly income on housing (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). 

 
 

 For every affordable housing unit available in Marion County, there are 16 extremely 
low-income households (State of Oregon, Oregon Housing & Community Services, 
N.d.). 

2.13 Critical Facilities and Infrastructure 
Critical facilities (i.e., police, fire, and government facilities) and physical infrastructure 
are vital during a disaster and are essential for proper functioning and response. The lack 
or poor condition of infrastructure can negatively affect a community’s ability to cope, 
respond and recover from a natural disaster. Following a disaster, communities may 
experience isolation from surrounding cities and counties due to infrastructure failure. 
These conditions force communities to rely on local and immediately available 
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resources. For the purposes of this plan, critical facilities and infrastructure were 
evaluated through the lifeline sector  analysis. The results of this analysis are below. 

2.13.1 Critical Facilities and Infrastructure Vulnerabilities 
 Communication 

o Many providers share infrastructure and/or collocate their infrastructure. 
o During a power outage, battery sustainability and generators would only 

provide limited power for two to three days. 
o The largest barriers to respond in a Cascadia event is staff ability to respond, 

access to facilities, time, funding, and political support. 
o After a Cascadia event, all providers anticipate a 75 to 100 percent 

shutdown. 
 Energy 

o Generators are used as backups for critical infrastructure throughout the 
county, but they require access to various fuel types. 

o Oregon’s fuel storage facilities are located in Portland and are susceptible to 
failure due to soil liquefaction. The storage capacity is six days. 

o The estimated level of electrical service interruption during a Cascadia event 
is approximately one to three months. 

 Transportation 
o The most critical routes in Marion County include Interstate 5 and 

Highway 22. 
o Cherriots operates city and regional buses and Cherriots Lift for people 

with disabilities. Yearly, they provide about 4 million rides. 
o Following a Cascadia event transportation will be limited for 6-12 months. 
o Per day, Salem-Keizer Public Schools transport an estimated 22,000 

students. 
 
 
 

 Water 
o Infrastructure located near rivers could be impacted from floods, 

wildfires, or earthquake causing service disruption. 
o People living in incorporated areas of Marion County rely on septic 

tanks and wells. 
o Low water reserves and river flow pose a serious threat to Marion 

County’s water supply. 
o Damage assessments and repair of impacted facilities cannot be 

conducted without road access. 
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2.14 Lifeline Sector Analysis 
 

The lifeline sector analysis evaluates key resources and facilities within specific 
sectors through sector stakeholder feedback. Please see Appendix D for the full 
lifeline sector analysis. 

2.14.1 Energy 
 

The energy sector is critical to modern life. Electricity is vital for virtually all household, 
business, and emergency operations; liquid fuel is used for transportation, facility 
construction and repair, and backup power; natural gas is used for electricity generation, 
heating, cooking, powering vehicles, and other uses. The resilience, redundancy, and 
interdependencies of the energy sector will largely determine the timeline for emergency 
response and long-term community recovery. Diverse and redundant energy supply and 
distribution can significantly increase regional resilience. 
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Table 2.26, Energy Sector Summary 
 

Critical Interdependencies: 
Systems of all types are dependent on other 
systems to function. To operate, the 
communication sector is particularly 
DEPENDENT ON: 

 Transportation 
 Communication 

Other critical lifeline sectors that DEPEND 
ON the communication sector to operate 
include: 

 Public Safety 
 Transportation 
 Water 
 Communication 
 Economy 

Critical Vulnerabilities: 
Each sector is vulnerable to a variety of 
impacts. The energy sector is particularly 
vulnerable to the following: 

 Consumption consists almost 
entirely of one of three forms: 
electricity, liquid fuels, or 
natural gas. 

 Dependence on BPA for electric 
power; Marion County produces 
very little power locally. 

 Lead time for ordering critical 
system components (e.g., 
transformers) 

 Concentration of liquid fuel 
storage facilities in Portland; 
limited local fuel storage and 
supply. 

 Lack of capability to pump fuel 
locally without power. 

Reliance on supply and distribution 
facilities located outside Marion County. 

Major Findings: 
 Generators are co-located by equipment and are used at critical infrastructure 

throughout the county; however, require various fuel types depending on the unit. 
 Oregon’s fuel storage facilities are in Portland and are susceptible to failure due to 

soil liquefaction. The storage capacity on a normal day is six days; therefore, it is 
anticipated that fuel will be an undersupplied commodity during a Cascadia event. It 
will take 3-6 weeks to reacquire fuel. 
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2.14.2 Communications 

The communication sector facilitates the rapid exchange of information across a broad 
range of systems and technologies. These include broadcast television and radio, 
telephone, cellular phone, cable, internet, two-way radio, and Ham (or amateur) radio. 
Communication is an essential aspect of virtually all public and private sector activities. 
The ability to communicate is especially critical during an emergency. Notably, FEMA’s 
Emergency Support Function #2 – Communications specifically supports the restoration of 
communications infrastructure. The scope of ESF #2 includes “restoration of public 
communications infrastructure” and assisting “State, tribal, and local governments with 
emergency communications and restoration of public safety communications systems and 
first responder networks” (Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, 2008). 
The assessment focused on (1) the adaptive capacity of the communications sector, (2) 
hazard-specific vulnerabilities to communication infrastructure, and (3) mitigation 
opportunities that can support uninterrupted or rapid restoration of communication 
capability during or following emergency or disaster event. 

 Energy is critically interdependent with the transportation, communication, and 
water sectors. For example, not having access to roads nor having the ability to 
communicate with responders leaves the energy sector extremely vulnerable. In 
addition, there is a need for energy in powering water treatment plants. These 
vulnerabilities are particularly heightened in areas where accesses via bridges or 
singular roads are susceptible to failure. 

 The EPA regulates energy in terms of emissions limiting the capacity to produce 
additional energy resources. 

 Damage assessments will be critical to capture the impacts to this lifeline. Downed 
trees, accumulating ice, and high winds can impact the resiliency of energy as a 
lifeline. 

 The energy sector also prepares and mitigates against human-made disasters, such 
as cyberattacks. 

 The energy sector grants people with uninterrupted services due to medical status 
during non-catastrophic events. 

 An estimated 1-3 months of electrical service interruption during a Cascadia event. 

333



Marion County HMP 2023 2-53 | P a g e  

Table 2.27, Communication Sector Summary 
 

Critical Interdependencies: 
Systems of all types are dependent on other 
systems to function. To operate, 
communication sector is particularly 
DEPENDENT ON: 
 Electricity 
 Energy (Fuel) 
 Transportation 

Other critical lifeline sectors that DEPEND 
ON the communication sector to operate 
include: 
 Water (SCADA) 
 Electricity 
 Public Safety 
 Transportation 
 Economy 

Critical Vulnerabilities: 
Each sector is vulnerable to a variety of 
impacts. The communication sector is 
particularly vulnerable to the following: 
 All systems rely on electricity for 

operation and maintain generators for 
backup power. Generators rely on 
fossil fuels to operate leading to 
questions about what systems and 
services would be prioritized for 
gasoline/diesel fuel use if there were a 
disruption to fuel supply. Also, some 
generates operate on propane or 
natural gas, neither of which are 
included in state or federal energy 
assurance plans. 

 All systems rely on infrastructure 
(towers, antennae) spread across large 
areas, often in remote locations. Road 
access to repair equipment is a 
primary concern. 

 911 service and other emergency 
communication relies online-of-site 
microwave transmission. Even small 
changes in antennae alignment can 
disrupt transmission and require 
recalibration to re-establish 
connections between towers. Fiber 
infrastructure is vulnerable to 
earthquake damage, where lines are 
connected to bridge spans. 

Major Findings: 
 Many providers share infrastructure and or have their infrastructure co- located. 
 Stakeholders are well prepared to address winter storms and other disasters if there is 

access to their facilities. Transportation, water, and energy are equally dependent on 
communication infrastructure. In addition, trees, wind, and ice are hazards that can 
impact this lifeline. 
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 During a power outage, battery and generator backups provide limited power for a 
varying duration of time depending on the fuel source and capacity. Redundancy is a 
needed resource for critical infrastructure that requires access and the supply of 
multiple fuel types, primarily gasoline and diesel. Notably, propane is a fuel source for 
some generators; however, propane will not be provided through state resources. Some 
generates operate on propane or natural gas, neither of which are included in state or 
federal energy assurance plans. 

 All providers anticipate a 75-100% shutdown after a Cascadia event. Due to the roads 
and bridges being impassable, network connections could be severed. 

 Largest barriers to respond in a Cascadia event include staff ability to respond, access 
to facilities, shortage of supplies to repair infrastructure, time, funding, and political 
support. 

 Stakeholders recognize that their staff and families need to be prepared. To address this 
need, they are supporting a proactive approach to disasters. In particular, the 
Communications sector is working to train employees to be prepared for disasters so 
they can address their own immediate needs before safely addressing the needs of the 
sector post-event. 

 Some towers have fiber optic lines as a redundancy. However, these lines are 
vulnerable in a catastrophic earthquake, where lines are connected to bridge spans. 

 Water infrastructure systems rely on communication for operations and maintenance 
through a “Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition” (SCADA) system. The system 
provides remote monitoring and control of the water system components. Radio system 
capability is needed for these systems to operate effectively. Much of this  
infrastructure is isolated. For example, Salem’s infrastructure is located on an island. 

 Amateur Radio provides critical back up to public safety radio communications in a 
disaster but does not provide the necessary capacity to meet emergency management 
needs. Jurisdictions should consider investing in satellite voice and data capabilities. 

 Local servers may be damages in an earthquake. Jurisdictions should consider "cloud 
based" data storage solutions to backup vital records. 
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2.14.3 Transportation 
Transportation is critical lifeline infrastructure. The transportation network facilitates the 
movement of people, goods, resources, and commerce throughout Marion County and 
beyond. The transportation system consists of local, state, and federal road and highway 
networks; passenger and freight rail; passenger and freight air service; pipelines; transit; 
dedicated bicycle and pedestrian systems; and limited water-based modes. All lifeline 
sectors depend on the transportation system. 
Access to means of transportation is fundamental to human existence. Transportation 
infrastructure facilitates everything from a local trip to the park, drugstore, or place of 
employment to international trade and commerce. Furthermore, the ability to move 
people, goods and services is vital before, during and after emergency events. It is no 
accident that FEMA’s number one Emergency Support Function is transportation. ESF 
#1 covers the following: 
 Aviation/airspace management and control 
 Transportation safety 
 Restoration/recovery of transportation infrastructure 
 Movement restrictions 
 Damage and impact assessment 

The scope of ESF #1 includes supporting, “. . . prevention, preparedness, response, 
recovery and mitigation activities among transportation stakeholders and coordinating, 
the restoration of the transportation systems and infrastructure” (Department of 
Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency, N.d.). 
Transportation lifeline sector participants identified several interconnected resources and 
elements of their operations. These include roads, bridges, buses, and physical buildings. 
While this assessment focusses on infrastructure, participants noted that transportation 
staff and professionals are a critical resource as well. 
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Table 2.28, Transportation Sector Summary 
 

Critical Interdependencies: 
Systems of all types are dependent on other 
systems to function. To operate, the 
transportation sector is particularly 
DEPENDENT ON: 
 Energy and Fuel 
 Communication 
 Business and Industry 
 Public Works 

Other critical lifeline sectors that  
DEPEND ON the transportation sector to 
operate include: 
 Water 
 Electricity 
 Liquid Fuel 
 Public Safety 
 Public Works 
 Economy 

Critical Vulnerabilities: 
Each sector is vulnerable to a variety of 
impacts. The transportation sector is 
particularly vulnerable to the following: 
 Federal, state, and local bridge 

infrastructure is particularly 
vulnerable to earthquake 
(especially ODOT facilities over 
the Willamette). 

 System relies heavily on fossil 
fuels for construction, operation, 
and maintenance. 

 Hwy 22 is the primary east-west 
connection; there are few 
redundant east-west routes. 

 Significant backlog of deferred 
transportation maintenance 
projects. 

 
 

Table 2.29, Sector Summary-Transportation, Major Findings 
 

 

Major Findings: 
 ODOT considers I-5 and Highway 22 to be critical routes. Other critical concerns 

include bridges, roads, communication, and energy including power and fuel. 
 Much of the existing transportation infrastructure, including those of major 

roadways such as I-5, Highway 22, and Mission Road, are not seismically 
retrofitted and will likely experience structural failures during a Cascadia event. 

 Following a Cascadia event, transportation will be limited for 6-12 months; 
aftershocks may extend that timeframe. 

 Transportation is interdependent with communication, water, and energy systems 
and requires coordination and collaboration during the response and recovery 
process. 

 Although winter storms continue to impact transportation systems, stakeholders 
respond to these events efficiently and continue to improve plans with every 
winter weather event. Downed trees, debris, and accumulated ice impact the 
response of this lifeline. 
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 Cherriots operates city and regional buses, dial-a-ride, Cherriots Lift for people 
with disabilities, and coordinates non-emergent medical transportation services. 
They provide about 4 million rides a year and are currently working to improve 
individual employee preparedness as well as existing emergency plans. 

 Salem-Keizer Public Schools transports an estimated 22,000 students a day 
including about 2,000 medically fragile students. The top priority for this 
organization is student safety. 

 The electricity grid in Oregon is not particularly dependent on the transportation 
sector to operate. However, the power generation and distribution network does 
rely on the transportation network for construction as well as ongoing 
maintenance and repairs. 

 Conversely, all the liquid fuel in the state is transported by one of three primary 
transportation modes: truck, rail, and pipeline. Therefore, the distribution fuel in 
the state is completely dependent on the transportation sector. 

 Like the electric grid, the communications sector is not particularly dependent on 
the transportation sector to operate. However, the power generation and 
distribution network does rely on the transportation network for construction as 
well as ongoing maintenance and repairs. 

 Business and industry are very dependent on the transportation sector. From the 
movement of raw material, to getting employees to and from work, to getting 
finished products to market, virtually all business and industry activity in the 
region is facilitated by transportation. 

 Public works is dependent on transportation in two primary ways. First, the 
transportation sector facilitates the movement of equipment, materials, and 
workers. Second, significant portions or components of public works’ 
infrastructure are collocated within transportation rights of way. 
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2.14.4 Water 
For the purposes of this assessment, the water sector includes information pertaining to 
drinking water, stormwater, and wastewater. Stakeholder participants included a range of 
local and regional infrastructure and service providers. The information provided in this 
summary is based on research of the county’s water resources and infrastructure. 
Ready access to virtually unlimited amounts of clean drinking water is often taken for 
granted, particularly here in the Pacific Northwest. Water is vital for basic daily living, for 
business and industry especially including agriculture, for fire protection and medical 
service provision, and for wastewater management. In addition, stormwater facilities 
provide critical protection from a variety of localized flood risks. FEMA Emergency 
Support Function #3 covers public works, including water, wastewater, and stormwater 
services. Ensuring that all water related public works infrastructure is operational is critical 
to the function of any community. 
Table 2.30, Water Sector Summary 

 

Critical Interdependencies: 

Systems of all types are dependent on 
other systems to function. To operate, the 
water sector is particularly DEPENDENT 
ON: 
 Electricity 
 Communication 
 Transportation 
 Liquid Fuel 

Other critical lifeline sectors that  
DEPEND ON the transportation sector to 
operate include: 
 Fire and EMS 
 Business Industry 
 Electricity 

Crucial Vulnerabilities: 
Each sector has several vulnerabilities. 
The water sector is particularly 
vulnerable to the following: 
 The water sector in Marion 

County consists of numerous 
local and regional systems. 

 Several reservoirs, transmission 
lines and the Salem Treatment 
Facility are vulnerable to 
multiple hazards. 

 Aquifer storage capacity not 
sufficient to meet need as a 
backup source. 

Major Findings: 
 People living in unincorporated areas of Marion County rely on wells and septic 

tanks. 
 Low water reserves and low river flow pose a serious threat to the water supply. 
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2.15 Hazard Policy Evaluation 

In 2016, the University of Oregon Community Service Center team reviewed the Marion 
County Comprehensive Plan to determine existing policies that shape the county’s hazard 
mitigation activity and to better inform mitigation action items for the 2016 HMP. Table 
2.34 details the findings on policies related to hazards. The comprehensive plan 
specifically addresses floods, landslides and wildfires, the sections of the plan that address 
these hazards could include additional information to better support hazard mitigation. To 
better align with Goal 7 of the comprehensive plan, the county should consider adding 
policies related to earthquakes, drought, windstorms, and winter storms to strengthen 
hazard mitigation efforts. 

 Some infrastructure pertaining to water systems are old which increases the risk 
vulnerability to withstand a Cascadia event. Impacted infrastructure could have 
secondary impacts throughout the system. 

 Water infrastructure facilities located near rivers could experience service 
disruptions and flooding during an event or incident. Power is vital to the water 
facilities continued operation. 

 Generators are co-located at critical facilities and need to be maintained requiring 
various fuel types to support redundancy. 

 Road access is vital to conduct damage assessments and to enable the repair 
impacted infrastructure. 
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Table 2.31, Marion County Comprehensive Plan Policies Concerning Hazards 

 

Hazard Policy Marion Comp Plan Section 
Earthquake None NA 

Flood Permanent structures shall not be 
constructed in the floodway of the 
floodplain. Structures constructed in the 
floodplain fringe shall have their lowest 
floor elevation at least 2 feet above the 
100-year flood level or 2 feet above 
natural grade where the base flood level 
has not been established. 

Rural Development 

Flood Marion County should strengthen 
watershed management to reduce impact 
of flooding by pursuing a regional 
approach for developing mitigation 
solutions to flooding problems that 
overlap individual jurisdictions. 

Rural Development 

Flood Marion County should encourage and 
support local communities in their 
efforts to protect their water supplies 
from flood water contamination and 
turbidity from watershed runoff. 

Rural Development 

Flood Marion County should educate citizens 
about the flood hazard, risks involved, 
and mitigation measures available. The 
County shall ensure that information 
about the flood hazard in Marion County 
is readily available to the public. 

Rural Development 

Flood Development in floodplains should be 
restricted to balanced cut and fill, within 
the parcel to be developed. 

Urbanization 
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Hazard Policy Marion Comp Plan Section 

Flood Within stream or wetland buffers and 
areas within the 100-year FEMA 
floodplain natural vegetation should be 
retained. 

Urbanization 

Flood The streams and watersheds of the 
County flow without regard to political 
boundaries, and their health depends on 
a consistent and coordinated approach 
throughout the County. City plans 
should protect streams, wetlands, 
riparian corridors, floodplains, and 
significant wildlife areas from the 
negative effects of development in 
accordance with state law. 

Urbanization 

Flood Multiple use of lands such as those 
adjacent to reservoirs, land reclamation 
sites, power line rights-of-way, flood 
control areas, public transportation 
rights-of-way, under overpasses, etc., are 
encouraged as open space providing 
public health and safety standards are 
met. 

Parks & Recreation 

Landslide Construction, involving the placement of 
structures on or in the land surface and 
other such disturbances or excavations 
of the land surface in active or inactive 
landslide areas (as identified in the 
Background and Inventory Report) shall 
require specific site study by a qualified 
engineering geologist prior to 
development. 

Rural Development 
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Hazard Policy Marion Comp Plan Section 

Wildfire Strict criteria should be applied to ensure 
that any dwellings and accessory 
structures permitted on existing parcels 
will not interfere with accepted forest or 
farm management practices on adjacent 
lands, have adequate road access, fire 
protection and domestic water supply, 
and do not increase fire hazard. 

Forest Land and Farm/Timber Lands 

Wildfire If special siting and fire hazard 
protection requirements are imposed 
dwellings may be appropriate on 
existing parcels with low cubic foot per 
acre per year  productivity, on parcels 
with timber management limitations due 
to the proximity of dwellings and a 
highly parcellated ownership pattern, or 
on existing parcels of 160 acres or more 
created prior to January 1, 1994. 
Dwellings allowed under OAR 660-06- 
0027(1)(a), (e), and (f), as limited in the 
TC zone, are consistent with this policy. 

Forest Land and Farm/Timber Lands 

Wildfire Non-forest and non-farm uses included 
in OAR 660-06-0025 and OAR 660-33- 
120 may be allowed when the activity 
meets criteria that ensure there will be 
no significant adverse impacts on farm 
or forest practices occurring on nearby 
lands or increase risks associated with 
fire. 

Forest Land and Farm/Timber Lands 
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Hazard Policy Marion Comp Plan Section 

Wildfire Marion County shall require evidence 
that the level of fire protection provided 
by a fire district is adequate to service 
proposed land developments. If service 
is not adequate the development shall be 
denied or be conditioned so that 
necessary facilities are provided. 

Rural Development 

Wildfire In those areas not served by a fire 
district, Marion County shall require 
evidence of fire protection by private 
means prior to approval of future rural 
subdivision, commercial or industrial 
development. Implementation of the fire 
protection program recorded in Chapter 
3 of Fire Safety Consideration for 
Development in Forested Areas, 1978, 
shall be a requirement of use approval 
for residences located near timber land 
whether or not they are located in a fire 
district. 

Rural Development 

Multi-Hazard Provide adequate review of development 
of permanent structures in the identified 
natural hazard or damage areas to 
minimize potential loss of life or 
property. 

Urbanization 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

344



Marion County HMP 2023 2-64 | P a g e  

 
Hazard Policy Marion Comp Plan Section 

Multi-Hazard The County shall mitigate flood damage 
through planning and regulations by: A. 
Developing and maintaining links 
between land use, hazard mitigation and 
emergency operations planning 
throughout the County. B. Continuously 
seeking methods to improve 
management of the floodplain and 
landslide-prone areas of the 
unincorporated portion of the County. C. 
Considering the use of appropriate 
incentives, including taxes, to encourage 
mitigation measures by property owners. 

Rural Development 

Other Hazards Encourage DEQ to expand their 
monitoring program and increase sample 
areas to determine locations approaching 
or exceeding drinking water standards. 
Impacts from domestic sewage outfalls 
should be assessed to identify any 
possible hazards. 

Environment 

Other Hazards In areas experiencing proven water 
pollution from septic tanks or inadequate 
water supply, encourage the provision of 
alternative individual treatment system 
or water systems to overcome health 
hazards or to provide a greater margin of 
public safety in allowable developments. 

Environment 

Source: Marion County Comprehensive Plan 
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2.16 City Specific Risk Assessment 
Multi-jurisdictional Risk Assessment - §201.6(c) (2) (iii): For multi-jurisdictional plans, 
the risk assessment must assess each jurisdiction’s risks where they vary from the risks 
facing the entire planning area. Refer to Volume II for city and district specific risk 
assessments for each of the participating jurisdictions in the county. 

2.17 Future/Complimentary Risk Assessment Information 
Several key risk assessment tools are in development or were being updated and will be 
completed in conjunction with or following adoption of this HMP in 2022. 

2.17.1 Threat Hazard Identification Risk Assessment (THIRA) 
Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) is a FEMA developed 
method for assessing community capabilities across a range of hazards. According to the 
FEMA website: 

 
The Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA) is a 4-step common 
risk assessment process that helps the whole community—including individuals, 
businesses, faith-based organizations, nonprofit groups, schools and academia and all 
levels of government—understand its risks and estimate capability requirements. The 
THIRA process helps communities map their risks to the core capabilities, enabling them 
to determine whole-community informed: 
 Desired Outcomes 
 Capability Targets 
 Resources required to achieve their capability targets. 

The outputs of this process inform a variety of emergency management efforts, including 
emergency operations planning, mutual aid agreements, and hazard mitigation planning. 
Ultimately, the THIRA process helps communities answer the following questions: 
 What do we need to prepare for? 
 What shareable resources are required in order to be prepared? 
 What actions could be employed to avoid, divert, lessen, or eliminate a threat or 

hazard? (Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emeregncy Managemetn 
Agency, 2021). 

Marion County conducted is latest THIRA in 2016 and is planning for a new one during 
this plan 5-year cycle. 
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Critical Priority Risk Index 
The objective of any risk analysis is to minimize impact and maximize response efforts. In 
order to accomplish these all-relevant hazards, potential vulnerabilities and exposures for 
the region or jurisdiction should be assessed in a consistent way, with a clear numeric 
methodology. Based on this understanding of risk, communities can then develop a 
strategy to identify and prioritize response, continuity, and mitigation actions. 

Hazard Analysis Definitions 
 Hazard 

o A potential source of injury, death, or damage 
 Vulnerability 

o Susceptibility to injury, death, or damage 
 Exposure 

o People and property within the area the potential hazard could 
affect. 

 Risk 
o The likelihood of a hazard resulting in injury, death, or damage 

 Mitigation 
o A systematic reduction to the exposure and vulnerability to a 

potential hazard. 
Based on the identification of potential hazards, a robust hazard profile includes data 
concerning previous occurrences, the probability of future occurrences and the threat to the 
County. 
Hazards can be defined individually in each plan for specific considerations, or at the 
Master level where overall hazards and vulnerability do not vary greatly across the 
jurisdiction. Weather-related and large-scale infrastructure hazards such as drought, 
extreme temperatures, hail, windstorms, and utility failures affect can affect an entire 
region. 
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As such, these hazards are built out at the Master level. However, some hazards such as 
dam and levee failure, flood and erosion or subsidence soils may have local variations and 
multiple profiles may be developed if the risk is not uniform across the jurisdiction or 
organization. For each identified hazard the following information should be provided in 
the description and impact statement sections: 

 Hazard Description 
o A general discussion of the hazard and its outcome. 

 Hazard Location 
o The geographic extent or location of the hazard in the County. 

 Prior Instances 
o Information on historic incidents and their impact 

 Associated Secondary Hazards 
o Those hazards of a unique nature that stem from the original 

occurrence. 
 Probability of Future Occurrence 

o Frequency of past events used to gauge the likelihood of future 
occurrences. 

CPRI Calculations 
MCEM uses the Calculated Priority Risk Index (CPRI) methodology to prioritize 
each of the identified hazards across the County. CPRI rankings consider the 
following four elements of risk: 

 

 Probability  Magnitude / Severity 
 Warning Time  Duration 

The following tables provide a summary for each of the risk elements, including a 
rationale behind each numerical ratio. 
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Table 2.32, CPRI Risk Elements, Probability 

 

 Rating Rating Criteria 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Probability 

   
 
 
 

4 – Highly Likely 

 Event is probable 
within the calendar 
year. 

 Event has up to 1 out 
of 1 chance of 
occurring this year. 

 History of events is 
greater than 33% 
likely per year 

 
 
 
 

3 – Likely 

 Event is probable 
within the next 3 
years. 

 Event has up to 1 in 3 
years chance of 
occurring. 

 History of events is 
greater than 20% but 
less than or equal to 
33% likely per year 

 
 
 
 

2 – Intermittent 

 Event is probable 
within the next 5 
years. 

 Event has up to 1 in 5 
years chance of 
occurring. 

 History of events is 
greater than 10% but 
less than or equal to 
20% likely per year 

 
 
 

1 – Unlikely 

 Event is possible 
within the next 10 
years. 

 Event has up to 1 in 
10 years chance of 
occurring. 

 History of events is 
less than or equal to 
10% likely per year 

349



Marion County HMP 2023 2-69 | P a g e  

Table 2.33, CPRI Risk Elements, Magnitude-Severity 
 

 Rating Rating Criteria 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Magnitude / Severity 

   
 

4 - Catastrophic 

 Multiple fatalities 
 Complete shutdown of 

facilities for 30 or more 
days 

 More than 50% of property 
is severely damaged 

 
 
 

3- Critical 

 Injuries and/or fatalities 
result in permanent 
disability. 

 Complete shutdown of 
critical facilities for at least 
two (2) weeks 

 25-50% of property is 
severely damaged 

 
 
 

2- Limited 

 Injuries and/or illnesses do 
not result in permanent 
disability. 

 Complete shutdown of 
critical facilities for more 
than one (1) week 

 10-25% of property is 
severely damaged 

 
 
 

2-  Negligible 

 Injuries and/or illnesses are 
treatable with first aid. 

 Minor quality of life lost. 
 Shutdown of critical 

facilities and services for 
24 hours or less 

 Less than 10% or property 
is severely damaged 

 
 

Table 2.34, CPRI Risk Element-Warning Time 
 

 Rating Rating Criteria 

 

Warning Time 

  4 Less than 6 hours 

3 6 to 12 hours 

2 12-24 hours 

1 24+ hours 
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Using the rankings described in the tables above, the following weighted formula was used 
to determine each hazard’s CPRI. 
(Probability x 0.45) + (Magnitude x 0.30) + (Warning time x 0.15) + (Duration x 0.10) 
When discussing probability, it is important to note that while many events occur 
frequently, they often result in little quantifiable impact. For example, lighting strikes the 
earth on average of 2,000,000 timers per year; however, few of these strikes have adverse 
outcomes. 
As such, when discussing the probability for each hazard, the discussion will be framed by 
the likelihood of that event have a measurable, large scale or detrimental impact.  In 
addition, it is important to note that the occurrence of many, if not all, hazard event cannot 
be predicted with certainty. Simply because an event has occurred once prior, even if 
devastating, does not significantly weight its likelihood of reoccurrence with any certainty. 
The CPRI values should be general indicators of response action criticality in an EOP or 
COOP plan.  The following table details planning significance in the CPRI ranges: 

 
Table 2.35, CPRI Range Values 

 

CPRI Range Values 
Impact Low CPRI High CPRI 

High 3.0 4.0 
Moderate 2.0 2.9 

Low .10 1.9 

The terms high, moderate, and low indicate the level of prioritization in response efforts 
for each hazard, and do not indicate the potential impact of a hazard occurring.  Hazards 
rated with moderate or high significance should be more extensively discussed due to the 
availability of data and historic occurrences, while those with a lower significance more 
generally addressed due to lack of available data and historical occurrences. 
Marion County is vulnerable to a wide range of hazards that threaten its communities, 
businesses, and environment.  To determine the hazards that poses the greatest threat, 
Marion County has prepared a Threat Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment. The 
major findings are summarized below. The assessments were developed from historical 
data of events that have occurred and specifically examined. 
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Table 2.36, Marion County THIRA Capability, 2016 
 

Core 
Capabilities 

Severe 
Storms 

Train 
Derailment 

School/Work 
Violence 

Power 
Outage 

Average 
Scores* 

Cybersecurity - - - 5 5 

Supply Chain 
Integrity and 
Security 

- 5 - 5 5 

Long-term 
Vulnerability 
Reduction 

5 5 5 5 5 

Planning 3 5 5 5 4.5 

Public 
Information and 
Warning 

3 5 5 5 4.5 

Screening, 
Search, and 
Detection 

5 5 3 5 4.5 

Community 
Resilience 

3 5 5 5 4.5 

Fatality 
Management 

5 5 5 3 4.5 

Public Health, 
Healthcare, and 
Emergency 
Medical 
Services 

3 - 5 5 4.33 

Situational 
Assessment 

3 - 5 5 4.33 

Operational 
Coordination 

5 1 5 5 4 

Intelligence and 
Information 
Sharing 

3 5 3 5 4 
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Core 
Capabilities 

Severe 
Storms 

Train 
Derailment 

School/Work 
Violence 

Power 
Outage 

Average 
Scores* 

Risk and 
Disaster 
Resilience 
Assessment 

3 3 5 5 4 

Threats and 
Hazards 
Identification 

1 5 5 5 4 

Infrastructure 
Systems 

1 5 5 5 4 

Mass Care 
Services 

5 - 5 5 4 

Housing 5 - - 3 4 

Operational 
Communications 

5  3 3 3.66 

Interdiction and 
Disruption 

- 5 1 5 3.6 

Risk 
Management for 
Protection 
Programs and 
Activities 

- 3 3 5 3.6 

Access Control 
and Identity 
Verification 

1 5 3 5 3.5 

Physical 
Protective 
Measures 

1 5 3 5 3.5 

Environmental 
Response / 
Health and 
Safety 

3 1 5 5 3.5 
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Core 
Capabilities 

Severe 
Storms 

Train 
Derailment 

School/Work 
Violence 

Power 
Outage 

Average 
Scores* 

Forensics & 
Attribution 

- 1 5 - 3 

Critical 
Transportation 

5 1 3 3 3 

Logistics and 
Supply Chain 
Management 

3 - 3 3 3 

On-Scene 
Security, 
Protection, 
and Law 
Enforcement 

3 3 1 5 3 

Economic 
Recovery 

1 5 - 3 3 

Natural and 
Cultural 
Resources 

3 - 3 3 3 

Fire 
Management 
and 
Suppression 

1 1 3 3 2 

Mass Search 
and Rescue 

3 - 1 1 1.66 

Health and 
Social 
Services 

- - - - No Data 

Source: Marion County THIRA, 2016 
 

*Average calculated based on the number of capabilities assessed 
Note: Capabilities scored based on; 1-High Capability, 3-Medium Capability, and 5 low capabilities. 
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For emergency management planning purposes, the critical analysis that must be undertaken is 
an assessment of the consequences of each hazard, including potential area of impact, 
population exposed and impacted, duration of the hazard, and potential economic consequences. 
These rankings utilize the criteria laid out in THIRA to weight those proportionally through 
historic data as well as future projections based on economic, demographic, the critical 
infrastructure information. Three levels of risk have been identified: High, Moderate and Low. 

 
 High 

o High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk 
from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and 
infrastructure; major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities 
(hospital, police, fire, EOC, and shelters). 

 Moderate 
o Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical impacts 

to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 

 Low 
o Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical 

impacts. 
2.17.2 Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) 

In June of 2017, Marion County issued a County Community Wildfire Protection Plan 
(CWPP) for review that was subsequently approved by the Marion County Board of 
Commissioners, the Marion County Emergency Manager, the Marion County Fire 
Defense Board Chief, and the Oregon Department of Forestry District Forester. 
Developed in coordination with the Oregon Department of Forestry, the Marion County 
CWPP is the result of a countywide effort initiated to reduce wildland fire risk to 
communities, citizens, and environmental resources in Marion County. The CWPP was 
developed in accordance with provisions of the Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003. 
In 2022, the CWPP is being updated and is provided data towards this plan. 
The CWPP identifies the following wildfire mitigation related objectives: 
 Provide oversight to all activities related to the CWPP. 
 Ensure representation and coordination between the sub-committees. 
 Develop and refine goals for fire protection in Marion County. 
 Develop a long-term structure for sustaining efforts of the CWPP. 
 Identify grant funding opportunities for possible wildfire mitigation projects. 

Risk Assessment: 
 Identify and update as needed Communities-at-Risk and the Wildland-Urban 

Interface. 
 Develop and conduct a wildland fire risk assessment. 
 Identify and prioritize hazardous fuels treatment projects. 
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Fuels Reduction: 
 Identify strategies for coordinating fuels treatment projects at a landscape scale. 
 Coordinate administration of fuels program so that it is equitable across fire districts. 
 Provide low-income special need citizens with an opportunity to reduce their fuels 

and participate in local programs. 
 Identify opportunities for marketing and utilization of smaller diameter wood 

products. 
With respect to wildfire risk, the CWPP identifies specific Communities at Risk. In addition, 
the plan includes a set of maps and data that specifically identify the location, severity, 
extent, and probability of wildfire in Marion County. The final CWPP risk assessment is 
incorporated herein by reference as a specific wildfire supplement to the all-hazard risk 
assessment. 

2.17.3 North Santiam Drought Contingency Plan 
Marion County is a key partner in a multi-jurisdictional, multi-stakeholder process to 
develop a drought contingency plan for the North Santiam Watershed. The effort includes  
an overall assessment of drought risk, a process for ongoing monitoring of drought in the 
region, and a set of mitigation strategies and recommendations to ensure coordinated 
management of water resources. Identified vulnerabilities by sector or asset category include 
agriculture, municipal water supplies (i.e., drinking water), energy, forestry, environmental 
(e.g., endangered species), recreation, and socio-economic (i.e., commercial, industrial and 
community uses). 
Various portions of the plan are in draft form. However, full integration of the Drought 
Contingency Plan with the HMP will need to take place during the post-adoption 
maintenance and implementation phase. Refer to Section 4 for more information. 
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3 Mitigation Strategy 
This section outlines Marion County’s strategy to reduce or avoid long-term vulnerabilities 
to the identified hazards. Specifically, this section presents a mission and specific goals and 
actions thereby addressing the mitigation strategy requirements contained in 44 CFS 
201.6(c). The HMP steering committee reviewed and updated the mission, goals, and action 
item-related documents in this plan at the May 4, 2022, meeting of the 2022 plan update. 
Additional planning process documentation is in Appendix B. 

3.1 Mitigation Plan Mission 
The Plan mission states the purpose and defines the primary functions of Marion County’s 
HMP. It is intended to be adaptable to any future changes made to the Plan and need not 
change unless the community’s environment or priorities change. 

The mission of the Marion County HMP is: 
Create a more resilient Marion County by partnering with the whole community. 

3.2 Mitigation Plan Goals 
Mitigation plan goals are specific statements of direction that Marion County citizens and 
public/private partners can take to reduce the county’s risk from hazards. These statements 
of direction link the broad mission statement and particular action items. The goals listed 
serve as checkpoints for agencies and organizations implementing mitigation action items. 
Stakeholder participation was a key aspect in developing the Plan goals. Meetings with the 
project steering committee and lifeline sector stakeholders served as methods to obtain 
information and priorities for developing goals, reducing risk, and preventing loss from 
hazards in Marion County. 
On July 5, 2022, the 2023 Marion County HMP Steering Committee reviewed the revised 
plan goals and compared them to the 2020 State Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan goals. 
They retained the goals as they were aligned with current Marion County conditions and 
the State Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan in 2016. 
All Plan goals are listed below in no order or priority. Establishing community priorities 
within action items neither negates nor eliminates any goals, but instead, establishes which 
action items to consider for implementation first. Below is a list of the 2022 revised plan 
goals: 
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Goal 1: Awareness & Education 
Increase awareness and education for all hazards, emergency notification methods, and 
resources for citizen, businesses, and government agencies. 
Goal 2: Resilience 
Increase the resilience of communities, by providing capacity to the private sector, 
rural/urban cities, and NGO’s. 
Goal 3: Risk Reduction 
Minimize risks to life, public and private property, infrastructure, the environment, and the 
economy from hazards. 
Goal 4: Funding and Implementation 
Track and utilize potential funding sources to implement mitigation projects. 
Goal 5: Partnerships and Coordination 
Create, maintain, and enhance partnerships with stakeholders, adjacent jurisdictions, and 
public and private agencies’ risk management activities. 
Goal 6: Natural Resources Utilization 
Use natural resources, watershed planning, and land use planning to reduce long-term costs 
and maximize effectiveness. 
Goal 7: Plan Integration 
Integrate hazard mitigation activities, where appropriate, with existing plans and policies. 
Goal 8: Data Collection 
Document county expenditures and benefits of hazard mitigation policy & projects. 
Goal 9: Development Relocation 
Direct development away from areas within mapped hazardous where risks to people, 
property, and infrastructure cannot be mitigated. 
Goal 10: Hazard Loss Reduction 
Collaborate with public, private, and non-profit sectors to create a county wide hazard loss 
reduction strategy. 
Goal 11: Historic Preservation 
Retrofit and restore historical and cultural resources susceptible to damage from a hazard 
event. 
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3.3 Priority Mitigation Actions 
Action items identified through the planning process are an important part of the mitigation 
plan. Action items are detailed recommendations for activities that local departments, 
citizens, and others could engage in to reduce risk. For a more strategic approach, Marion 
County is listing a set of high priority actions in an effort to focus attention on an 
achievable set of high leverage activities over the next five-years. This plan identifies 
priority actions based on an evaluation of high impact hazards, resource availability, and 
FEMA identified best practices. 
Please refer to the individual city addenda and Appendix A-2 for city specific actions. 
 Multi-Hazard # 1: Develop a countywide evacuation plan through an approved 

FEMA grant. 
 Wildfire # 1: Update/revise 2017 Community Wildfire Protection Plan. 
 Wildfire # 2: Implement identified "Action/Tasks" within the 2022-2027 CWPP 

related to wildland fire reduction. 
 Multi-Hazard # 2: Develop an all-hazard recovery plan. 
 Multi-Hazard # 3: Begin preliminary process to examine the potential of adding an 

all- hazard siren warning system within the Santiam Canyon communities. 
 Drought #1: Participate in the Drought Contingency Plan update. 
 Flood #1: Identify flood prone areas and develop stormwater plans to target 

specific drainage areas to encourage community floodplain management. These 
actions support the county's FEMA CRS (Community Rating System) rating. 

 Multi-Hazard # 4: Provide and support all-hazard public outreach campaigns. 
 Earthquake #1: Promote Great Oregon Shakeout in October. Participate in 

activities for schools, business, and industry. 
 
 

Special Note: "The Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan, is 
non-regulatory in nature, meaning that it does not set forth any new policy. This plan is 
designed to be an action plan and depends upon communities and partnerships to carry it 
forward." 
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3.4 Lifelines 
In addition to the hazard specific priority actions listed above, the lifeline sector groups 
identified the following priorities. The priority actions are organized by lifeline sector. 
Communications 
 Joint Utility Liaison: Establish a position responsible for coordinating information 

sharing across sector service providers. NOTE: this position could also link to or 
coordinate activities in other critical infrastructure sectors. 

 Communication: Examine the possibility of creating a special district to generate 
revenue for ongoing system maintenance and sustainability, equipment 
modernization and hazard mitigation activities. 

Transportation 
 Integrate Lifeline Corridor Inventories into Transportation System Plans: TSPs in 

Marion County does not currently include inventories of lifeline transportation 
corridors; however, we do have emergency routes that can assist county with a 
framework. 

 Identify and Designate Priority Transportation Routes: Develop a “hub and spoke” 
approach to priority route planning focused on post-event resource collection and 
distribution. 

Water 
 Add Risk Assessment and Hazard Mitigation Information to Water Master Plans . 
 Participate in the North Santiam Watershed Drought Contingency Plan update: 

Ensuring success of this ongoing effort related to water quantity is the top water 
sector priority. 

 Continue to coordinate with utility providers in Marion County on their 
preparedness, mitigation, response, and recovery plans. Coordinate with utilities on 
Marion County’s Critical Infrastructure Systems for prioritization during outages: 
Increase collaboration and common operating framework between energy utilities, 
emergency management, and end-users by sharing and aligning critical facilities 
lists. 
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3.5 Action Item Development Process 
Development of action items was a multi-step, iterative process that involved 
brainstorming, discussion, review, and revisions. Action items can be developed through 
several sources. The figure below illustrates some of these sources. 

Figure 3-1, Development of Action Items 
 

 
Source:  Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience, 2008 

 
The Marion County steering committee, together with DLCD, developed the action items 
presented in this plan. The actions were developed based upon local vulnerability 
information gathered during the lifeline sector and steering committee meetings. The 
following action items are the result of stakeholder meetings, feedback from individual 
steering committee members, and an analysis of local plans and reports. During the update 
process, DLCD worked with the Marion County steering committee to identify which 
actions from the 2017 plan had been completed or not completed, and whether actions 
should continue to be listed in the plan. A table listing the 2017 plan’s actions and their 
status are listed in Appendix A. 
The action items in this plan address the following hazards found in Marion County: 
avalanche, drought, earthquake, extreme heat, flood, landslide, tornado, volcano, wildfire, 
severe weather, dam failure, and multi-hazard. In addition, the plan includes actions that 
address plan implementation. Each Marion County priority action item has a 
corresponding action item worksheet describing the activity, identifying the rationale for 
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the project, identifying potential ideas for implementation, and assigning coordinating and 
partner organizations. The action item forms can assist the community in pre-packaging 
potential projects for grant funding. The worksheet components are described below. 
These action item forms are in Appendix A-1. 

3.6 Priority Action Item Forms 
Each priority action item has a corresponding action item form describing the activity, 
identifying the rationale for the project, identifying potential ideas for implementation, and 
assigning coordinating and partner organizations. The action item forms can assist the 
community in pre-packaging potential projects for local elected official consideration, 
grant applications or other implementation opportunities. The components are described 
below. 

3.7 Proposed Action Title 
The action item describes the proposed action. It can be a simplified problem statement 
that identifies the hazard and specific risk reduction outcomes or protected assets, 
infrastructure, or communities. 

3.8 Alignment with Plan Goals 
The Plan goals addressed by each action item are identified as a means for monitoring and 
evaluating how well the mitigation plan is achieving its goals, following implementation. 

3.9 Alignment with Existing Plans and Policies 
Identify any existing community plans and policies where the action item can be 
incorporated. Incorporating the mitigation action into existing plans and policies, such as 
comprehensive plans, will increase the likelihood that it will be implemented. 
Implementation presents an opportunity for plan implementation as many of the 
recommendations contained in the Marion County HMP are consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the existing plans and policies. Where possible, Marion County and the 
participating cities will implement the recommendations and actions contained in the HMP 
through existing plans and policies. 

3.10 Rationale or Key Issue Addressed 
Action items should be fact-based and tied directly to issues or needs identified throughout 
the planning process. Action items can be developed at any time during the planning 
process and can come from several sources, including participants in the planning process, 
noted deficiencies in local capability, or issues identified through the risk assessment. The 
rationale for proposed action items is based on the information documented in Section II 
and the Hazard Annexes. 

3.11 Implementing through Existing Programs 
For each action item, the form is designed to solicit ideas for implementation, which serve 
as the starting point. The ideas for implementation offer a transition from theory to practice 
and serve as a starting point. This component of the action item is dynamic, this section 
should be used for ideas for implementation that include such things as: collaboration with 
relevant organizations, grant programs, tax incentives, human resources, education and 
outreach, research, and updates to buildings and infrastructure. FEMA requires the 
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identification of existing programs and other authorities that might be used to implement 
these action items. 

3.12 Coordinating Organization 
The coordinating organization is the public agency with the regulatory responsibility to 
address natural hazards, or that is willing and able to organize resources, find appropriate 
funding, or oversee activity implementation, monitoring, and evaluation. 

3.13 Internal and External Partners 
The internal and external partner organizations listed in the action item forms are potential 
partners recommended but not necessarily contacted during the development of the Plan. 
The coordinating organization should contact the identified partner organizations. Internal 
partner organizations are departments within the jurisdictions that may be able to assist in 
the implementation of action items by providing relevant resources to the coordinating 
organization. External partner organizations can assist the coordinating organization in 
implementing the action items in various functions and may include local, regional, state, 
or federal agencies, as well as local and regional public and private sector organizations. 

3.14 Potential Funding Sources 
When possible, identify potential funding sources for the action item. Example funding 
sources can include: the federal Building Resilient Communities and Infrastructure (BRIC) 
and Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) Grant Program; or local funding sources such as 
capital improvement or general funds. An action item may also have multiple funding 
sources. For additional information, see section 4 – Implementation and Maintenance. 

3.15 Estimated Cost 
Where possible, an estimate of the cost for implementing the action item is included. 
Making an entry is more important than having certainty of potential cost. If there is a 
number listed, it will provide key information for all partners to understand the scale of the 
project. 

3.16 Timeline 
During the 2022 update, an effort was made to add specific timelines using months and 
years to each action item. This is presented in a generic fashion in one box on the action 
item form in which action items are described as ongoing, short- (0-2 years), mid- (2-5 
years), and long-term (5+ years) action items. 

3.17 Status 
As action items are implemented or new ones are created during the Plan maintenance 
process, it is important to indicate the status of the action item – whether it is new, 
ongoing, started, not started, discontinued, or complete. Documenting the status of the 
action will make reviewing and updating the mitigation Plan easier during the Plan’s five- 
year update and can be used as a benchmark for progress. 
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4 Plan Implementation and Maintenance 
The Implementation and Maintenance section details the formal process that will ensure that 
the Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) remains an active and relevant document. The 
implementation and maintenance process includes a schedule for monitoring and evaluating 
the plan semi-annually, as well as producing an updated plan every five years. Finally, this 
section describes how the county will integrate public participation throughout the 
maintenance and implementation process. Implementation begins with adoption of the plan. 

4.1 Plan Adoption 
The Marion County HMP was developed and will be implemented through a collaborative 
process. After the plan is locally reviewed and deemed complete, the Marion County 
Emergency Manager joins the DLCD Natural Hazard Planners in submitting it to the State 
Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO) at the Oregon Department of Emergency Management 
(OEM). OEM submits the plan to FEMA- Region X for review. This review addresses the 
federal criteria outlined in FEMA Interim Final Rule 44 CFR Part 201. Upon acceptance 
by FEMA, Marion County will adopt the plan by resolution by the Marion County Board 
of Commissioners. Upon adoption, the County will gain eligibility for the Building 
Resilient Infrastructure and Communities (BRIC), Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 
funds, and Flood Mitigation Assistance program funds. The participating plan holders 
(cities and special districts) should convene local decision makers and adopt the Marion 
County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan by resolution following adoption by 
the county, or concurrently. 

4.2 Implementing the Plan 
The success of the Marion County HMP depends on how well the outlined action items are 
implemented. To ensure that the activities identified are implemented, the following steps 
will be taken following adoption of the 2023 Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard 
Mitigation Plan by Marion County and each of the participating cities and special districts. 
 The Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) Steering Committee will act as the countywide 

coordinating body convened annually to support action item implementation and 
plan maintenance. 

 While the Marion County Emergency Manager is designated as the convener of the 
HMP, an HMP Committee representative will be determined for each of the 
participating cities. These representatives will act as local liaison and convener as 
needed. 

 The HMP Steering Committee identifies mitigation planning activities, as well as 
specific mitigation actions which are then prioritized and evaluated. 

 The plan is implemented through existing plans, programs, and policies. 
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4.3 Convener 
The Marion County Emergency Director or his/her Designee will take responsibility for 
tracking and supporting plan implementation and will facilitate the Marion County Hazard 
Mitigation HMP Steering Committee. The Marion County Emergency Manager will share 
key information, grant opportunities, and FEMA requirements with members of the Hazard 
Mitigation Plan Committee, which may include time-sensitive requests for coordination on 
tasks such as updating the plan. Implementation and evaluation of the plan will be a shared 
responsibility among all the assigned Hazard Mitigation HMP Steering Committee 
members. 
The Convener’s responsibilities include: 
 Convening the Hazard Mitigation Plan Committee annually each year in June and 

inviting key stakeholders. 
 Organizing and notifying members of Hazard Mitigation Plan Committee meeting 

dates, times, locations, and agendas. 
 Documenting the discussions and outcomes of committee meetings. 
 Serving as a communication conduit between the Hazard Mitigation Plan 

Committee and the public/stakeholders. 
 Identifying funding sources for natural hazard mitigation projects. 
 Utilizing and communicating the findings of the Risk Assessment as a tool and 

factual basis for prioritizing risk reduction projects. 
4.4 Hazard Mitigation Plan Steering Committee 

The Marion County Convener will engage the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan 
(HMP) Steering Committee. The current process involves a single annual report out 
meeting in June. During this HMP update process, the Project Management team agreed on 
a biannual spring and fall meeting process. The Convener expressed enthusiasm for a more 
engaged plan maintenance process where the representatives are active participates in 
doing the work of the committee between biannual meetings. 
The Mitigation Plan (HMP) Steering Committee is responsible for updating and 
implementing the HMP on behalf of their jurisdictions and in support of the collective 
countywide efforts. 
HMP Steering Committee member responsibilities include: 
 Attend future maintenance and plan update meetings (or designating a 

representative to serve in your place). 
 Prioritize local projects and requesting funding support for hazard risk reduction 

projects. 
 Evaluate and updating the HMP in accordance with the prescribed maintenance 

schedule. 
 Develop and coordinate ad hoc and/or standing subcommittees as needed. 
 Coordinate public involvement activities. 
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Table 4.1, Marion County HMP Steering Committee 
 

Name Position Organization 

Matthew Etzel Assistant Public Works 
Director 

City of Aumsville 

Damian Flowers Police Sergeant City of Aumsville 

Stuart Rodgers City Recorder City of Aurora 

Mark Gunter Public Works Supervisor City of Aurora 

Jim Trett Mayor City of Detroit 

Kelly Galbraith City Recorder City of Detroit 

Susie Marston City Manager City of Gervais 

Mark Chase Police Chief City of Gervais 

Melinda Olinger Public Works 
Administrative Manager 

City of Hubbard 

Dave Rash Police Chief City of Hubbard 

Rebecca Stormer City Manager/Recorder City of Idanha 

Robyn Johnson City Clerk City of Idanha 

Sarah Cook City Manager/Recorder City of Jefferson 

Kyle Ward Utility Foreman City of Jefferson 

Matt Reyes Project Manager City of Keizer 

Tim Kirsch Mayor City of Mill City 

Gary Olson Volunteer City of Mill City 

Mark Daniel Police Chief City of Mt. Angel 

Robin Fournier Business Manager City of Scott Mills 
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Name Position Organization 

Dave Frisendahl Police Chief City of Stayton 

Alissa Angelo Interim City Manager City of Stayton 

Alan Frost Public Works Director City of Sublimity 

Scott McClure City Manager City of Turner 

Marty Pilcher Police Chief City of Woodburn 

Kevin Hendricks Fire Chief Jefferson Fire District 

Louis Gisler Division Chief Jefferson Fire District 

Jeff Cowan Fire Chief Keizer RFPD 

Joe Budge Fire Chief Woodburn Fire District 

Kathleen Silva Emergency Manager Marion County 

Mike Hintz Emergency Preparedness 
Coordinator 

Marion County 

Danielle Gonzales Management Analyst Marion County 
Community Services 

Alisa Zastoupil Environmental Health 
Program Supervisor 

Marion County Health & 
Human Services 

Kaylynn Gesner Public Health Educator Marion County Health & 
Human Services 
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Name Position Organization 

Joaquin Ramos Diversity & Inclusion 
Strategist 

Marion County Health & 
Human Services 

Dain Thomas GIS Analyst Marion County Information 
Technology 

Adam Crateau GIS Analyst Marion County Information 
Technology 

Matt Knudsen Environmental Services 
Supervisor 

Marion County Public Works 

Scott Wilson Operations Division Manager Marion County Public Works 

Alyssa Schrems Planning Division Associate 
Planner 

Marion County Public Works 

Eric Hlad Division Commander Marion County Sheriff’s 
Office 

Matt Wilkinson Sergeant Marion County Sheriff’s 
Office 

Jim Trierweiler Chief Mt. Angel Fire District 

4.5 Interested Parties 
To make the coordination and review of the Marion County HMP as broad and as useful as 
possible, the HMP Steering Committee will engage additional stakeholders and other 
relevant hazard mitigation organizations and agencies to implement the identified action 
items. Specific organizations have been identified as Interested Parties who will be 
included in the Marion County HMP Steering Committee meetings. See Table 4.2 Marion 
County HMP Interested Parties 
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Table 4.2, Interested Parties 
 

Name Position Organization 

Jeff Carlson Safety, Compliance, Loss 
Control Specialist 

Consumers Power 

Ric Lentz Emergency Manager Linn County Sheriff’s 
Office 

Alyssa Boles Planning Director Linn County Planning & 
Bldg. Dept. 

Mark Spross Director METCOM 911 

John Plechinger Emergency Manager Pacific Gas and Electric 

Randy Navalinski Emergency Coordinator Salem Area Mass Transit 
District (Cherriots) 

JB Phillips Engineering & Operations 
Manager 

Salem Electric 

Christina Bunnell Emergency Preparedness 
Administrator 

Salem Health 

Nathan Streight Emergency Preparedness 
Specialist 

Salem Health 

Ryan Mikesh Emergency Management 
Coordinator 

Salem-Keizer School 
District 

Adam Maurer Ambulance Director Santiam Hospital 

Brent Stevenson District Manager Santiam Water Control 
District 

Shawn Rivera District Ranger U.S. Forest Service, Detroit 
RD 

Duane Bishop Deputy Forest Supervisor U.S. Forest Service, 
Willamette NF 
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Name Position Organization 

Ron Lee Deputy Fire Chief Marion County Fire District 
#1 

Sam Phillips Fire Management Analyst Marion County Fire District 
#1 

Ed Grambusch Deputy Fire Chief Silverton Fire District 

Jim Anglemier Police Chief City of Silverton 

Roy Hari Fire Chief Aumsville RFPD 

Joshua Williams Fire Chief Aurora RFPD 
 
 

4.6 Programmatic Implementation 
The HMP includes a range of actions that, when implemented, reduce losses from hazard 
events throughout Marion County. Within the plan, FEMA requires the identification of 
existing programs that might be used to implement these action items. Marion County, and 
the participating cities, currently address statewide planning goals and legislative 
requirements through their comprehensive land use plans, capital improvement plans, 
mandated standards, and building codes. Marion County and cities participating in the 
HMP will work to incorporate the recommended mitigation action items from the HMP 
into existing programs and policies. In addition to specific actions related to plan 
integration, implementation of the Marion County HMP will be considered as part of the 
county budget and capital improvements planning cycles. 
Marion County has significant internal capacity to implement this plan. The emergency 
management planning team is led by a member of the Marion County Board of Directors. 
This leadership structure adds significant political capacity and ensures that mitigation 
policies, planning and implementation needs are communicated directly to the county’s 
elected officials. The emergency management staff team organizational structure consists 
of five full-time equivalent staff as follows: 
 Board of Commissioners- Board Designee 
 Emergency Management Director 
 County Emergency Manager 
 Emergency Preparedness Coordinator 
 Emergency Management Program Coordinator II 
 Emergency Management Program Coordinator I 
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In addition, Marion County Emergency Management utilizes federal AmeriCorps funded 
service volunteers to supplement internal capacity and achieve mitigation outcomes. The 
county maintains numerous federal, state, regional, and local partnerships as well. 
Many of the recommendations contained in the HMP are consistent with the goals and 
objectives of Marion County and participating cities’ plans and policies. Where possible, 
Marion County, and participating cities, should implement the recommended actions 
contained in the HMP through existing plans and policies. 
Plans and policies already in existence often have support from residents, businesses, and 
policy makers. Many land-use, comprehensive, and strategic plans get updated regularly, 
and can adapt easily to changing conditions and needs. 
Implementing the action items contained in the HMP through such plans and policies 
increases the likelihood of these actions being supported and implemented. 
For examples of plans, programs, and policies that could be used to implement mitigation 
actions within the HMP, please refer to the Community Profile in Appendix B. 

4.7 Plan Maintenance 
Plan maintenance is one of the most critical components of the HMP. Proper maintenance 
of the plan ensures that it will maximize efforts of participating jurisdictions to reduce the 
risks posed by natural hazards. This section was developed by the Oregon Partnership for 
Disaster Resilience (OPDR) and retained in the 2022 plan update.  It includes a process to 
ensure that regular review and updates of the Plan occur. The HMP Steering Committee, 
Marion County staff, and staff of participating local jurisdictions are responsible for 
implementing this process. These participating stakeholders and conveners are also 
responsible for maintaining and updating the Plan through a series of meetings outlined in 
the maintenance schedule below. 

4.8 Meetings 
The HMP Steering Committee will meet on a semiannual basis to complete the following 
tasks. 
During the spring meeting, the HMP Steering Committee will: 
 Document and update hazard history. 
 Prioritize potential mitigation projects for the coming year. 
 Review existing action items to determine appropriateness for local funding before 

the Marion County budget is approved in July. 
 Review existing action items to determine appropriateness for any available state 

and federal funding opportunities. 
 Discuss methods for continued public involvement and education, such as outreach 

and educational workshops before the summer months begin. 
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During the fall meeting, the HMP Steering Committee will: 
 Review and update the risk assessment as needed. 
 Review existing action items to determine continued appropriateness for local 

funding. 
 Review existing action items to determine appropriateness for any available state 

and federal funding opportunities. 
 Update County Administrator and Board on plan progress. 
 Document successes and lessons learned during the year. 

These meetings are an opportunity for the cities and special districts to report back to the 
county on progress that has been made towards their components of the HMP. The HMP 
Convener or HMP Steering Committee may revise the schedule as resources and events 
shift. 
The Convener will be responsible for documenting the outcome of the semiannual 
meetings. The process the HMP Steering Committee will use to prioritize mitigation 
projects is detailed in the section below [this will be the next section of the plan, not 
included in this memo]. The plan’s format allows the County and participating 
jurisdictions to review and update sections when new data becomes available. New data 
can be easily incorporated, resulting in a HMP that remains current and relevant to the 
participating jurisdictions. 
The Convener is also responsible for scheduling meetings with stakeholders from the 
lifeline sectors. The lifeline sector stakeholder meetings are not bound by the same 
scheduling cycle as the steering committee, but the Convener should aim to schedule 
periodic, consistent meetings. 

4.9 Funding Sources 
This comprehensive FEMA website provides a list of resources and information on key 
elements of the Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities (BRIC) program. 
Resource List for the BRIC Grant Program | FEMA.gov 
The Region 10 Wildfire Mitigation Funding Opportunity Guides provide state, tribes, and 
local officials with a wide range of application development resources for hazard 
mitigation grants. Mitigation Funding Opportunity Guides | FEMA.gov 
This factsheet provides information on Planning related activities from  The Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) . State, Tribal, and/or local governments may use 
planning-related funding to reduce risk and include hazard mitigation with planning. Look 
at this guide for information on what types of mitigation activities may help you 
implement your projects. 
Rehabilitation Of High Hazard Potential Dam (HHPD) Grant Program: The President 
signed the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act or the “WIIN Act,” on 
December 16, 2016, which adds a new grant program under FEMA’s National Dam Safety 
Program (33 U.S.C. 467f). Section 5006 of the Act, Rehabilitation of High Hazard 
Potential Dams, provides technical, planning, design, and construction assistance in the 
form of grants for rehabilitation of eligible high hazard potential dams. High Hazard 
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Potential is a classification standard for any dam whose failure or mis-operation will cause 
loss of human life and significant property destruction. Learn more at -  
https://www.fema.gov/emergency- managers/risk-management/dam-safety/grants 

4.10 Plan Integration Resources 
The Region 10 Coffee Break Webinar on Integrating Natural Hazard Mitigation into 
Comprehensive Planning is a resource specific to Region 10 states and provides  
examples of how communities are integrating natural hazard mitigation strategies into 
comprehensive planning. You can find it on FEMA’s YouTube page at The Region 10 
Coffee Break Webinar on Integrating Natural Hazard Mitigation into Comprehensive 
Planning is a resource specific to Region 10 states and provides examples of how 
communities are integrating natural hazard mitigation strategies into comprehensive 
planning. You can find it on FEMA’s YouTube page at Integrating Natural Hazard  
Mitigation Plans into Local Planning - YouTube along with our other Mitigation Planning 
coffee break series webinars at Natural Hazards Mitigation Planning Coffee Break Series -  
YouTube 

 
Plan Integration: Linking Local Planning Efforts (2015)- This step-by-step guide helps 
communities review local plans for possible integration and improve alignment efforts, 
including interagency coordination. Plan Integration: Linking Local Planning Efforts (2015) 

 
The Mitigation Planning and Community Rating System Bulletin provides an overview 
of how to bring together planning efforts between the Community Rating System (CRS) 
and hazard mitigation plans. Mitigation Planning and the Community Rating System: Key  
Topics Bulletin (fema.gov) 

4.11 Mitigation Ideas/Best Practices Resources 
The Region 10 Seismic Mitigation Showcase Guides highlight mitigation successes in 
earthquake and tsunami mitigation by documenting specific locations and communities, the 
decision-making process, path to funding, and how partnerships were developed.  Seismic  
Mitigation Showcase Guides | FEMA.gov 

 
The Mitigation Ideas: A Resource for Reducing Risk from Natural Hazards resource 
presents ideas for how to mitigate the impacts of different natural hazards, from drought 
and sea level rise to severe winter weather and wildfire. The document also includes ideas 
for actions that communities can take to reduce risk to multiple hazards, such as 
incorporating a hazard risk assessment into the local development review process. You can 
find it in the FEMA Library at Mitigation Ideas (fema.gov) 

 
The Local Mitigation Planning Handbook provides guidance to local governments on 
developing or updating hazard mitigation plans to meet and go above the requirements. 
You can find it in the FEMA Library at Local Mitigation Planning Handbook (fema.gov). 
The FEMA Region 10 Risk Mapping, Analysis, and Planning program (Risk MAP) 
releases a monthly newsletter that includes information about upcoming events and 
training opportunities, as well as hazard and risk related news from around the Region. 
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Past newsletters can be viewed at Newsletter (starr-team.com) If you would like to receive 
future newsletters, email rxnewsletter@starr-team.com and ask to be included. 
This Post Disaster Redevelopment Guide has guidance on how to integrate risk 
reduction strategies into existing local plans, policies, codes, and programs for community 
development or redevelopment patterns. Planning for Post-Disaster Redevelopment  
(fema.gov) 

 
The mitigation strategy may include eligible projects to be funded through FEMA’s hazard 
mitigation grant programs (Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities (BRIC), 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, and Flood Mitigation Assistance). Contact your State 
Hazard Mitigation Officer, Anna Feigum at: anna.f.feigum@oem.oregon.gov for more 
information. 

4.12 Project Prioritization Process 
Each of the participating jurisdictions has identified a list of mitigation actions that can be 
found in the addenda in Volume II. DOGAMI completed multi-hazard risk assessment 
reports both through FEMA’s Risk MAP program and as a part of this 2022 update. The 
Oregon Climate Change Research Institute’s Future Climate Projections for Marion 
County provides data on the impacts of climate change on future natural hazard severity. 
Furthermore, other local or regional hazard risk mitigation plans including the Community 
Wildfire Protection Plan, Drought Contingency Plan, and Commodity Flow Study. Future 
mitigation plan maintenance meetings will revisit the prioritization process based on new 
information and actions identified through these and other related planning studies or 
projects. 
The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 requires that jurisdictions identify a process for 
prioritizing potential actions. Potential mitigation activities often come from a variety of 
sources; therefore, the project prioritization process needs to be flexible. Committee 
members, local government staff, related planning documents and efforts, or risk 
assessments can each be used to identify projects. Figure 4-1 illustrates the project 
development and prioritization process. 
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Figure 4-1, Action Item and Project Review Process 
 

 
Source:  Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience. 

 
4.12.1 Step 1: Examine Funding Opportunities 

The first step in prioritizing the Plan’s action items is to determine and identify potential 
grants and funding sources. Examples of mitigation funding sources include but are not 
limited to FEMA’s Pre-Disaster Mitigation competitive grant program (PDM), Flood 
Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program, Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), 
National Fire Plan (NFP), Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), local general 
funds, and private foundations, among others. Please see Appendix F, Grant Programs, 
for a more comprehensive list of potential grant programs. 
As grant programs open and close on differing schedules, the HMP Steering Committee 
will examine upcoming funding streams’ requirements to determine which mitigation 
activities are eligible. The HMP Steering Committee may consult with the funding entity, 
Oregon Department of Emergency Management (OEM), or other appropriate state or 
regional organizations about eligibility requirements. Examination of funding sources and 
their requirements will take place during the HMP Steering Committee’s semi-annual 
meetings. 

4.12.2 Step 2: Complete Risk Assessment Evaluation 
The second step in prioritizing the plan’s action items is to examine which hazards the 
selected actions are associated with and where these hazards rank in terms of community 
risk. The HMP Steering Committee will determine whether the plan’s risk assessment 
supports the implementation of eligible mitigation activities. This determination is based 
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on the location of the potential activities, proximity to known hazard areas, and whether 
community assets are at risk. The HMP Steering Committee will also consider whether 
the selected actions have any impact on mitigation of future hazard events and 
essentially, measure their overall strategic effectiveness. 

4.12.3 Step 3: HMP Steering Committee Recommendations 
Depending on the results of the previous steps, the HMP Steering Committee will 
recommend which mitigation activities should be moved forward. If the HMP Steering 
Committee decides to move forward with an action item, the coordinating organization 
designated as the lead agency on the action item form is responsible for implementation 
and maintenance. The HMP Steering Committee will also convene a meeting to review the 
issues surrounding grant applications and to share knowledge and/or resources. This 
process may afford greater coordination and less competition for limited funds. 

 
 

4.12.4 Step 4: Complete Quantitative and Qualitative Assessment and Economic Analysis 
The fourth step is to identify the costs and benefits associated with the selected hazard 
mitigation strategies, measures, or projects. Two categories of analysis that are used in 
this step are: (1) benefit/cost analysis, and (2) cost-effectiveness analysis. Conducting 
benefit/cost analysis for a mitigation activity assists in determining whether a project is 
worth undertaking now to avoid disaster-related damages later. Cost-effectiveness 
analysis evaluates how best to spend a given amount of money to achieve a specific goal. 
Determining the economic feasibility of mitigating hazards provides decision makers 
with an understanding of the potential benefits and costs of an activity, as well as a basis 
upon which to compare alternative projects. Figure 4-2 shows decision criteria for 
selecting the appropriate method of analysis. 
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Figure 4-2, Action Item and Project Review Process 
 

 
Source:  Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience. 

 
If the activity requires federal funding for a structural project, the HMP Steering 
Committee uses a FEMA- approved cost-benefit analysis tool to evaluate the 
appropriateness of the activity. A project must have a benefit/cost ratio of greater than one 
to be eligible for FEMA grant funding. 
For non-federally funded or nonstructural projects, a qualitative assessment is completed to 
determine the project’s cost effectiveness. The HMP Steering Committee will use a 
multivariable assessment technique called STAPLE/E to prioritize these actions. 
STAPLE/E stands for Social, Technical, Administrative, Political, Legal, Economic, and 
Environmental. Assessing projects based upon these seven variables helps define a 
project’s qualitative cost effectiveness. 

4.13 Continued Public Involvement and Participation 
The participating jurisdictions are dedicated to involving the public directly in the 
continual reshaping and updating of the Marion County HMP. Although members of the 
HMP Steering Committee represent the public to some extent, the public also has the 
opportunity to provide consistent feedback about the plan. 
To actively encourage public engagement, participation and feedback, Marion County has 
embarked on an ongoing education and outreach campaign in partnership with American 
Red Cross Northwest Oregon Chapter, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), Everbridge, 
Marion County Citizens Corps Council (which is a consortium of volunteers from 
C.E.R.T., ARES (Amateur Radio Emergency Service), Fire Rehab, and Medical Reserve 
Corps (MRC)) and other local, state and federal partners. Emergency managers across 
Marion County leverage local outreach efforts to periodically focus attention on hazard 
mitigation and risk reduction opportunities. 
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In addition, the County and participating jurisdictions will continue to: 
 Post links to the 2023 Marion County HMP on the County website and on its 

social media platforms. 
 Place articles in the local online newspaper, the Statesman Journal, directing the 

public where to view the 2023 Marion County HMP and provide feedback. 
 Use existing newsletters such as schools and utility bills to inform the public where 

to view and provide feedback. 
 Present new and relevant information at community events such as the Marion 

County Fair, Oregon State Fair, Stayton Summer Fest, St. Paul Rodeo, and 
Oktoberfest. 

Finally, Marion County will ensure continued public involvement by posting the Marion 
County HMP on the County’s website (https://emergency-management-  
marioncounty.hub.arcgis.com/) 

 
 

4.14 Five-Year Review of Plan 

This plan is updated every five years in accordance with the update schedule outlined in 
the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000. The Marion County HMP shall be updated by 
[Month] [Day], 2027. The Marion County Emergency Manager is responsible for 
organizing the HMP Steering Committee to address plan update needs. The HMP Steering 
Committee is responsible for updating any deficiencies found in the plan and ultimately, 
for meeting the requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000. 
The following ‘toolkit’ may assist the Marion County Emergency Manager in determining 
which plan update activities are best discussed during regularly schedule plan maintenance 
meeting, and which activities may require additional meetings or subcommittees. 

378

https://emergency-management-marioncounty.hub.arcgis.com/
https://emergency-management-marioncounty.hub.arcgis.com/
https://emergency-management-marioncounty.hub.arcgis.com/


Marion County HMP 2023 4-16 | P a g e  

Table 4.3, Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan Update Toolkit 
 

 
Source: Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience 
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5 Plan Adoption 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) mitigation program is guided by agency 
guidance that interprets federal regulations and the legislation that creates and amends these 
regulations. There are specific steps that need to be taken to secure a FEMA- approved plan, 
and in Oregon, these include coordination with the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management. Final Steps include: 
 FEMA Review Tool 

o Plan writers complete a review tool used for plan review with the plan section 
and page numbers where the plan addresses the FEMA criteria. 

 Plan Review 
o OEM reviews the full final plan draft with Review Tool as a guide to 

compliance with the Code Federal Regulations (CFRs) plan must meet. 
o OEM returns the plan for final edits that will support FEMA approval. 
o The Marion County Emergency Management completes the final edits and 

returns the revised final plan draft to OEM for submission to FEMA. 
o OEM sends the plan to FEMA which has a 45-day statutory review period. 
o FEMA reviews the plan for compliance with the CFRs and may return for 

edits and resubmission, or FEMA may issue a letter of preliminary approval 
called an APA letter. 

 “APA” 
o FEMA issues letter stating that the plan is “Approvable Pending Adoption” 

or APA. 
 Plan Adoption 

o All participating plan holders must pass a resolution adopting the final 
FEMA-approved plan. 

o Plan holders submit their signed resolutions as evidence of adoption to the 
HMP plan to OEM or the plan writer. 

 Plan Approval 
o OEM submits all the signed resolutions to FEMA. 
o FEMA issues a final approval letter. 

The remainder of this section includes the completed FEMA Review Tool, the FEMA 
APA letter, Resolutions of Approval from all plan holding cities and special districts and 
the final FEMA Approval Letter. 
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5.1 Final FEMA Approval Letter 

ORMarionCountyApproval2023.pdf 
5.2 FEMA APA Letter 

To review the FEMA APA Letter for Marion County, please visit:  
ORMarionCountyAPA2023.pdf 

 

5.3 Resolution of Approval 
To review the signed resolution from Marion County, please visit:  
PW_Resolution_MC Hazard Mitigation Plan_Signed.pdf 

 

5.4 FEMA Review Tool 
To view the FEMA Review Tool Report for Marion County, please visit:  
ORMarionCountyReview2023.pdf 

 
 

5.5 City & Special Districts Resolutions 
 City of Gervais: City of Gervais_Resolution No. 23-002 Adopting Updates to  

MCMJHMP.pdf 
 City of Hubbard: City of Hubard_ RESOLUTION 747-2023 MC HAZ MIT PLAN 

EXECUTED.pdf 
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Effective Month X, 2022 through Month X, 2027 
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◼ City of Woodburn/ 
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The 2023 Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP)is a living 
document that will be reviewed and updated periodically to address the requirements contained 
in 44 CFR 201. It will be integrated with existing  plans, policies, and programs. The Disaster 
Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA2K) and the regulations contained in 44  CFR 201 require that 
jurisdictions maintain an approved mitigation plan to receive federal funds for hazard 
mitigation grants. This plan meets those requirements as evidenced by FEMA approval which 
is effective  per the cover date range of this plan. 

 
Cover photos: (clockwise from top left): Marion County post-fire scene (2020); City of 
Detroit post-fire scene  10/20/2020; Tanker tipped on Hwy 22. Photos courtesy of Marion 
County. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments, suggestions, corrections, and additions are encouraged to be submitted from all 
interested parties. 

 
For further information and to provide comments, contact: 

 
 
 

Marion County Emergency Management 
5155 Silverton Road NE 

Salem, OR 97305 
Phone: 503-588-5108 
Email: mcem@co.marion.or.us 

 
Mission: 
Create a more resilient Marion County by partnering with the whole community. 
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The Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) is comprised of 
four (4) volumes.  These volumes include: 

 
➢ Volume 1: Basic Plan 
➢ Volume 2: City Addenda 
➢ Volume 3: Appendices 
➢ Volume 4: DOGAMI 

 
To assist the viewer of this plan, each volume as its own table of contents. 
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1 City of Aumsville Addendum 
1.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Aumsville’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide the 
implementation of mitigation actions by Aumsville to improve the resilience of the 
community. Mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that requires broad internal 
involvement and community engagement to be successful. 
Information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III (Appendices) of the HMP 
provides additional information (hazard characteristics/events/extent, countywide mitigation 
actions, and community profile data) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

1.2 Plan Process, Participants, and Adoption 
In the summer of 2021 Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development and the Oregon Department of Emergency Management 
(OEM), and Marion County cities, including Aumsville, to update their addendum to the 
Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 2022. This project is 
funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). By developing this 
addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having it approved by FEMA, 
the City of Aumsville will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) 
funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient Infrastructure & Communities 
(BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant program, the Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program. 
The Aumsville City Administrator is the designated local convener of this addendum. The 
convener delegates authority to staff for the lead in implementing, maintaining, and updating 
the addendum to the HMP in collaboration with Marion County Emergency Management. 
The City of Aumsville will convene a Steering Committee drawing from the following 
departments to maintain and update the Aumsville addendum and action items: 
➢ Convener, City Administrator 
➢ Public Works Director 
➢ Police representative 
➢ Fire representative 
➢ School District 
➢ Marion County Emergency Management (as necessary) 
➢ Marion County Public Works representative (as necessary) 
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For the 2022 HMP update, the City of Aumsville held the following meetings: 
➢ On November 4th, 2021, staff from the City of Aumsville (Richard Schmitz, Police 

Chief, and Steve Oslie, Public Works Director) and the Aumsville Rural Fire 
Protection District (Brad McKenzie) met with DLCD and Marion County Emergency 
Management to conduct a Hazard Vulnerability Analysis to evaluate the hazards 
impacting the city. On November 8th, 2021, DLCD and Chief Schmitz had a follow- 
up discussion about mitigation actions for the city. 

➢ On March 11, 2022, and March 30, 2022, staff from the City of Aumsville (Matthew 
Etzel, Assistant Public Works Director and Damian Flowers, Police Sergeant) 
reviewed and updated the Aumsville draft addendum with Pam Reber, DLCD Natural 
Hazard Planner. 

1.3 Risk Assessment 
A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can serve as the 
factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas Subject to Natural 
Hazards. 

1.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of the City of Aumsville, in terms of geography, 
environment, population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing and 
transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these community 
characteristics can affect how hazards impact communities and how communities choose to 
plan for hazard mitigation. Considering the city-specific assets during the planning process 
can assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard mitigation. 
The City of Aumsville used multiple approaches to engage the public. The Marion County 
HMP flyer was distributed via the December 2021 issue of City of Aumsville newsletter. City 
staff is providing regular updates to City Council and plans to present the draft plan to the 
City Council during an open public council session. City of Aumsville staff attended Marion 
County HMP Steering Committee meetings and promoted the HMP survey and outreach 
efforts throughout the plan update. 
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1.4.1 Community Characteristics 
The city of Aumsville is in Marion County, Oregon, southeast of Salem, just south 
of Hwy 22 at Exit 9. Aumsville is in Oregon’s Willamette Valley, which 
experiences a moderate climate. In August, the average high temperature is 80 
degrees, and the average low temperature is 52 degrees. Wintertime temperatures in 
January range from an average high of 47 degrees to an average low of 33 degrees. 
The average annual precipitation is 39.6 inches. Aumsville is bordered on the north 
by Beaver Creek and on the south by Mill Creek. Mill Creek has a small offshoot 
on the southeastern side of town called Highberger Ditch. Aumsville is almost 
completely flat. 
The Population Research Center at Portland State University lists Aumsville’s 2020 
population at 4,376 which constitutes approximately 1.3% of the population of 
Marion County. This 2020 population represents a 36.3% increase (1,165 people) 
from 2010 (Portland State University, Population Research Center, 2021). Median 
household income in Aumsville 2015-2019 was $61,620. This is a 13.3% increase 
from the previous period (2010- 2014) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2022).  For more 
economic demographic information, refer to Volume III, Appendix B: Community 
Profile. 

 
 

Figure 1-1, City of Aumsville Map 
 

 
Source:  DLCD, Marion County. 
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1.5 Critical and Important Facilities 
City of Aumsville’s critical and important facilities include the following: 

1.5.1 Transportation 
➢ Highway OR-22 (North Santiam Highway) 
➢ Shaw Hwy overpass on Hwy 22 
➢ Aumsville Highway SE 
➢ Mill Creek Bridge on W. Stayton Rd. 
➢ Mill Creek Bridge on W end of Mill Creek Rd (this bridge hosts a fiber optic cable) 
➢ Beaver Creek Bridge on Aumsville Hwy 
➢ Note: City of Aumsville is not responsible for any of these highways or bridges – they 

are all managed by Marion County or ODOT 
1.5.2 Energy 

➢ Electricity Source: Pacific Power 
o All transmission lines, no substations 

➢ Fuel Assets/Needs: 
o The city does not have a fuel station. City Hall does have back-up fuel: diesel 

generator for a well, City Hall/Police, and Fire District – diesel will last for 
24 hours. 

o The Police Department buys fuel from retail fueling source. (Note that the 
local fuel station probably does not have a back-up power source to pump 
gas from underground tanks.) 

o Public Works back-up fuel: 500 gallons of diesel, up to 1000 gallons of gas 
above ground – there are electric pumps now, but fuel could be manually 
pump if necessary. 

o Wastewater Treatment Plant back-up fuel: diesel generator – diesel will last 
for 24 hours. 

o Boone Well site #1 back-up fuel: diesel generator – diesel will last for 24 
hours. 

➢ School District has propane and diesel back-up. 

1.5.3 Water/Wastewater 
➢ Drinking water sources: 

o Reservoir – 1 million gallons 
o Tower Well, located at 195 N. 5th St. (has back-up generator) – 100,000 

gallons. 
o Boone Well #1, located at 1105 Main St. (has back-up generator) 
o Reservoir Well, located at 9313 Mill Creek Rd. 
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o Boone Well #2, located at 1105 Main St. 
o Church Well, located at 675 Grizzly St. 
o Two water filters that will filter 3,000 gallons per day (pumped from surface 

water sources). 
➢ Wastewater treatment plant: City operates and is located at 955 Olney St 

➢ Water treatment plant: City operates and is located at 9613 Mill Creek Rd 
➢ Aumsville’s five wells deposit water into a 1-million-gallon reservoir. Water is treated 

before it is stored in the reservoir. Chlorine and Potassium Permanganate is added in 
the treatment process and chlorine is added as needed in the reservoir. and then 
distributed out via a booster pump station to water customers. 

➢ The 2015 Water Master Plan includes a section on water conservation, including a list 
of exiting or proposed water conservation programs. The Plan also provides a Water 
Curtailment Plan with accompanying curtailment actions. 

1.5.4 Communication 
➢ Emergency service communication tower is mounted on City Hall. 
➢ Water Tower, 195 N. 5th St.: hosts 4 cellular providers. 
➢ Wastewater Treatment Plant, 955 Olney St.: hosts one cell tower (owned by a cellular 

provider) with a diesel generator with back-up fuel for 24 hours. 
➢ Telephone (ground line) switching station, 980 Main St.: has a diesel generator with 

back-up fuel for 24 hours. 
➢ City-owned vehicle mounted radios provide the ability to interconnect Police and Fire 
➢ Police and Fire can dispatch out of the Police Department and Fire stations. 

1.5.5 Emergency Services 
➢ Police: 

o Police Department, 597 Main St. 
➢ Fire: Aumsville Rural Fire Protection District 

o 490 Church St. 
o Shaw Station, 5604 Shaw Highway SE 
o Provides coverage for city and county areas served by the district. 

➢ Aumsville Public Works 
➢ Emergency Operations Center is city or the fire department. 
➢ Medical 

o Aumsville Medical Clinic, 205 Main St. (note this is just a doctor’s office) 
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➢ Shelter: 
o Aumsville community center is a shelter and has a generator, working on 

MOUs with Willamette Baptist Church and schools. 
o MOUs with Willamette Baptist Church and Schools. 

1.5.6 Cultural/Historical Resources 
➢ Old City Hall is the Historic Museum, 599 Main St. 
➢ Events that may have large crowds: 

o June: Emergency Preparedness fair/School Carnival 
o June – August, Mondays & Fridays: Kids summer parks program (run by the 

city) 
o August: Aumsville Corn Festival (10,000 – 12,000 attendance) 
o November: Saturday before Thanksgiving: Turkey Bingo (500-600 attendance) 

1.5.7 Environment and Economy 
➢ The largest employer is Blazer Industry that builds modular homes, etc. 
➢ Agricultural lands surrounding community produces corn, mint, and hazelnuts and 

grass seed. 
➢ Bedroom community to Salem. 

1.5.8 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 
➢ Schools: 

o Aumsville Elementary School, 572 N. 11th St. (3 separate buildings) 
o Willamette Valley Baptist Church and School, 650 N. 1st St. 
o Kuntry Kids (Daycare), 200 Main St. 

➢ Lower-income areas: 
o S 5th St next to Mill Creek 
o 11th St and Olney 

See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 
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1.6 City of Aumsville Plans and Policies 
Table 1-1, City of Aumsville Plans and Policies 

 

Document Year 
Aumsville Comprehensive Plan 2022 
Development Ordinance Update 2021 
Parks Master Plan 2017 
Stormwater Master Plan 2000 
Water System Master Plan 2015 
Wastewater Master Plan & Facilities Plan 2022 

Note: Year is year acknowledged or last revision. Source: Aumsville, 2022, 
Public Works website. https://www.aumsville.us/publicworks. 2022, PAPA 
Database https://www.oregon.gov/Icd/CPU/Pages/Adopted-Plan-Amendments.aspx. 
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1.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 1-2, City of Aumsville Hazard Profile and Critical Facilities 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Aumsville 4,215 1,459 5 509,635,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 0 0% 6 0 76,000 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw 
6.8 

Deterministic 

 
36 

 
0.9% 

 
93 

 
2 

 
16,580,652 

 
3.3% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High 

Susceptibility 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Aumsville Elementary School       
Aumsville Police Department       
Aumsville RFPD  X     
Aumsville Sewage Treatment Plant  X     
Willamette Valley Baptist School       

Source: DOGAMI (2022) 
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1.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief description 
is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first updated the 
description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the Hazard 
Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community using a 
method developed by BOLD Planning. This assessment method ranks the following factors to 
determine risk from the range of natural hazards identified: 

 
1. Probability (frequency) of event, 
2. Magnitude of event, 
3. Expected warning time before event, and 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 
 

 
 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk from 
hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; major 
loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, EOC and 
shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical 
impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 

 
 

 
 

A summary of the hazard vulnerability assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 1-3, City of Aumsville Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Aumsville including Aumsville FD using BOLD 
Planning Analysis Scoring 

 
Natural Hazard 

 
Probability 

 
Warning 

Time 

 
Magnitude 

 
Duration 

 
CPRI 

2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Severe Weather/Storm 4 3 3 4 3.6 High 

Wildland Interface Fire 3 2 3 4 3.0 High 

Drought 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 

Earthquake 2 4 3 4 2.8 Moderate 

Tornado 2 4 3 4 2.8 Moderate 

Extreme Heat 3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Flood (incl. dam failure) 2 2 2 3 2.1 Moderate 

Landslide 1 4 1 3 1.7 Low 

Volcanic Eruption 1 2 2 3 1.7 Low 

Avalanche 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 
Source: Marion County Emergency Management and City of Aumsville, 11/04/2021. 
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Table 1-4, City of Aumsville Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Non-Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Aumsville including Aumsville FD using BOLD 
Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Terrorism, Active 
Shooter, Workplace 
Violence 

 
 

2 

 
 

4 

 
 

4 

 
 

4 

 
 

3.1 

 
High 

Cyberterrorism 2 4 3 4 2.8 Moderate 

Hazardous Materials 
Release - Transportation 

 

2 

 

4 

 

3 

 

3 

 

2.7 

 
Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 

 

2 

 

4 

 

2 

 

3 

 

2.4 

 
Moderate 

Agricultural Terrorism 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 

Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear, 
Explosive 

 
 

1 

 
 

1 

 
 

1 

 
 

1 

 
 

1.0 

 
 

Low 

Hazardous Materials - 
Non- Transpor ta t i on 

 

1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

1 

 

1.0 

 
Low 

Public Health 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 
Source: Marion County Emergency Management and City of Aumsville, 11/04/2021. 
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1.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Aumsville. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
natural hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. 
The following section identifies vulnerabilities specific to the City of Aumsville, recent 
localized hazard events and impacts, and illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

1.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Event – NA 
Vulnerability – None 

1.9.2 Drought 
CPRI=2.8 Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: In 2021, there was an event where a pump was lost during a period of extended 
heat; 14’ of water was lost in the city’s reservoir. This was the driver for securing additional 
storage and supply. 
Vulnerability: The city is doing extensive resilience work on their water storage and the city 
coordinates messages on water conservation with the Aumsville RFPD and uses the utility 
bill and newsletter to educate the community. But an extreme drought could result in a water 
shortage. The city has 1 million gallons of storage. The city approved $3.5 million in 
funding for an additional 1 million gallons and 2 additional wells; the city holds unused 
water rights. The city had a well-siting study done that shows that city-owned sites could 
produce 400 gallons per minute (45% increase to water supply) water rights. The city had a 
well-siting study done that shows that city-owned sites could produce 400 gallons per 
minute (45% increase to water supply). 

1.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: No damaging earthquake events occurred during the previous five years. On March 
25, 1993, a Mw 5.7 earthquake occurred with an epicenter approximately 3 miles east of the 
City of Scotts Mills, Oregon. Many buildings were damaged from the event, including the 
capitol building in Salem. The many unreinforced buildings in the area were significantly 
damaged due to intense shaking. The 1993 Scott Mills quake caused $28 million in damages 
to cities throughout Marion County. 
Vulnerability: There is one locally active fault within the Aumsville city limits, one crossing 
over on the far northwest corner of the town. Other active faults also exist about six miles to 
the northwest and west. Vulnerable structures include the museum (unreinforced masonry) 
and the Aumsville Elementary School. 
A 100,000-gallon elevated tank may need seismic retrofits. A new 1-million-gallon reservoir 
should be resilient; the current 1-million-gallon reservoir needs seismic upgrades which will 
be implemented after the new reservoir is constructed. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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1.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: No conservation orders, annual water conservation advisories/education. 
Vulnerability: City has started a vulnerable population list for response to an extreme 
heatwave (also power outages, wildfire smoke, etc.); Water supply was stressed in recent 
years, but new reservoir should address. 

1.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: No major flood events 2017-2021. 
Vulnerability: Certain residential areas; sewage lagoons; rural highway outlets to town. 
Portions of Aumsville have areas of flood plains (special flood hazard areas). These include 
areas along Mill Creek and the High Berger Ditch, and Beaver Creek (see Figure 1-2). 
Furthermore, other portions of Aumsville, outside of the mapped floodplains, are also 
subject to significant, repetitive flooding from local storm water drainage. 

Figure 1-2, Aumsville Flood Hazard Map 
 

 
Source: FEMA Map Service Center, 5/25/2022. https://msc.fema.gov/ 
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Historically, Aumsville has experienced major floods in 1996, around 2000, and in 2011. 
Since then, no major floods have affected the population, but Aumsville continues to 
experience regular localized flooding during the wet season. In particular, the steering 
committee noted issues along Bishop Road, 1st Street, and in the Highberger Ditch area. 
The steering committee also noted that Porter Boone and Mill Creek Parks often flood 
during the winter. According to the steering committee, many of the flooding issues 
affecting Aumsville can be attributed to poor ditch maintenance. 

1.9.6 Landslide 
 

 

Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Aumsville is very flat, there is no landslide risk. 

1.9.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 3.6, Risk Level: High 
Events: Ice storm in 2021 resulted in 4 days without power and communication (cell, 
internet, regular phone). 
Vulnerability: Significant wind events occur in Aumsville each year, sometimes 
interrupting services, downing trees, and causing power outages. Because windstorms 
typically occur during winter months, they are sometimes accompanied by ice, freezing rain, 
flooding, and very rarely, snow. 

1.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI=2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Aumsville tornado December 14, 2010. 
Vulnerability: In December 2010, a tornado touched down in Aumsville, causing around 
$1.2 million dollars in damage. Nichols Plumbing had their building destroyed, scattering 
plumbing parts across the street. Other building damage included a house, a metal building, 
and the roofs of several manufactured were damaged. Since this event, Aumsville has not 
experienced wind events that were quite as severe. 

1.9.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.0, Risk Level: High 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Aumsville is surrounded by agricultural lands which are highly managed and 
pose low risk for wildfire. 

1.9.10 Volcanic Eruption 
 

 

Events: 1980 Mount St Helens eruption. 
Vulnerability: The City would have several hours before ash from an eruption of Mt. Hood, 
or another volcano impacted the community; impacts could last more than a week. 

CPRI = 1.7, Risk Level: Low 

CPRI = 1.7, Risk Level: Low 
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1.9.11 Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and Aumsville Addendum update 
process, the Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and Aumsville city 
staff developed a list of priority actions. Actions that were thought to be relevant but not 
considered to be priorities were placed in the Action Item Pool for consideration at annual 
plan review meetings. 

1.9.12 Mitigation Success 
Aumsville is upgrading their water supply by putting the water rights they have, to work and 
building sufficient storage capacity to endure low production times, pump failures, and other 
risks. A 100,000-gallon elevated tank may need seismic retrofits. If these are too costly 
however, the tower will just be used as a communications tower. A new 1-million-gallon 
reservoir will be built to seismic standards; and the current 1-million-gallon reservoir needs 
seismic upgrades which will be implemented after the new reservoir is constructed. The city 
is also active in messaging to the community about water conservation and what is needed 
for a resilient water system. 

1.9.13 Mitigation Actions 
➢ Aumsville requires that new development puts new power lines underground. 

Undergrounding electric utilities is included in the city’s development standards; it is 
a criterion for new construction. The city also encourages Pacific Power to 
underground lines as much as they are able. 

➢ Include emergency preparedness resources in the city’s monthly newsletter. 
➢ Hold an annual preparedness fair. 
➢ Participate in the Marion County’s MORE Agreement. 
➢ Develop stronger connections with the business community and encourage businesses 

to develop continuity of operations plans. 
➢ Participate in Marion County Drought Contingency Plan update. 

1.9.14 City of Aumsville Mitigation Table 
The following pages include the City’s Priority Action Items (Table 1.5) and Action Item 
Status Report (Table 1.6). 
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Table 1-5, City of Aumsville and Aumsville Fire District Mitigation Actions 
 

City of Aumsville and Aumsville Fire District Priority Mitigation Actions 2022-2027 
# Hazard Mitigation Action Priority Timeline Cost Description Status 

 

2022-MH-01 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a communications plan between the 
city, police, and fire. This will include 
purchasing more radios so all key personnel 
can be in contact during an emergency. 

 

H 

 

1-3 Years 

 

$25-75k 

Include Incident Command System (ICS) 
and National Incident Management 
System (NIMS) training in the 
communication plan development. 

 
Not 

Started 

 

2022-MH-02 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the City's Evacuation and Mass Care 
Plan. Important components include List of 
vulnerable populations, Fuel Management 
and access plan, Detailed Asset Inventory 

 

H 

 

1-3 Years 

 

$25-75k 

Revised City EOP action items, 
Continuation/edit of 2017 MH-02, Update 
City's Evacuation and Mass Care plan 

 

New 

 
2022-MH-03 Multi- 

Hazard 

Develop a MOU with facilities that could 
function as emergency shelter during a 
hazard event. 

 
H 

 
1-3 Years 

 
$5-10k 

Brought over from 2017 plan, 
#MH-5 Not 

Started 

 

2022-MH-04 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Identify and purchase materials the city 
needs to operate successfully in all 
emergency situations. 

 

M 

 

1-5 Years 
$250k- 

$1.5 
million 

Generators at all locations. Church and 
Boone currently do not have generators, 
Include generators in all future well 
projects. Generator at new PW facility. 

 

Started 

 
2022-MH-05 Multi- 

Hazard 

Develop MOU with local gas stations that 
give emergency services first access to 
stations stored fuel. 

 
M 

 
2-5 Years Staff 

time 

Tentative gas station agreements but they 
need backup generator. Brough over from 
2017 plan #MH-1 

 
Started 

 
 
 

2022-MH-06 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the City's Comprehensive Plan to 
reflect Statewide Land use Goal 7 language 
surrounding natural hazards 

 
 
 

M 

 
 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 

Staff 
time 

Consider using the County's HMP hazard 
chapters to update the Goal 7 section with 
hazard characterization, events, special 
city vulnerabilities and recommendations 
for policies and strategies to protect the 
city from hazards. Was brought over from 
2017 plan, #MH-06 

 
 

Not 
Started 

 
2022-EQ-01 

 
Earthquake 

Conduct a seismic analysis on the empty 
elevated water tank. 

 
H 

 
2-5 Years 

 
$8-15k 

Working with Engineer of Record to draft 
a report on the seismic analysis of the 
empty tank with Cell Phone antennas still 
on tower with no water. 

 
Started 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action Priority Timeline Cost Description Status 
 
 
 

2022-EQ-02 

 
 
 

Earthquake 

 
 

Complete seismic assessment on critical 
facilities (water tower assessment currently 
underway). Retrofit facilities based on 
recommendations of the assessment. 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 

$10k- 
$3.5 

million 

Seismic Analysis was done on elevated 
tank and showed 1.5+ Million in needed 
retrofits. Redoing analysis on tank empty 
now that City is constructing a new 1- 
million-gallon reservoir. Existing 1- 
million-gallon reservoir will need seismic 
upgrades once construction of new tank is 
complete. 

 
 
 

Started 

2022-EQ-03 Earthquake Support school district’s efforts to secure a 
bond for school seismic retrofitting. H 2-5 Years Staff 

time 
Help advertise the need for retrofits in 
newsletter?? 

Not 
Started 

 
2022-EQ-04 

 
Earthquake 

Consider requiring new city facilities to 
exceed the minimum structural requirements 
for seismic loading. 

 
M 

 
2-5 Years 

 
TBD Lead: City Council 

Partners: Marion Co. Building Inspection 
Not 

Started 

 
2022-EQ-05 

 
Earthquake Encourage residents to prepare and maintain 

2-week survival kits. 

 
M 0-18 

months 

 
TBD 

Newsletter articles from Marion County 
Emergency Management and Police 
Chief. 

 
Started 

2022-EQ-06 Earthquake Send employees to an ATC 20 training M 0-18 
months TBD Brought over 2017 HMP, EQ-08 Not 

Started 
 
 

2022-FL-01 

 
 

Flood 

 
 

Remove culvert on Gordon Lane at 1st 
Street; replace with a bridge. 

 
 

M 

 
 

5-10 
Years 

 
 

$2 
million 

To prevent potential flooding in the 
Highberger Estates subdivision or 1st 
Street. To be implemented with 
development; the city will have an 
engineered set of drawings ($400k). 
Funding: city budget, developer 

 
 

Started 

 

2022-FL-02 

 

Flood 

 

Upsize culverts on Bishop Rd. 

 

M 

 
5-10 
Years 

 
$1 

million 

To prevent potential flooding to 
Highberger Estates and Bishop Road. To 
be implemented with development. 
Funding: city budget, developer 

 
Not 

Started 

2022-FL-03 Flood Update the stormwater management plan M 2-5 Years $50- 
$60k Continued 2017 P-3 Funding: FEMA Started 
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Table 1-6, City of Aumsville Action Item Status Report 
 

2017-2022 City of Aumsville & Aumsville Fire District Action Status Update 
# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 

 
2017-MH-01 Multi- 

Hazard 

Develop MOU with the gas station that gives 
emergency services first access to station’s stored 
fuel. 

Tentative gas station agreement but 
they need backup power. 2022 MH- 
05 

 
City Administration 

 
Started 

 
 
 

2017-MH-02 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the City’s Emergency Operations Plan. 
Important components to include are: 
-A list of vulnerable populations 
-Fuel management and access plan 
-Detailed asset inventory 

All sub items are complete. Follow 
up to confirm that the city is 
working towards its own EOP or if 
it is coordinating with the 
County’s EOP. The city has 
emergency response plans for the 
water and wastewater systems. 
2022 MH-02 

 
 
 

Police Chief, Public Works, 
and City staff 

 
 
 

Complete 
or revised 

2017-MH-03 Multi- 
Hazard 

Identify and purchase materials the city needs to 
operate successfully in an emergency. 

2022 MH-04 City Administration Started 

 

2017-MH-04 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a communications plan between the city, 
Police, and Fire. This will include purchasing more 
radios so all key personnel can be in contact during an 
emergency. 

2022 MH-01  
City Administration and 

Police Chief 

 

Started 

 
2017-MH-05 Multi- 

Hazard 

Develop a memorandum of understanding with 
facilities that could function as emergency shelters 
during a hazard event. 

2022 MH-03  
City Administration 

 
No Started 

 
 
 

2017-MH-06 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the Aumsville Comprehensive Plan to reflect 
statewide land use Goal 7 language surrounding 
natural hazards. 

2022 MH-06 Consider using the 
Marion Co HMP hazard chapters 
to update the Goal 7 section with: 
hazard characterization, events, 
specific city vulnerabilities, and 
recommendations for policies and 
strategies to protect the city from 
these hazards. 

 
 
 

City Administration 

 
 
 

Not 
started 

2017-MH-07 Multi- 
Hazard 

Include emergency preparedness resources in the 
city’s monthly newsletter 

Moved to ongoing mitigation 
actions. City Executive Office Started 

2017-MH-08 Multi- 
Hazard 

Hold an annual preparedness fair. Moved to ongoing mitigation 
actions. City Executive Office Not 

Started 

2017-MH-09 Multi- 
Hazard 

Participate in the Marion County’s MORE Agreement. Moved to ongoing mitigation 
actions. City Administration No Started 

 
2017-MH-10 Multi- 

Hazard 

Develop stronger connections with the business 
community and encourage businesses to develop 
continuity of operations plans. 

Moved to ongoing mitigation 
actions. 

 
City Administration 

 
Started 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 

2017-DR-01 Drought Partner with Marion County to support local 
agencies’ training on water conservation measures. 

 Public Works Complete 

2017-DR-02 Drought Participate in Marion County Drought 
Contingency Plan. 

Moved to Ongoing. Public Works Not Started 

 
2017- 

P4/EQ-00 

 

Earthquake 

Assess the seismic vulnerability of the City’s 
reservoir (as described in the 2015 Water Plan). 
Retrofit facility as funding becomes available. 

The analysis showed the need 
for seismic upgrades to be 
greater than the cost than 
replacing the tank. 

 

Public Works 
Complete/ 
Revised 
2022 EQ-02 

 
2017-EQ-01 

 
Earthquake 

Complete seismic assessment on critical facilities 
(water tower assessment currently underway). 
Retrofit facilities based on recommendations of 
the assessment. 

complete part 1; USE ongoing 
doing another analysis based on 
the tank being empty. 

 
Public Works 

 
Ongoing 

2017-EQ-02  
Earthquake 

School seismic retrofitting action – need to talk to 
school district representative. 

Discuss replacement of 
Aumsville Elementary School 
with the school district. 

 
School District School District 

action item 

 

2017-EQ-03 

 

Earthquake 

Purchase a 4-wheel drive vehicle that could 
provide transportation if major access points to the 
city are not passable. 

City to purchase two 4x4 
vehicles; one has been received; 
the other is coming but delayed 
due to supply chain issue. 

 

Public Works 

 

Complete 

 
2017-EQ-04 

 
Earthquake 

Consider requiring new city facilities to exceed the 
minimum structural requirements for seismic 
loading. 

  
City Council 

 
Not Started 

2017-EQ-05 Earthquake Install automatic shut-off valves in all city facilities 
that use natural gas. 

 Public Works Complete 

2017-EQ-06 Earthquake Develop dam inundation maps.  FEMA Discontinue 

2017-EQ-07 Earthquake Encourage residents to prepare and maintain 2- 
week survival kits. 

 City Executive Office Not Started 

2017-EQ-08 Earthquake Send employees to Marion County’s ATC 20 
training. 

 City Executive Office Not Started 

2017-FL-1 Flood Remove culvert on 1st and Gordon and replace 
with a bridge. 

Design completed in 2022. City Administration/ 
Public Works 

Started/ 2022 FL- 
01 

2017-FL-2 Flood Upsize culverts on Bishop Rd.  City Administration/ 
Public Works 

Not Started/ 2022 
FL-02 

2017-FL-03 Flood Create an agreement for flood mitigation along 
Beaver Creek and Mill Creek/ Highberger Ditch 

Discontinued except City Administration Discontinued 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 
 
 
 
 

2017-FL-03 

 
 
 
 

Flood 

Create an agreement for flood mitigation along 
Beaver Creek and Mill Creek/ Highberger Ditch 
(agreement would have to be regional). Aumsville 
could do the following: 

• Use city property as a water detention 
space. 

• Increase the detention capacity to 
accommodate effects of new 
development. 

Update the Stormwater Management Plan. 

Discontinued except, 2022 FL- 
03 Update Stormwater 
Management Plan 

 
 
 
 

City Administration 

 
 
 
 

Discontinued 

 
 

2017-SW-01 

 

Severe 
Weather 

Require new development to put power lines 
underground. 

Included in the city’s 
development standards, a 
criterion for new construction. 
See Ongoing Mitigation Action 
section. 

 
 

City Administration 

 
 

Complete 

2017-SW-02 Severe 
Weather 

Encourage Pacific Power to underground lines was 
they are able. 

See Ongoing Mitigation Action 
section. City Administration Complete 

Source:  City of Aumsville, 3/30/2022 
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2 City of Aurora Addendum 
2.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Aurora’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide the 
implementation of mitigation actions by the City of Aurora to improve the resilience of the 
community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that requires 
broad internal involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, please refer 
to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III (Appendices) of this 
HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding participation and 
mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

2.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including the City of Aurora, to update their 
addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 2022. 
This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). The City 
of Aurora joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an intergovernmental 
agreement with DLCD on December 14, 2021. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having it 
approved by FEMA, the City of Aurora will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard Mitigation 
Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient Infrastructure & 
Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant program, the Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program. 
The City of Aurora Steering Committee is comprised of the following: 
➢ Convener, City of Aurora City Recorder 
➢ City of Aurora Administrative Assistant 
➢ City of Aurora Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator 
➢ City of Aurora Finance Officer 
➢ Marion County Sheriff 
➢ Fire Chief, Aurora Rural Fire Protection District 
➢ North Marion School District – Public/Private Schools K-12 
➢ Marion County Emergency Management Representative (as necessary) 
➢ American Red Cross Representative 
➢ CenturyTel Representative 
➢ Willamette Broadband Representative 
➢ Northwest Natural Gas Representative 
➢ Portland General Electric Representative 
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On November 16, 2021, Stuart Rodgers (Aurora City Recorder), Mike Corless (Aurora Rural 
Fire Protection District Assistant Fire Chief), Josh Williams (Aurora RFPD District Chief), 
Marion County Emergency Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, and DLCD Planner Tricia 
Sears conducted a risk assessment meeting with the City of Aurora that included a Hazard 
Vulnerability Assessment ranking. This addendum was updated on June 15, 2022, in a 
meeting with Stuart Rodgers, Mark Gunter (Public Works Director), and Pam Reber (DLCD). 
The City of Aurora staff holds regular meetings with Aurora RFPD and coordinates on all 
relevant issues to the City. The Aurora Preparedness Group is a nonprofit organization that is 
funded by the City where the City, Fire District, and School District coordinate regularly on 
mitigation action items. The City of Aurora publicly notified the local community about this 
plan update process by linking to the Marion County Emergency Management webpage. 

2.3 Risk Assessment 
A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can serve as the 
factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas Subject to Natural 
Hazards. 

2.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of City of Aurora, in terms of geography, environment, 
population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing and transportation 
see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these community characteristics 
can affect how hazards impact communities and how communities choose to plan for hazard 
mitigation. Considering the city specific assets during the planning process can assist in 
identifying appropriate measures for hazard mitigation. 

2.4.1 Community Characteristics 
The City of Aurora is in the Willamette Valley in Marion County, Oregon, approximately 23 
miles south of the city of Portland. The Aurora experiences a moderate climate with an 
average high temperature of 82 degrees and low of 54 degrees in August, and an average 
high temperature of 47 and low of 35 in January. The city receives an average annual 
precipitation of 40.67 inches. Aurora is located on a gently sloping hill bordered by Mill 
Creek to the west and the Pudding River to the east. Surrounding the rural community  is 
hilly farm and forest land. The Population Research Center at Portland State University lists 
Aurora’s 2020 population at 1,023. This represents a 36% increase from 2000 (Portland 
State University, Population Research Center, 2021). For more demographic information, 
refer to Volume III, Appendix B – Community Profile. 
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Figure 2-1, City of Aurora Map 
 

 
 
 

2.4.2 Economy 
Historically, Aurora’s economy focused on agriculture and manufacturing, which remain 
major employment sectors today. The city also has large heritage tourism component, which 
capitalizes on Aurora’s history as a religious colony and large number of historic 
buildings dating to the 1850s. Aurora is also known as the “Antique Capital,” and the city’s 
downtown has several large antiques retailers which draw several visitors to the community. 
Median household income in Aurora during the period 2015-2019 was $87,632, an 11.6% 
increase from the previous 5-year period (U.S. Census Bureau, 2022).  For more economic 
information, refer to Volume III, Appendix B – Community Profile. 
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2.5 Critical and Important Facilities 
Aurora’s critical and important facilities include the following: 

2.5.1 Transportation 
➢ Two bridges provide primary access to the city from I-5 and Hwy 99E: 

o Mill Creek Bridge (County-owned) – City sewer and water co-located. 
o Pudding River Bridge (ODOT-owned) 
o If either collapsed, transportation in and out of the city would require lengthy 

detours. 
➢ Aurora State Airport, 22801 Airport Rd NE, Aurora 
➢ School district: contracts out bus service to Canby (diesel) 
➢ Canby CAT bus runs along Hwy 99E between Canby and Woodburn 
➢ Note: Hwy 99E and Ehlen Rd are the only 2 entrances to town (if bridges are out, it 

would be difficult to get in and out). 
➢ Note: Intersection of Ehlen Rd. and the railroad tracks is dangerous. 
➢ Note: The wastewater treatment plant is across a bridge – in the event of a train 

derailment or bridge collapse, the wastewater treatment plant would not be accessible. 
2.5.2 Energy 

➢ PGE – electricity (all above ground lines) 
➢ NW Natural – natural gas 
➢ The city gets fuel from Shell Station in town. 
➢ Fire gets fuel from various gas stations. 
➢ City Hall (21420 Main St.) would likely shut down without power, even if the 

building did withstand seismic activity. City Hall does not currently have a backup 
generator. 

➢ Fire Station (21390 Main St.) has a generator that would run the whole station. The 
generator runs on natural gas but could also run on propane. The fire station does not 
keep reserves of natural gas or propane. 

➢ Public Works has backup power at the wastewater treatment plant. 
➢ Wastewater treatment plant staff are in the process of purchasing a new generator for 

the facility, and currently have backup generators at both pump stations. 
2.5.3 Water / Wastewater 

➢ City water and wastewater 
o Water treatment plant (14682 Ottaway Rd.) – Includes filtration system and a 

reservoir that treats water drawn from 5 city wells. Water from the treatment 
plant is then pumped back to the residents. 
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o Three city wells have generators, 2 do not, and there is 1 traveling diesel 
generator. 

o The wastewater treatment plant (21496 Mill Race Rd.) was completed in 2001 
and serves a maximum capacity of 2,000 residents. 

o City has 4 water wells, #1 Well has gone down and city is working on 
replacing it, cost approx. $1.4 million to replace (land purchase, construction); 
Storm water project also, 24-36 million for both, going after a bond Levey in 
2022. The drinking water system needs to be replaced and the city will be 
coordinating with partners on this. Wells are used to fill storage tanks, which 
supplies the fire protection (hydrant system) in the city. 
Note: Sewer pump station is vulnerable to Mill Creek flooding events, and the 
wastewater treatment plant could be vulnerable as well. 
Note: The water tower in town does not have water, just communications. 

➢ North Marion School District Water and Wastewater: 
o Two wells and a 355,000-gallon water tank with its own filtration system. This 

system is equipped with a propane back-up generator. Propane is stored in a 
100-gallon above ground storage tank. 

o Sewer system, equipped with a propane back-up generator. 
2.5.4 Communication 

➢ City Communications: 
o The city has a server with a redundant backup system offsite. 
o Public Works has a cell phone and radio capabilities; radio training is planned 

internally. 
o Regional emergency communication improvements are underway. 

➢ Water Tower (this is a communications tower; it does not hold water): 
o The Fire District has their communications located on the water tower. They 

also have a backup generator. 
o The Sheriff has communications equipment located on the water tower, but it 

is currently turned off. 
o Three cell phone companies – Verizon, Sprint, AT&T – use the water tower 

and they all have backup generators. 
➢ North Marion School District: 

o The School District has a radio connection with the County and other 
emergency responders, along with emergency backup power. 
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2.5.5 Emergency Services 
➢ Police: 

o Located at City Hall (21420 NE Main St., Aurora, OR) – the Marion County 
Sheriff provides police services. 

➢ Fire: Aurora Rural Fire Protection District 
o Located at 21390 NE Main St., Aurora, OR 
o Aurora Fire Station seismic upgrades are complete. 

➢ Medical (none in Aurora): 
o Woodburn and Canby have immediate care facilities (Providence in Canby – 

sometimes not staffed by doctors, Legacy in Woodburn). 
o Meridian Park Hospital in Tualatin 
o Willamette Falls Hospital in Oregon City 
o Silverton Hospital in Silverton 
o Providence Medical Center in Newberg 
o Salem General Hospital 
o Ambulances are out of Woodburn, secondary out of Canby, third out of 

Wilsonville or Tualatin. 
2.5.6 Cultural / Historical Resources 

➢ Historic district encompasses 150 acres of the city and includes buildings and historic 
sites, including: 

o Aurora Old Colony Historical Museum (15038 2nd St.) 
o George Steinbach Cabin & Ox Barn (15018 2nd St.) 
o Giesy-Kraus House (15028 2nd St NE) c. 1875 

▪ This house was moved from 3rd & Main Street. 
o Jacob Miller House Shed (15038 2nd St NE) c. 1890 
o Siebert House (15048 2nd St NE) c. 1890 
o Unnamed (15058 2nd St NE) c. 1872 

▪ This house was moved from 2nd & Main Street. 
o Jacob Miller House (21624 Liberty St. NE) c. 1890 
o Charles Snyder House (14996 3rd St NE) Built 1875-1880 
o Ernest Snyder House (21328 Hwy 99E NE) c. 1890 
o Emmanuel Keil House (14643 Ehlen Rd. NE) Built 1903-1905. 
o Frederick Keil House & Grounds (21883 Airport Rd NE) 
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➢ Joseph Miller House (21892 Airport Rd NE) c. 1890 
➢ Southern Pacific RR Hop & Ziegler Warehouse (14971 1st St NE) c. 1885 
➢ Unknown/ “California Storefront” (21781 Main St. NE) c. 1890 
➢ Aurora State Bank (21690 Main St NE) c. 1905 
➢ Wm. Keil & Co. General Merchandise Store (21581 Main St NE) c. 1871 

o The Octagon Building is in the rear yard of this property. 
➢ Frederick Will House (21361 Main St NE) c. 1905 
➢ Events that may have large crowds: 

o City Hall – court held here Wednesdays every other month starting in February 
(every even month). Monthly Tuesday meetings 1st-4th for public meetings 
(council, planning commission, parks). 

o American Legion Hall: church services on Sundays 
o Aurora Presbyterian Church & Christ Lutheran Church: services on Sundays 
o McLaren Auction House: some evening events 
o Aurora Historical Museum: Colony Hand Spinners Guild in March and 

Strawberry Social in June 
o Mothers’ Day weekend: wine and chocolate walk. 
o August: Aurora Colony Days Festival – biggest event of the year with a couple 

thousand visitors. 
o Summer: Music in the Park on Wednesday nights 
o School District events 

Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 
➢ School’s: (no school’s within the city limits): 

o North Marion Primary School 
o North Marion Middle School 
o North Marion Intermediate School 
o North Marion High School 
o 2,000 students and 250 staff on the 55-acre North Marion School District 

property (20246 Grim Rd.) 
➢ Areas proximate to but not served by City water and sewer service: 

o Deer Creek Trailer Park (outside of city limits; southwest of the airport) Note: 
Aurora is a retirement community, so there may be residents with special 
medical needs. 

See hazard sections below and Section 2, Risk Assessment, for potential hazard 
vulnerabilities to these facilities. 
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2.6 Plans and Polices 
Table 2-1, Plans and Policies, City of Aurora 

 

Document Name Year 
Comprehensive Plan & Zoning Map 2019 
Wastewater Facilities Planning Study 2017 
Transportation System Plan 2009 
Stormwater Master Plan 2021 
Water System Master Plan 2009 
Water Management and Conservation Plan 2009 
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2.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 2-2, City of Aurora Hazard Profile 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Aurora 985 560 2 258,763,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 0 0% 2 0 7,000 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw 
6.8 

Deterministic 

 
32 

 
3.3% 

 
100 

 
2 

 
31,708,988 

 
12% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High 

Susceptibility 

 
27 

 
2.7% 

 
15 

 
0 

 
5,511,000 

 
2.1% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
1 

 
0 

 
118,000 

 
0.05% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

None Reported       
Source: DOGAMI (2022) 
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2.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief description 
is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first updated the 
description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the Hazard 
Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community using a 
calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning. This 
assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of natural 
hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event, 
2. Magnitude of event, 
3. Expected warning time before event, and 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 

 
 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk from 
hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; major loss 
or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, EOC and 
shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical impacts 
to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to essential 
facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 

 
 

 
 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 2-3, City of Aurora Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Aurora using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 

Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Earthquake 3.5 4 3 4 3.5 High 

Wildland Interface Fire 3.5 4 3 2.5 3.3 High 

Severe Weather/Storm 3.5 1 3 3 2.9 Moderate 

Extreme Temperature 3 1 2 2.5 2.4 Moderate 

Drought 2 1 3 4 2.2 Moderate 

Tornado 2 4 2 1 2.2 Moderate 

Flood 2.5 1 2 3 2.2 Moderate 

Volcanic Eruption 2 1 2 3 2.0 Moderate 

Landslide 1 1.5 1.5 2 1.3 Low 

Avalanche 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 
Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and City of Aurora 
staff on 11/16/21 
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Table 2-4, Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Aurora using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Hazardous Materials 
Release 

- Transportation 

 
 

4 

 
 

4 

 
 

3 

 
 

2 

 
 

3.5 

 
High 

Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear, 
Explosive 

 
 

2 

 
 

4 

 
 

4 

 
 

4 

 
 

3.1 

 
 

High 

Terrorism, Active 
Shooter, Workplace 
Violence 

 
 

2 

 
 

4 

 
 

4 

 
 

4 

 
 

3.1 

 
High 

Hazardous Materials – 
Non- Transportation 

 

3 

 

4 

 

2.5 

 

2 

 

2.9 

 
Moderate 

Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Public Health 2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 

Cyberterrorism 1 4 2 3 2.0 Low 

Agricultural Terrorism 1 1 3 4 1.9 Low 
Source: Marion County Emergency Management and City of Aurora staff on 11/16/21. 
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2.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to City of Aurora. 
Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of natural 
hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section identifies 
vulnerabilities specific to City of Aurora, recent localized hazard events and impacts, and 
illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

2.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: n/a 

2.9.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.2, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: According to the steering committee, Aurora has twice implemented their water 
curtailment ordinance, first in 2010 and then in 2014. Governor Kate Brown declared a 
drought emergency for all of Marion County in September 2015. 
Vulnerability: The City’s water supply comes primarily from subsurface sources, making 
vulnerability to drought moderate. Due to a cool, wet climate, past and present weather 
conditions have generally spared Marion County communities from the effects of drought. 
Aurora has five wells that send water through a filtration system and into a reservoir, located 
on Ottaway Rd. Water from the reservoir is then pumped back to residential and commercial 
customers in Aurora. 

2.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.5, Risk Level: High 
Events: The 1993 Scott Mills quake caused $28 million in damages to cities throughout 
Marion County. No damaging earthquake events occurred during the previous five years. 
Vulnerability: The characteristics of both a crustal earthquake and a Cascadia Subduction 
Zone (CSZ) earthquake are similar to the county as a whole. This hazard was not rated as 
distinct CSZ and crustal events in the previous HMP. There are no locally active faults 
within the Aurora city limits. The nearest active fault runs northwest to southeast just 
outside of Canby, about five miles away from Aurora. 
In 2017, the Aurora steering committee identified liquefaction as a primary concern related 
to the earthquake hazard. The committee indicated that many critical facilities and 
transportation routes might not withstand a high magnitude earthquake. In particular, the 
committee expressed concerns over City Hall, the two bridges in the north of town, and the 
North Marion High School. The committee identified mitigation efforts to address these 
vulnerabilities as “priority actions” in this plan. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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2.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Summer of 2021 had a set of heat waves in the Willamette Valley that affected 
Aurora in like kind to the rest of the valley. 
Vulnerability: The Aurora RFPD hosted a cooling center in 2021. The city does not have 
the facilities to host a facility but coordinated to provide information about nearby 
alternatives. 

2.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.2, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Historically, Aurora experienced major floods in 1986, 1996, and in 2011 on the 
Pudding River. Since then, no major floods have affected the population, but Aurora 
continues to experience regular localized flooding during the wet season. According to the 
steering committee, properties along the Pudding River experience the most regular 
flooding. In these instances, structures are rarely affected. In the past, Mill Race Rd. (the 
gravel road leading to the Wastewater Treatment Plant) experienced flooding issues, but 
these issues have been resolved. 
Vulnerability: Portions of Aurora have areas of floodplains (special flood hazard areas). 
These include areas along Mill Creek and the Pudding River (see Figure 2-3). According to 
the DOGAMI Risk Report for Marion County, portions of the communities of Aurora and 
Mehama are at risk to channel migration from the Pudding River.7 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
The NFIP has two types of loss classifications, Repetitive Loss (RL) Property and Severe 
Repetitive Loss (SRL) Property.  RL, property is any insurable building for which two or 
more claims of more than $1,000 were paid by the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) within any rolling ten-year period, since 1978. A RL property may or may not be 
currently insured by the NFIP. SRL, property is a single family property (consisting of 1 to 4 
residences) that is covered under flood insurance by the NFIP and has incurred flood-related 
damage for which 4 or more separate claims payments have been paid under flood insurance 
coverage, with the amount of each claim payment exceeding $5,000 and with cumulative 
amount of such claims payments exceeding $20,000; or for which at least 2 separate claims 
payments have been made with the cumulative amount of such claims exceeding the 
reported value of the property. 
FEMA modernized the Aurora Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) in January of 2000, and 
they became effective January 19, 2000. Aurora has not had any Community Assistance 
Visits (CAV) and is not a member of the Community Rating System (CRS). There have 
been no paid flood claims in Aurora. 
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Figure 2-2, Aurora Floodplain FIRM Map 
 

 
Source:  FEMA Map Service Center, https://msc.fema.gov/ 

 
 

Figure 2-3, Aurora Stormwater Basins 
 

 
Source: Keller and Associates. (2021, June). City of Aurora Stormwater Master Plan. 
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Table 2-5, Aurora Stormwater Deficiencies 
 

 
Source:  Keller and Associates. (2021, June). City of Aurora Stormwater Master Plan 

 
 
 

Figure 2-4, Airport Road Stormwater Deficiencies 
 

 
Source: Keller and Associates. (2021, June). City of Aurora Stormwater Master Plan. 
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2.9.6 Landslide 
 

 
 

Events: Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the causes and 
characteristics of landslides, and appropriately identifies previous landslide occurrences 
within the region. 
Vulnerability: Aurora has a relatively flat topography. Landslide risk in Aurora is low to 
moderate in most populated areas, but moderate to high in other areas, particularly along 
Mill Creek and the Pudding River. 

2.9.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 2.9, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: In 2021, Aurora experienced a significant ice storm event that impacted travel, 
downed power lines, debris from downed trees was extensive and part of the declared 
countywide disaster. Power was out for 8 days. 
Significant wind events occur in Aurora each year, sometimes interrupting services, 
downing trees, and causing power outages. More recently, windstorms in April 2010, May 
2014, and July 2015 toppled trees in the Aurora Municipal Park, with one tree causing 
damage to a nearby house. 
Major winter storms can and have occurred in the Aurora area, and while they typically do 
not cause significant damage, they are frequent and have the potential to impact economic 
activity. During a storm in April 2009, snow and ice caused City Hall to lose power for one 
day and debilitated the City’s water tanks. During the winter of 2012-13, the steering 
committee reported that residents experienced power outages. These power outages also 
affected the pump stations used to transfer water to customers. The most recent winter 
storms (December 2016 – January 2017) included snow and ice and resulted in 
transportation and power interruptions combined with government office and school 
closures. A state of emergency was declared on January 11 and a Presidential Disaster was 
declared for the State of Oregon on January 25, 2017. 
Vulnerability: Severe winter storms can consist of rain, freezing rain, ice, snow, cold 
temperatures, and wind. They originate from troughs of low pressure offshore that ride along 
the jet stream during fall, winter, and early spring months. Severe winter storms affecting 
Aurora typically originate in the Gulf of Alaska or in the central Pacific Ocean. These storms 
are most common from November through March. 

2.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.2, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Significant wind events occur in Aurora each year, sometimes interrupting services, 
downing trees, and causing power outages. Since 1957, five reported tornadoes have struck 
Marion County – one of which occurred near Aurora on August 26, 1984. The tornado 
destroyed a machine shop and scattered its pieces over a half-mile area. 
Vulnerability: The risk of a severe wind event is interrupted services, downed trees, and 
power outages. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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2.9.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.3, Risk Level: High 
Events: No history of wildfire events in Aurora. 
Vulnerability: In 2017, the Aurora Steering Committee determined that the city was fairly 
isolated from wildfire risk. However, the steering committee identified the hillside above the 
Pudding River at the end of 4th St. as a potential issue. The committee also determined that 
should a wildfire occur nearby, the city could be affected by smoke, impacting people with 
respiratory problems, the elderly, and children. 
In 2020, Aurora was impacted by wildfire smoke in the manner that the rest of the valley 
experienced. The City coordinates with Aurora RFPD on all wildfire issues. 

2.9.10 Volcano 
CPRI = 2.0, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: When Mt. Saint Helens erupted in 1980, the city was impacted only by falling ash. 
Vulnerability: Aurora is very unlikely to experience anything more than volcanic ash during 
a volcanic event. 
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2.10 Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and City of Aurora Addendum 
update process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and City of 
Aurora developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized and then reviewed 
internally by staff and city council during the spring and summer of 2022. 

2.10.1 Ongoing Mitigation Actions 
➢ Mid-Valley Council of Governments ensures compliance with the National Flood 

Insurance Program for the City of Aurora through the enforcement of local floodplain 
ordinances. 

➢ Create and publicize alternative transportation routes in the event of road closures. 
➢ The City of Aurora publicizes/educates residents about signing up for the Aurora 

Alerts email system; this has now expanded to include text and social media. 
➢ Coordinate with Marion County on trainings; send employees to the ATC 20 training. 
➢ Encourage reduction of nonstructural and structural earthquake hazards in homes, 

schools, businesses, and government offices through public education. 
➢ Develop a multi-agency emergency response team for N. Marion County. 
➢ Update the Water Conservation Plan 
➢ Partner with Marion County to support agencies’ determination of locations for 

additional aquifer studies that might lead to greater water supplies and help determine 
fundings sources for the studies. 

➢ Encourage reduction of nonstructural and structural earthquake hazards in homes, 
schools, businesses, and government offices through public education 

➢ Coordinate with PGE about undergrounding power lines that run along Grim (serving 
the School District). 

➢ Perform fuel reduction projects. 
2.10.2 Mitigation Success 

➢ The city has approved a bond and is rebuilding City Hall to seismic standards. It will 
fund a new city hall, library, and emergency facility with an estimated 25–50-person 
capacity. 

➢ The City of Aurora completed a Stormwater Master Plan in 2021 that identifies 
priority projects for mitigation. See action item #s: 22-FL-01. 

➢ The City of Aurora updated their code to require new developments to underground 
utilities. 

2.10.3 City of Aurora Mitigation Action Tables 
The following pages include the City’s Priority Action Items (Table 2.6) and Action Item 
Status Report (Table 2.7) 
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Table 2-6, City of Aurora “Priority” Action Items 

 

# Hazard Mitigation Action Priority Timeline Cost Description Status 
 
 
 
 

2022-FL-01 

 
 
 
 

Flood 

 
 
 

Address stormwater problem areas 
#1 & #10 – Airport Ditch Road and Ehlen 
Road 

 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 
 
 

$250k 

Problem Area (PA) #1: Outlet to culvert 
likely overflows the open channel here 
and floods the open area to the northeast 
during 25-year storm event. 
PA#2: Culvert is submerged during the 
25- year storm event. Flooding likely 
backs up in the ditch and open area 
northwest of the intersection of Ehlen and 
Airport Road. 

 
 
 
 

New 

 
2022-MH-01 Multi- 

Hazard 

Acquire emergency backup generators for 
all critical facilities (including City Hall and 
2 wells). 

 
H 

 
2-5 Years $100k 

each 
  

Started 

2022-MH-02 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop mutual aid agreements and partner 
with private sector and local jurisdictions. M 2-5 Years Staff time Fuel Revised 

 
 

2022-MH-03 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Work with the Northwest Oregon Chapter  
of the Red Cross to identify potential 
shelters. Create MOUs and partner with Red 
Cross to address this capability. 

 
 

L 

 
 

2-5 Years 

 

Volunteer 
time 

Aurora Emergency Preparedness is the 
City’s liaison with the Red Cross. The 
city endorses the efforts of Aurora 
Emergency Preparedness to raise disaster 
awareness. 

 
 

Started 

Source: Source: City of Aurora Addendum revision with staff and DLCD, June 15, 2022, and August 25, 2022 
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Table 2-7, City of Aurora Action Item Status Report 
 

# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 

2017-P-1 Multi- 
Hazard 

Create and publicize alternative transportation routes 
in the event of road closures. 

 City Planner On-going 

 
2017-P-2 

 
Earthquake 

Seek funding to further assess the “probability of 
collapse” for North Marion High School. 

This is our partner’s mitigation 
action. NHSD could coordinate 
with MCEM. 

 
N. Marion School District 

 
Discontinue 

 
2017-P-3 

 
Earthquake 

Work with the Salem Red Cross to identify potential 
shelters within the city. Create MOUs and partner 
with Red Cross to address this capability make it 
official. 

  
City Administration 

 
Not Started 

 
2017-P-4 

 
Windstorm 

Identify backup power needs and acquire new backup 
generators (not propane) for the School District 
(which serves as the Emergency Shelter). 

This is our partner’s mitigation 
action. NHSD could coordinate 
with MCEM. 

 
N. Marion School District 

 
Discontinue 

 
2017-PW-5 

 
Windstorm 

Acquire emergency backup generators for all critical 
facilities (including City Hall and 2 wells). Do not 
purchase generators fueled by propane. 

  
City Administration 

 
Started 

2017-MH-2 Multi- 
Hazard 

Publicize and sign-up residents for the reverse 911 
system. 

Not a city project; Larger project 
to aggregate 911 

 Discontinue 

 
2017-MH-3 Multi- 

Hazard 

Publicize/educate residents about signing up for the 
Aurora Alerts email system; expand to include text 
and social media. 

  
City Administration 

Moved to 
2022 

ongoing 
 

2017-MH-4 Multi- 
Hazard 

Expand the emergency communication system to 
include text and social media 

This is our partner’s mitigation 
action. NHSD could coordinate 
with MCEM. 

  
Discontinue 

 
2017-MH-5 Multi- 

Hazard 

Build relationships with sister 
counties/jurisdictions/districts and create mutual aid 
agreements. 

The City relies upon MCEM to 
coordinate this item. 

  
Discontinue 

 
2017-MH-6 Multi- 

Hazard 

Partner with private sector and create mutual aid 
agreements. 

The city partnered with local 
business during the 2021 Ice. 
storm 

  
Discontinue 

2017-MH-7 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a multi-agency emergency response team for 
N. Marion County. 

The City relies upon MCEM to 
coordinate this item. City Administration Moved to 

on-going 

2017-DR-1 Drought Update the Water Conservation Plan  Public Works Moved to 
on-going 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 
 

2017-DR-2 

 

Drought 

Partner with Marion County to support agencies’ 
determination of locations for additional aquifer 
studies that might lead to greater water supplies and 
help determine fundings sources for the studies. 

  

City Council 

 

on-going 

2017-EQ-1 Earthquake Send employees to the County’s ATC 20 training.  Public Works on-going 
 

2017-EQ-2 
 

Earthquake 
Encourage reduction of nonstructural and structural 
earthquake hazards in homes, schools, businesses, 
and government offices through public education. 

  
City Administration 

 
on-going 

 
2017-EQ-3 

 
Earthquake 

Seek funding to further assess the ‘probability of 
collapse’ for Aurora City Hall. 

The city has secured a bond and is 
rebuilding City Hall to seismic 
standards. 

 
City Administration 

 
Complete 

2017-EQ-4 Earthquake Continue to run earthquake drills  N. Marion School Dist. On-going 
 

2017-EQ-5 

 

Earthquake 

Encourage residents to prepare and maintain 2-week 
survival kits. Publicize through City newsletter, 
website, and the resilience and preparedness trainings 
the School District is creating. 

City is creating and funding a 
nonprofit org to support 
community preparedness, 
. $2k/yr. 

 

City Administration 

 

Started 

2017-FL-1` Flood Create a Stormwater Master Plan. Completed plan in 2021 Public Works Complete 
 

2017-FL-2 
 

Flood 
Continue compliance with the National Flood 
Insurance Program through the enforcement of local 
floodplain ordinances. 

  
Public Works 

 
On-going 

 
2017-FL-3 

 
Flood 

Identify strategies for mitigation and/or preventing 
flooding from impacting the city’s wastewater lagoon 
system. 

Completed Aurora Stormwater 
Master Plan in 2021. 

 
Public Works 

 
Complete 

 
2017-FL-4 

 
Flood 

Work with property owners who regularly experience 
flooding along the Pudding River to mitigate their 
risks. 

There are no properties that fit 
this description at this time. 

 
Public Works 

 
Discontinue 

2017-SW-1 Severe 
Weather 

Educate citizens about ways to weatherize their 
homes, as well as safe emergency heating equipment. 

Aurora RFPD action item  Discontinue 

 
2017-SW-2 Severe 

Weather 

Support/encourage electrical utilities to use 
underground construction methods where possible to 
reduce power outages from windstorms. 

Planning and building rules that 
require this. 

 
Public Works 

 
Ongoing 

 
2017-SW-3 Severe 

Weather 

Review code and revise to require new developments 
to underground utilities if requirement doesn’t 
currently exist. 

Mitigation success  
City Administration 

 
Complete 

2017-SW-4 Severe 
Weather 

Outreach to PGE about undergrounding power lines 
that run along Grim (serving the School District). 

 City Administration Discontinue 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 
 

2017-WF-1 
 

Wildfire 
Outreach to residents on the hillside at the end of 4th 
Street adjacent to Pudding River about performing 

fuel reduction projects. 

 City Administration with 
Aurora Fire Dist. 

 
On-going 

2017-WF-2 Wildfire Check with the fireworks storage facility at the end of 
Ottaway to make sure they have a safety plan. 

 City Administration with 
Aurora Fire Dist. On-going 

Source:  City of Aurora Addendum revision with staff and DLCD, June 15, 2022 
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3 City of Detroit Addendum 
3.1 Purpose 

This document serves as Detroit ’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional 
Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide the 
implementation of mitigation actions by the City of Detroit to improve the resilience of the 
community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that requires 
broad internal involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, please refer 
to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III (Appendices) of this 
HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding participation and 
mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

3.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD), the Oregon Department Emergency Management 
(OEM) and Marion County cities, including the City of Detroit, to update the August 2017 
Marion  County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Marion County HMP), an 
update which includes the City of Detroit to update their addendum to the Marion County 
Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 2022. 

 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County NHMP, locally adopting it, and having it 
approved by FEMA, the City of Detroit will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard Mitigation 
Assistance funding that includes three programs: BRIC (Building Resilient Infrastructure and 
Communities), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant program, Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program (HMGP), and Flood Mitigation Assistance grant program funds. This project is 
funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 

 
The City of Detroit joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an intergovernmental 
agreement with DLCD on September 21, 2021. On October 18, 2021, City of Detroit Mayor, 
Jim Trett, City of Detroit City Recorder Kelly Galbraith, Marion County Emergency 
Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, and DLCD Planner Tricia Sears conducted a risk 
assessment meeting with the City of Detroit that included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment 
ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on March 31, 2022, to update this addendum. 

 
City of Detroit staff attended HMP Steering Committee meetings on October 5, 2021, 
November 21, 2021, January 4, 2022, March 1, 2022, and May 4, 2022. The city staff 
promoted the HMP outreach efforts throughout the plan update by posting the initial flyer 
provided by DLCD to the city’s website throughout the update process. 
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3.3 Risk Assessment 
A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 2023).   This section of the HMP addendum can serve as 
the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas Subject to Natural  
Hazards. 

3.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of Jurisdiction, in terms of geography, environment, 
population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing and transportation 
see Volume III, Appendix C, Community Profile. Many of these community characteristics 
can affect how hazards impact communities and how communities choose to plan for hazard 
mitigation. Considering the city specific assets during the planning process can assist in 
identifying appropriate measures for hazard mitigation. 

3.4.1 Community Characteristics 
The City of Detroit is located approximately 50 miles east of Salem, bordering the Detroit 
Reservoir. It is the third largest community in the North Santiam River Canyon with a 
population in 2020 of 203 people in 45 households (U.S. Census, 2020). With an elevation 
of 1630 feet, the climate of Detroit is moderate; the average monthly temperatures range 
from 51 – 79 degrees in July and August, and 31-42 degrees in December and January. 
Detroit receives approximately 68 inches of rain and 10 inches of snow each year. The city’s 
topography is relatively flat but does possess sloped terrain adjacent to Detroit Reservoir. 
Outside of city limits, steep slopes surround the city on all sides. 

 
Detroit benefits from its location along State Highway 22, a major east-to-west 
transportation route connecting Salem to Bend. It serves as a recreation hub with two 
marinas, restaurants, and lodging, for residents of the North Santiam Canyon and the 
traveling public along the State Highway 22 corridor. Historically, Detroit prospered from 
the development of the railroad and dam, which helped spur growth in manufacturing and 
logging. Today, the economy relies upon the recreational opportunities available through  
state/federal lands, and Detroit Lake. 

3.5 Critical and Important Facilities 
3.5.1 Transportation 

Oregon State Highway 22 is the major transportation route for auto, public transit, and 
emergency vehicle access throughout the Santiam Canyon. State Highway 22 extends about 
50 miles west, connecting Detroit to Salem and the remainder of the Willamette Valley. To 
the east, the highway connects to Idanha, and ends at the Santiam Pass interchange. 
The Cherriots Canyon Connector is the only existing public transit service in the Santiam 
Canyon. This service runs four round trips on weekdays with buses running twice in the 
morning and twice in the afternoon. Detroit residents must drive to Gates to utilize these 
services, as the Canyon Connector does not reach Detroit or Idanha. 

451



City of Detroit 2023 3-3 | P a g e  

In case of a major State Highway 22 closure, Detroit residents will have to rely on alternate 
routes for supplies and to receive emergency medical services. The cities alternate routes are 
limited with NF-46, also known as Highway 46 Breitenbush Road and north of Detroit, 
French Creek Road. Depending on weather conditions, these roads may be unpassable. 
Alternatively, Life flight operates out of McNary Airport in Salem and can provide medivac if 
needed with a flight time of less than 10 minutes from Detroit. 

Table 3-1, Bridges in the City of Detroit 
 

Structure Name Year Built Structural 
Condition 

Seismic 
Vulnerability 

Tumble Creek; Bridge 
ID 07295 

1949 Fair Potentially 
vulnerable 

Breitenbush River; 
Bridge ID 07017 

1949 Fair Potentially 
vulnerable 

Source: 12021 Dashboards Interactive Bridge Report, Oregon Department of Transportation, consulted June 2022 
Oregon Department of Transportation: Bridge Condition Report: Bridge: State of Oregon 

 
 

Strengths: 
➢ Proximity to ODOT facility may increase access to public works services. 
➢ Docked boats along Detroit Lake can be utilized to transport residents to safety during 

concentrated hazard events (ex. hazardous materials, and wildfire). 
➢ Fuels reduction measures have been taken along Weber Street to minimize risk to 

water system infrastructure. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ The loss of Breitenbush River bridge would isolate Detroit from the remainder of the 

Santiam Canyon and the Willamette Valley. 
➢ Alternate routes are long, and most likely impassable in winter months. 
➢ Hwy 22 closures could make travel outside of North Santiam Canyon extremely 

difficult. 
➢ Public transportation options are limited and only reach to the City of Gates. 
➢ The city’s drain and culvert infrastructure is old and getting to the point where some 

won’t flush a lot of water away anymore (street maintenance person keeps them in 
best shape and unclogs them when needed). 

3.5.2 Dams 
Two dams sit below Detroit, Detroit Dam and Big Cliff Dam. Previous steering committees 
have concluded that the likelihood of Dam Failure is Low. Current conditions still represent 
the previous decision. If Dam failure occurred in either dam, Detroit would most likely lose 
access to the western portion of Hwy 22. 
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3.5.3 Energy and Utilities 
Detroit receives energy and utility services from Consumer Power Inc. There are no 
substations located in Detroit. One main power line runs along Hwy 22, connecting to Gates 
and Mill City. 
Strengths: 
➢ Gas stations with fuel storage exist within Detroit and possess both gasoline and diesel 

fuel. 
➢ An electric car powering station and a Tesla electric car powering station exists within 

city limits; the capability to utilize this infrastructure is unknown. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ Gas stations possess below ground tanks which cannot be pumped without electricity. 
➢ Gas stations do not currently possess backup diesel generators to pump fuel from 

storage tanks. 
➢ No alternate sources of energy (wind, solar) exist to power basic services. 
➢ Citizens rely on propane and there is limited access to propane during a disaster. 

3.5.4 Water 
The City of Detroit has two water sources which include Mackie Creek and the Breitenbush 
intake. Mackie Creek is Detroit’s main water source in the winter months, located 
approximately 1/3 mile uphill from the water treatment plant. The Breitenbush intake, 
located approximately 1/3 mile up from Breitenbush Road, is utilized in the summer months. 
Detroit’s water treatment facility is located at the top of Gaymore, with a backup propane 
generator. The generator is accompanied by a 500-gallon propane storage tank and can 
power water facilities for approximately one week. 
Detroit has two treated water storage tanks equaling 440,000 gallons (200,000 and 240,000). 
The city also has one un-treated water storage tank which holds 35,000 gallons. The water 
level in this tank is maintained from the Breitenbush intake and is gravity fed from the 
treatment plant. 
Strengths: 
➢ Two (2) water intake sources (Mackie & Breitenbush). 
➢ One (1) backup propane generator on-site. 
➢ Two (2) above-ground storage tanks located near water treatment facility. This is 

equivalent to 440,000 gallons or 3-4 days of water storage in summer months or 4-8 
days in winter months. 
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Weaknesses: 
➢ The current backup generator runs on propane. 
➢ Water intake sources are susceptible to wildfire damage. 
➢ The city is losing approximately 40% of water distributed through leaky pipes. 

Roughly 40% of the water travelling through the water pipes is lost due to deficient 
infrastructure. 

➢ Water usage estimates are 60,000 gallons in the winter and 120,000 gallons in the 
summer. 

3.5.5 Wastewater 
Detroit does not have any municipal waste-water infrastructure. The city’s residents and 
business owners rely on individual septic tanks. These septic tanks can be up to 60-years old 
and could be leaching hazardous material into the ground water/ Detroit Reservoir. 

3.5.6 Emergency Services 
Detroit receives emergency service support from Marion County Sheriff’s Office and the 
Idanha- Detroit Rural Fire Protection District. Both are located at 160 Detroit Avenue, 
Detroit, OR. 
Strengths: 
➢ Detroit possesses emergency services for fire and law enforcement. 
➢ An emergency propane generator with 70-gallons of storage exists inside City Hall; 

utilized by both fire and law enforcement. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ Fire and law enforcement rely on City Hall facilities to operate. 
➢ Ambulance services must travel from the City of Lyons. 
➢ First responders are very limited to basic life monitoring services. 
➢ Currently, emergency services do not have trained HAM radio operators. 

3.5.7 Environmental / Historical Preservation Sites 
Detroit is surrounded by environmental preservation sites including federal land, state parks 
and designated wilderness areas. The housing stock in Detroit was built after the 1950s and 
does not contain any sites of historical significance. The city does possess the Detroit 
Ranger Station, Detroit State Park, and Detroit Lake, which help to bring in a high volume 
of recreational tourism in the summer months. 
Strengths: 
➢ Proximity to pristine state and federal land could attract residents or business. 
➢ Some remnants remain of the old Detroit location (now at the bottom of Detroit Lake) 
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Weaknesses: 
➢ Detroit lacks buildings with historical “timber”. 

3.5.8 Communication / Information Technology 
There is currently one communication provider in Detroit. Zipply Fiber, formerly Frontier, 
provides phone service, and broadband internet with limited fiber infrastructure adjacent to 
Hwy 22. 
Strengths: 
➢ Limited fiber internet infrastructure already presents along Hwy 22. 
➢ Cellular Tower (AT&T/Verizon) east of Detroit, past the ranger station, with diesel 

generator backup. 
➢ AT&T cellular tower at entrance of town. 
➢ Public Works possesses low range walk-talkie access (>1/2) mile. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Limited communication access including internet and phone. 
➢ Currently no known HAM radio operators in the community. 
➢ Main communication line runs down Hwy 22 and is susceptible to downed trees and 

wind. 
➢ Phone lines are both buried and overhead, which could prove difficult for 

maintenance. 
3.5.9 Agriculture and Food 

Although Detroit is home to the Detroit Market and Mountain High Grocery the closest 
large- scale grocery is in Stayton approximately 37 miles east on State Highway 22. While 
other restaurants and lounges are located on Detroit’s Main Street, the loss of State Highway 
22 as a transportation route would cause serious concern for residents and food accessibility. 
The city is surrounded by steep slopes that are state and federal land. There is no agricultural 
capability other than small-scale “urban” farms within city limits. 
Strengths: 
➢ Private sector entities possess limited (1-2 days) food supplies. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ No major, full-service grocery store inside of city limits. 
➢ Surrounding land not suitable for agricultural purposes. 
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3.5.10 Banking and Finance 
Detroit’s nearest option for banking services is in Mill City. This one-story structure sits 
along Hwy 22 and could be utilized for emergency financial services during a hazard event. 
Detroit does not have any financial services within city-limits. 
Strengths: 
➢ Cash flow from nearby businesses could possibly be utilized. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Lack of banking/financing institutions within city limits. 
➢ Full “urban” financial services unavailable. 

3.5.11 Hazardous Materials 
The city resident’s reliance on propane as a backup fuel source can be hazardous in certain 
conditions. These above ground propane tanks can be susceptible to leaking after an 
earthquake or to explosion during a wildfire. 
The City of Detroit does not contain any large manufacturing firms that possess hazardous 
materials. By consulting the Department of Environmental Quality Environmental Cleanup 
Site Information (ECSI) database this plan has identified one brownfield, defined as a vacant 
or underused property where actual or perceived environmental contamination complicates 
its expansion or reuse. The former Detroit Elementary School heating oil tank brownfields 
currently require no further action. Remediation was completed in 2011. 
Strengths: 
➢ There are currently not enough known hazardous materials to cause major concern. 
➢ Brownfield site could be utilized and attract private sector development. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Propane tanks within city limits can be extremely hazardous. 

3.5.12 Government Facilities 
Detroit is in the process of constructing a new facility for City Hall located at 345 Santiam 
Avenue West. City Hall and the offices of the Fire Department were destroyed during the 
September 2020 wildfires. The facility will contain office space for all city services as well 
as the headquarters for the Detroit Fire District and space for Marion County Sheriff’s 
Office staff. The city has a generator that assures continuance of city business, and provides 
power to the meeting hall (emergency center). This includes outlets for electric heaters and 
lights only. 
➢ Detroit City Hall, 345 Santiam Avenue West 
➢ Post Office, 170 Detroit Ave 
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Strengths: 
➢ The new City Hall facility will have a kitchen, six (6) bathrooms, and one (1) 

emergency generator with two (2) 25-gallon propane storage tanks that work in 
unison. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Propane fuel maybe limited and could only power City Hall for a couple of days. 

3.5.13 Education 
The City of Detroit is part of the Santiam Canyon School District. This district encompasses 
all cities in the Santiam Canyon including Mill City, Gates, and Idanha. All the district’s 
school facilities are in Mill City. 
Strengths: 
➢ School facilities could be utilized to shelter a large amount of community residents 

including Access and Functional Needs populations. 
➢ School facilities possess needed infrastructure for a shelter which includes restrooms, 

showers, and a kitchen. 
➢ School buses could be utilized for transportation after an emergency or disaster. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Detroit is over 20 miles from school services. 
➢ There are no current agreements or Memoranda of Understanding (MOU’s) between 

the City and School District to utilize facilities after an emergency or disaster. 
3.5.14 Healthcare and Public Health 

Detroit’s nearest medical services are in Mill City which contains one clinic with limited 
services. The nearest hospital and full-service health clinic are located in Stayton, Oregon. 
Emergency Medical Services (EMS) are in the City of Lyons. 
Strengths: 
➢ A clinic with minor services is located within the north Santiam canyon. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Closest health services are located over 20 miles. 
➢ No facilities with major life-saving equipment are currently located within city limits. 
➢ Emergency health supplies are limited to what exists within the community. 
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3.5.15 Access and Functional Needs 
Detroit’s vulnerable population consists of the elderly and those that may have mobility 
issues. About 7% of Detroit’s population is 75 or older, and over 6.9% of full-time residents 
are living below the poverty line (U.S. Census, 2020). The city is quickly turning into a 2nd 
home community, increasing the actual population to 1000+ (210 full-time, 790+ part-time). 
Strengths: 
➢ Over 65% of full-time residents are over the age of 45, this older population can 

volunteer and promote social cohesion in the community. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ No medical services exist for the aging population. 

3.6 Plans and Polies 
Table 3-2, Plans and Policies of the City of Detroit 

 

Document Name Year 

City of Detroit Charter 2012 
Detroit, Oregon Community Wildfire Protection Plan 2017 
Former Elementary Site Park Plan 2013 
Wastewater Feasibility Study 2014 
Comprehensive Plan Adopted in 

1979, most 
recent 

Transportation System Plan 2009 
North Santiam Watershed Drought Contingency Plan 2018 
Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments 
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy 

2018 
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3.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 3-3, City of Detroit hazard profile 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Detroit 205 315 1 69,925,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw 
6.8 

Deterministic 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
2 

 
0 

 
186,986 

 
0.3% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High 

Susceptibility 

52 26% 78 0 18,032,000 26% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

120 59% 185 0 36,915,258 53% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

128 62% 198 0 47,132,000 67% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

None Reported       
Source:  DOGAMI ( 2022) 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 
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3.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief description 
is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first updated the 
description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the Hazard 
Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community using a 
calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning. This 
assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of natural 
hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event, 
2. Magnitude of event, 
3. Expected warning time before event, and 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 

 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk from 
hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; major loss 
or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, EOC and 
shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical 
impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 

 

 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 3-4, City of Detroit Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Detroit using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 

Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Wildland Interface Fire 4 4 4 4 4.0 High 

Earthquake 4 4 3 4 3.7 High 

Landslide 4 2.5 2.5 3 3.2 High 

Severe Weather/Storm 4 1 2 3 2.9 Moderate 

Drought 3 1 2.5 4 2.7 Moderate 

Extreme Weather - High 
Temperature 

3 1 1 3 2.1 Moderate 

Avalanche* 2 2 2 3 2.1 Moderate 

Volcanic Eruption 2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 

Flood** 2 1 2 3 2.0 Moderate 

Tornado*** 1 4 1 4 1.8 Low 
Source BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method: Analysis by the City of Detroit representatives to the NHMP update on 10/18/2021. 
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Table 3-5, City of Detroit Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Detroit using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Cyberterrorism 3.5 4 4 4 3.8 High 

Hazardous Materials - 
Transportation 

4 4 3 3 3.6 High 

Public Health 4 4 3 3 3.6 High 

Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear, 
Explosive 

2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 

2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Agricultural Terrorism 2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 

Hazardous Materials - 
Non-Transportation 

1 4 2 3 2.0 Low 

Source Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Detroit using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
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3.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Detroit. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
natural hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section identifies 
vulnerabilities specific to the City of Detroit recent localized hazard events and impacts and 
illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

3.9.1 Avalanche 
CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 

Events: None during the effective period of the prior plan. 

Vulnerability: None. 
 

3.9.2 Drought 
CPRI=2.7 Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: During the effective period of the Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional NHMP, the 
City of Detroit did experience significant drought events during the effective period of the 
plan. However, the level of Detroit Lake dipped to its lowest level in the summer of 2020. 

 
 

Figure 3-1, Detroit Lake levels 2016-2021 
 

 
Source:  USGS Current Conditions for USGS 14180500 DETROIT LAKE NEAR DETROIT, OR 
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3.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.7 Risk Level: High 
Events: During the effective period of the prior NHMP a magnitude 2.8 earthquake occurred 
6.8 miles (11 km) NNW of the City of Detroit on August 30, 2018, at a depth of 3.8 km. 
Detroit also experienced a crustal earthquake on August 19, 1961. A 4.5 magnitude 
earthquake struck 6 miles from Mill City, with shaking felt throughout the Santiam Canyon, 
up to Detroit. 
Vulnerability: If another larger and more substantial earthquake occurs (Cascadia), Detroit 
could experience damage to buildings, utility (electric power, communication, water, 
wastewater, natural gas) and transportation systems (ex. bridges, and pipelines). 

3.9.4 Extreme Heat 
 

 

Events: 
Vulnerability: The Community Center will soon be operational as a cooling center. 

3.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.0, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Detroit experienced a major flooding event in 2006. Heavy rains and high winds 
caused damage in the Detroit, Idanha, and Breitenbush area. 
Vulnerabilities: Impacts of flooding on the community included roofing damage, flooding 
of public facilities, sinkholes, erosion, and impacts to availability of drinking water. The 
water facility intake experienced clogging due to turbidity. 

3.9.6 Landslides 
CPRI = 3.2 Risk Level: High 
Events: Historically, Detroit has not experienced major impacts 
from landslides within city limits.  A rockslide blocked Hwy 22 
during the effective period of the prior plan (2012-2017) that involved the 
Detroit Fire District to assist in removing debris. Areas in the east and northern 
portion of the city are susceptible because of steep mountains terrain. The western portion 
and reminder that border Detroit Lake are also at higher risk. 
Vulnerability: Potential landslide-related impacts 
include infrastructure damages, economic impacts (due to isolation and/or arterial road 
closures), property damages, and obstruction to evaluation routes.  Rain-induced landslides 
and debris flows can potentially occur during any winter in Marion County; throughfares 
beyond city limits are susceptible to obstruction as well. 

CPRI = 0, Risk Level: Low 
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3.9.7 Volcanic Eruption 
CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Detroit has not been impacted previously by volcanic activity; however, Mount 
Jefferson is located east of the city into the Cascade Mountains and could produce lahars or 
ash if an eruption occurs. 
Vulnerability: The city sits in the Mount Jefferson Moderate Hazard Zone and could 
experience ash fall, debris avalanches, pyroclastic flows, lahars, and slow-moving lava 
flows. City residents should be evacuated before an eruption begins in case of impassible 
roads and dangerous conditions. 

3.9.8 Wildfire 
CPRI = 4.0 Risk Level: High 
Events: September 2020 Beachie Creek and Lionshead fires. 
Vulnerability:  The economy of the city was devastated by the 2020 Labor Day fires. The 
fires have left many dead and dying trees that will not be removed and will continue to be a 
source of wildfire hazard. 
Marion County updated the Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) in 2016 and the 
City of Detroit prepared its own Wildfire Protection Plan in 2017. These plans mapped 
wildland urban interface (WUI) areas and developed actions to mitigate wildfire risk. The 
city is a participant in the county CWPP both of which identify hazard mitigation action 
items intended to reduce risk from wildfire hazard. 

3.9.9 Severe Weather / Storms 
CPRI = 2.9, Risk Level: Moderate 
Severe Weather/ Storms encompasses both windstorms and severe winter storms that may 
bring snow and ice. 
Events: About once or twice per year the city will experience a windstorm event that can 
interrupt services, down trees, and cause power outages. Typically, windstorms occur during 
winter months, they are sometimes accompanied by ice, freezing rain, flooding, and very 
rarely, snow. 
An ice storm occurred in February 2021 that resulted in downed trees and some damage to 
homes, as well as power outages. The water plant continued to operate well during the 
storm. 
Vulnerability: Winter storms are among the more frequent natural hazard events in Detroit 
and usually cause transportation issues and communication failures from downed trees and 
icy/snow filled roads. The ability to respond to these hazards quickly and effectively 
determines the potential impacts these regular occurrences will have in the community. 
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3.9.10 Tornado 
 

 

Events: None during the effective period of the prior plan. 
Vulnerability: The location of the city at the head of Detroit Lake may allow winds to 
develop over the lake. 

3.10 Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and Jurisdiction Addendum update 
process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and Jurisdiction 
developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized and then reviewed 
internally by staff and city council during the spring of 2022. 
Detroit developed a list of priority actions (Table 3.7), any actions that were not prioritized 
were placed in the Action Item Pool (Table 3.8) and will be considered during the semi- 
annual meetings. 

3.10.1 Priority Actions 
The city is listing a set of high priority actions to focus attention on an achievable set of high 
leverage activities over the next five years. The city’s priority actions are listed below in the 
Priority Action Item table (Table 3.6) 

3.10.2 Action Item Status Report 
The city is carrying out several mitigation actions on an ongoing basis. These actions are 
identified in in the Action Item Status Report (Table 3.7) 

3.10.3 Action Item Pool 
This expanded list of actions is available for local consideration as resources, capacity, 
technical expertise and/or political will become available. 
Many actions carry forward from prior versions of the Marion County NHMP and other 
local planning documents including the Community Wildfire Protection Plan, Drought 
Contingency Plan, and Mid-Willamette Economic Development study. They are grouped 
into Short Term and Long-Term action items. 

3.10.4 City of Detroit Mitigation Action Tables 
The following pages include the city’s Priority Action Items (Table 3.6) and Action Item 
Status Report (Table 3.7). 

CPRI = 1.8, Risk Level: Low 
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Table 3-6, City of Detroit “Priority “Action Items 
 

# Hazard Mitigation Action Priority Timeline Cost Description Status 
 
 
 
 
 

2022-MH-01 

 
 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

 
 
 
 
 

Update planning documents 
(comprehensive plan, development code) 
to reflect new hazard information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

High 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1-3 years 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Staff time 

The city is in the process of updating 
the development code. The 2020 
wildfires expedited the need to update 
the code. The Mid-Willamette Valley 
Council of Governments (MWCOG) is 
assisting to address how the city wants 
to redevelop. Updating the 
Comprehensive Plan is progressing 
more slowly because there is so much 
else to do in issuing building permits 
as recovery happens. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Progressing 

 
 
 
 

2022-MH-02 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

 
 
 

City staff should assess the amount of 
KWH needed to run city facilities. City 
staff should purchase propane storage 
accordingly to run their generator. 

 
 
 
 

High 

 
 
 
 

1-3 years 

Cost is 
being born 
by Detroit 

Lake 
Foundation 
; General 

Fund, 
MWVCOG 
grants/loan s 

 
 

A new, larger facility is being built for 
the Detroit Lake Foundation and then 
the developers will gift it to the city. 
The assessment of the KWH needed to 
run city facilities is being done as part 
of this project. 

 
 
 
 

Progressing 

 
 
 
 

2022-MH-03 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

 
 
 

Create a reservoir to allow the back flush 
water from the city’s membrane system 
to infiltrate slowly; 

 
 
 

High 

Timeline 
will be 
established 
when 
funding 
source is 
identified 

 
 
 

Funding source 
needs to be 
identified 

The city water system utilizes a 
membrane to filter water. This 
membrane needs to be back flushed to 
maintain the viability of the 
membranes. The city is in the process 
of identifying suitable locations for the 
reservoir. A potential location may be 
in Spotted Owl habitat that could 
impede its development. 

 
 
 

New 
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Table 3-7, City of Detroit Action Item Status Report 
 

 
# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 

 
 

2017-EQ-1 

 
 

Earthquake 

Promote Great Oregon Shakeout Awareness month in 
October. Participate in activities for schools,  
business, and industry. Participating with the Mid- 
Willamette Emergency Communications Collective 
on initiatives that are focused on household 
preparedness. 

  
 

City of Detroit 

 
 

On-going 

2017-EQ-2  
Earthquake 

Collaborate with GROW EDC to develop relevant 
public-private partnerships with businesses that can 
contribute to response and recovery. (Multi-Hazard 4) 

Remove, GROW EDC no long 
exits. 

 
City of Detroit 

 
Discontinue 

2017-MH-1  

Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop an Energy Assurance Plan. The city has 
identified that the commercial “card lock” fuel station 
is the source of gasoline and there will be a propane 
tank located at the new Community Center that will 
be filled by company in the valley 

  
 

City of Detroit 

 
 

On-going 

2017-MH-2 Multi- 
Hazard 

Incentivize and assist local fueling stations to 
purchase diesel generators capable of pumping fuel 
from in-ground storage tanks. 

Remove, this action no longer 
makes sense as only one fuel 
company remains after the fires 

 
City of Detroit 

 
Discontinue 

2017-MH-3  
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Assess the short and long term needs for sheltering 
access and functional needs populations for all 
hazards. This action will be completed when the 
Community Center is complete. It will serve as a 
shelter and will be ADA compliant. Cots and other 
materials will be added to support the use of the facility as a 
shelter. 

  
 
 

City of Detroit 

 
 
 

On-going 

2017-MH-4 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a MOU with community fuel stations to 
utilize fuel resources found in below-ground tanks 
after a hazard event. 

  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 

2017-MH-5 Multi- 
Hazzard 

Join Marion County CERT Team Marion County does not host 
CERT teams City of Detroit Discontinue 

2017-MH-6  
Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a community education program – such as an 
all-hazard community outreach forum for students and 
residents. * 

Remove because the 2020 
Wildfires saw the city doing 
emergency response on their own 
w/o any special training. 

 
City of Detroit 

 
Discontinue 

*Identified in Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (Action Plan & Priorities) 
**Identified in North Santiam Watershed Drought Contingency Plan (Priority Drought Mitigation Actions) 
***Identified in Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments Comprehensive Economic Development Study (Appendix C) 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 
 

2017-MH-7 Multi- 
Hazard 

Expand auxiliary radio capabilities by developing a 
team of HAM Radio operators for EMS and 
interested public. 

  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 

2017-DR-1 Drought Monitor economic impacts on recreation, tourism, 
and agriculture communities. 

Long-term City of Detroit On-going 

 
2017-DR-2 

 
Drought 

Collaborate with NSWC to complete WMCP’s and 
improve community understanding of water usage 
and opportunities to increase efficiencies. ** 

Long-term  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 

 
2017-DR-3 

 
Drought 

Collaborate with Detroit Lake Recreation Area 
Business Association (DLRABA) to create a Detroit 
Lake Master Recreation Plan focused on economic 
drought resiliency. ** 

Long-term  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 

 
2017-DR-4 

 
Drought 

Collaborate with local Marina’s and DLRABA to 
excavate marinas and allow for use at low water 
levels. ** 

Long-term  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 

2017-DR-5 Drought Collaborate with Detroit Ranger Station to extend 
boat ramps that are usable year-round. ** 

Long-term 
City of Detroit On-going 

 
2017-DR-6 

 
Drought 

Conduct leak detection surveys for the water system 
to increase efficiency and prevent further water loss. 
** 

Long-term  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 

2017-MH-8 Multi- 
Hazard 

Designate evacuation routes outside of Hwy 22 for 
EMS. 

Long-term City of Detroit On-going 

2017-MH-9 Multi- 
Hazard 

Collaborate with Marion County to connect to a more 
resilient regional water/sewer system. *** 

Long-term City of Detroit On-going 

 
2017-MH-10 Multi- 

Hazard 

Gather community support for the installation of 
resilient fiber communication infrastructure 
throughout the community. *** 

Long-term  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 

 
2017-WF-1 

 
Wildfire 

Collaborate with Detroit Ranger District, ODF, and 
BLM to conduct fuel hazard reduction along the 
Wildland Urban interface and Hwy 22. * 

Long-term  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 

2017-WF-2 Wildfire Collaborate with ODF and Detroit RFD to develop 
strategic community fuel breaks. * 

Long-term City of Detroit On-going 

 
2017-WF-3 

 
Wildfire 

Collaborate with ODF and Idanha- Detroit RFD on 
the North Santiam River acres project to develop 
defensible space. * 

Long-term  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 

2017-LS-1 Landslide Integrate new DOGAMI landslide hazard information 
into land use zoning/developmentcodes. 

Long-term City of Detroit On-going 

 
2017-FL-1 

 
Flood 

Collaborate with Marion County to survey and assess 
current culvert infrastructure most susceptible to 
natural hazards 

Long-term  
City of Detroit 

 
On-going 

Source: City of Detroit, 2022 
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4 City of Gervais Addendum 
4.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Gervais’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (MHMP, HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to 
guide the implementation of mitigation actions by Gervais to improve the resilience of the 
community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that requires 
broad internal involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, please refer 
to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III (Appendices) of this 
HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding participation and 
mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

4.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
For the 2022 Hazard Mitigation Plan update, Marion County partnered with the Oregon 
Department of Land Conservation and Development to secure FEMA grant funding to 
support the multi-jurisdictional plan update. This effort included the City of Gervais and 
created the city’s first addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, as a new plan 
holder jurisdiction. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having it 
approved by FEMA, the City of Gervais will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard Mitigation 
Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient Infrastructure & 
Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant program, the Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program. 
This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 
Pre- Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Gervais joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD in December 2021. On January 10, 2022, City of 
Gervais Susie Marston (City Manager), Mark Chase, City Police Chief, Marion County 
Emergency Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, and DLCD Planner Pam Reber conducted 
a risk assessment meeting with the city that included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment 
ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on March 14, 2022, to update this addendum. 
The City of Gervais City Manager attended HMP Steering Committee meetings on 1/4/22, 
3/1/22, 5/4/22, and 6/7/22. Gervais staff promoted the HMP survey and outreach efforts 
throughout the plan update, including public posts on the city’s website and Facebook page in 
January 2022 to distribute the plan update public survey to interested parties in the Gervais 
service area. 
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4.3 Risk Assessment 
A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can serve as the 
factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas Subject to Natural  
Hazards. 

4.4 Community Profile 
 

This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of the City of Gervais, in terms of geography, 
environment, population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing 
and transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these 
community characteristics can affect how hazards impact communities and how 
communities choose to plan for hazard mitigation. Considering the city-specific assets 
during the planning process can assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard 
mitigation. 

4.4.1 Community Characteristics 
The City of Gervais is in Marion County, 2 miles south of the City of Woodburn and 16 
miles north of the City of Salem along Highway 99E. Gervais is in the central Willamette 
Valley, primarily surrounded by agricultural land, with elevations from 175 to 185 feet 
above sea level.  The terrain within the UGB is relatively impervious and level resulting in 
slow runoff and ponding during storm events. The city and surrounding agricultural lands 
drain  into Sam Brown Creek and the northern tributary of the Pudding River. The Pudding 
River is a tributary to the Molalla River, which is a tributary to the Willamette River. These 
soils are characterized by a high-water table, moderate or slow permeability and low shear 
strength for building foundations (City of Gervais, 2019). 
The Population Research Center at Portland State University lists the City of Gervais’s 2020 
population at 2,624. This represents a 26.3% increase from 2000. Prior to 1990, population 
change was minimal, affected primarily by factors outside the community. The largest 
increase in population took place between 1990 and 2000 due to the development of two 
residential subdivisions—Winfield Ranch and French Prairie Meadows. Another 
subdivision, developed in 2007, and localized infill development have led to further growth 
since 2000 (Portland State University, Population Research Center, 2021).  Gervais is a 
bedroom community with most working residents commuting to Salem, Portland, or 
Woodburn. The city has experienced steady growth over the years as developable land in the 
Portland metropolitan area has become more limited. Median household income in Gervais 
during the period 2015-2019 was $74,191, a 31.4% increase from the previous 5-year 
period6. For more demographic and economic information, refer to Volume III, Appendix C 
– Community Profile. 
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Figure 4-1, City of Gervais Map 
 

 
 
 
4.5 Critical and Important Facilities 

 
City of Gervais’s critical and important facilities include the following: 

4.5.1 Transportation 
 

Road Owner Notes 
OR-99E ODOT East of city 
I-5 ODOT A half-mile west of city 
Railroad Union Pacific Operated by Union Pacific and Amtrak 

4.5.2 Energy 
➢ PGE, NW Natural Gas provide services to City and its residents, No above or 

underground fuel tanks. City staff travels to Woodburn, Mt. Angel, and Salem to use 
local Pacific Pride cardlock facilities. 

➢ City is in the process of acquiring a generator for City Hall through a grant funded 
project, estimated completion 2023. 

➢ Fuel storage tanks: none known. Pacific Pride in Woodburn or Mt Angel. 
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4.5.3 Water / Wastewater 
➢ Water treatment plant: Two city wells and two storage tanks, each with the capacity to 

hold 350,000 gallons. One storage tank built in 2014; the other original tank was built 
in the 1980s but refurbished in 2016. 

o Location of storage tanks: 115 E. Douglas Ave. 
o Location of wells: 115 Douglas Ave. and 35 Juniper St., both in Gervais. 

➢ Wastewater treatment plant: City operates the plant; it is co-located with lagoons area 
north of city limits with two (2) lift stations in town. 

o Location of wastewater treatment plant: 13000 block of Portland Rd 
4.5.4 Communications 

➢ Police communication equipment is located on City Hall. 
➢ Landline Phone Provider: Datavision 
➢ Cable Provider: Wave Cable 
➢ Cell Service: Verizon with a tower in the vicinity of 40 Alder Ave., Gervais, behind 

local elementary school. 
4.5.5 Emergency Services 

➢ Fire: Woodburn Fire District 
➢ Police: Two locations: Operations at City Hall; Fleet at 115 E. Douglas 
➢ Public Works: City of Gervais, 115 E. Douglas 
➢ CERT: Yes 
➢ Medical: No hospitals or clinics within city limits 
➢ Emergency Operations Center: City Hall 
➢ City Hall: Yes, built in 2012. 
➢ Shelter: No established cooling or warming centers. 

4.5.6 Cultural/Historical Resources 
➢ Historic homes as listed in Comprehensive Plan. 
➢ Sam Brown House 12878 Portland Rd NE., Gervais, OR 97026 is on register, but not 

within the city limits. 
4.5.7 Events/ Festivals 

➢ Basketball Tournament at Sacred Heart Catholic Church: July 2022; 200-500 people 
➢ 4th of July Celebration: approximately 1,500 people 
➢ Annually in August, first Tuesday. National Night Out https://natw.org/ 
➢ May 22, 2022, Circus at Elementary School 4,000 to 5,000 attendees anticipated. 

o 150 Douglas St. Gervais, Oregon 97026 
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4.5.8 Environmental and Economic 
➢ Bauman Farms: outskirts of city limits 
➢ Small businesses: Gervais Market, Dollar General, Gervais Bar, and Summit Tile 

Roofing Inc. 
➢ American Bath—largest commercial property within city limits. 
➢ Woodburn Area Chamber of Commerce 
➢ Amazon Fulfilment Center: 4 million square feet facility being sited approx. 1 mile 

north of town in Woodburn behind WinCo. 
➢ Sam Brown Creek, a tributary of the Pudding River, has its headwaters near Gervais 

and runs through the community. 
➢ A city-owned poplar farm is natural infrastructure used to address the city’s 

wastewater. By irrigating the poplar farm instead of discharging to the creek, nutrients 
and elevated temperatures do not pollute the creek. 

4.5.9 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 
➢ School/Day Cares: daycare/pre-k, elementary, middle, and high school (Gervais 

School District), Sacred Heart Catholic School. 
➢ Assisted-Senior Living/Medical-Hospitals Facilities/Medical Fragile 

o <10 residents at 837 Lantana Ln NE, Gervais, Oregon 97026 

o <10 residents at 830 Mesquite Ln NE, Gervais, Oregon 97026 
➢ Non-English speaking 

➢ People with low economic status 
➢ County Senior Services 
➢ Cherriots (Regional Transportation-Bus), https://www.cherriots.org/ 
➢ Seniors/Retired 
➢ Sacred Heart Food Bank 

See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 
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4.6 Plans and Policies 
Table 4-1, Plans and Policies of the City of Gervais 
Document Year 
Gervais Comprehensive Plan 2015 
Stormwater Master Plan 2019 
Water System Master Plan 2019 
Wastewater System Master Plan 2019 
Economic Opportunities Analysis 2015 
Housing Needs Analysis 2015 

Source: City of Gervais, 2022. Public Works website.  
http://www.gervaisoregon.org/public-works.html DLCD, 2022. PAPA Database  
https://www.oregon.gov/lcd/CPU/Pages/Adopted-Plan-Amendments.aspx 
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4.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 4-2, City of Gervais Hazard Profile 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Gervais 2,620 719 3 247,297,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw 
6.8 

Deterministic 

 
397 

 
15% 

 
266 

 
4 

 
55,400,740 

 
22% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High 

Susceptibility 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

None reported       
Source: DOGAMI (2022) 
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4.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief description 
is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first updated the 
description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the Hazard 
Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community using a 
method developed by BOLD Planning7. This assessment method ranks the following factors 
to determine risk from the range of natural hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event, 
2. Magnitude of event, 
3. Expected warning time before event, and. 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 

 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Medium, and Low 

High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk 
from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; 
major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, 
fire, EOC and shelters). 

Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate 
physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of 
functionality to essential facilities. 

Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 
 

 

A summary of the hazard vulnerability assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 4-3, Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Gervais using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Gervais using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 

Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Earthquake 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 

Tornado 1 4 4 4 2.7 Moderate 

Flood (including dam 
failure) 

2 3 2 4 2.4 Moderate 

Severe Weather/Storm 2 1 3 4 2.4 Moderate 

Volcanic Eruption 2 3 2 4 2.4 Moderate 

Extreme Weather - 
High Temperature 

2 1 3 3  
2.3 

Moderate 

Wildland Interface 
Fire 

1 3 2 3 1.8 Low 

Drought 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 

Avalanche 0 0 0 0 0.0 Not rated 

Landslide 0 0 0 0 0.0 Not rated 
Source: Marion County Emergency Management and City of Gervais, 01/10/2022; revised 3/14/22. 
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Table 4-4, City of Detroit Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Gervais using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Public Health 4 1 3 4 3.3 High 

Hazardous Materials 
Release - 
Transportation 

3 4 3 3 3.2 High 

Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear, 
Explosive 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 

2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Hazardous Materials - 
Non- 
Transport at ion 

1 4 2 3 2.0 Low 

Cyberterrorism 1 4 1 4 1.8 Low 

Agricultural 
Terrorism 

1 1 1 4 1.3 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by the City of Detroit representatives to the NHMP update on 
10/18/2021 
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4.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Gervais. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
natural hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. 
The following section identifies vulnerabilities specific to the City of Gervais, recent localized 
hazard events and impacts, and illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

4.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: None 

4.9.2 Drought 
 

 

Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Water supply is in wells. No alternative water supplies, e.g., no reservoir. 
Two water storage tanks are each 350,000 gallons. 

4.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.6, Risk Level: High 

 
Events: No damaging earthquake events occurred during the previous five years. The 
1993  Scott Mills quake caused $28 million in damages to cities throughout Marion 
County. 

 
Vulnerability: Downtown Gervais has an older stock of unreinforced masonry buildings. 
One water reservoir that was built in the 1980s but refurbished has a higher vulnerability. 
Water treatment facility was also built in the late 1980s and likely needs reinforcement to 
withstand an earthquake. The water distribution system would be susceptible to breakage 
in an earthquake event. Wastewater lagoons dikes and underground lift stations are 
susceptible to failure in a seismic event. 

4.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 2.3, Risk Level: Moderate 

 
Events: n/a 

Vulnerability: No cooling center in the community. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 

CPRI = 0.0, Risk Level: Low 
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4.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Less than probable, but possible. The Pudding River floods downstream 
from the city but has not impacted the city. 

4.9.6 Landslide 
 

 

Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Gervais is very flat, there is no landslide risk. 

4.9.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: 2021 Ice Storm 
Vulnerability: Extended power outage impacted communications, internet, which included 
the Emergency Operations Center. Destroyed poplar tree farm that serves wastewater plant, 
the city’s only natural infrastructure facility that filters the city’s wastewater. Debris from 
tree damage. 

4.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.7, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Scenario considered was Aumsville tornado December 14, 2010. Possible, 
would impact community for more than one week. 

4.9.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.6, Risk Level: High 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Gervais is surrounded by agricultural lands which are highly managed and 
pose low risk for wildfire. 

4.9.10 Volcanic Eruption 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 

 
Events: 1980 Mount St Helens eruption. 

 

Vulnerability: The City would have 6 to 12 hours before ash from an eruption of Mt. Hood, 
etc. impacted the community; impacts could last more than a week. 

CPRI = 0.0, Risk Level: Low 
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4.10  Mitigation Strategy 
 

During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and Gervais Addendum update 
process, the Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and Gervais city 
staff developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized and then reviewed 
internally by staff and city council during the spring of 2022. 

4.10.1  City of Gervais Mitigation Tables 
The following pages include the city’s initial list of Priority Action Items (Table 4.5). 
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Table 4-5, City of Gervais “Priority” Action Items 
 

# Hazard Mitigation Action Priority Timeline Cost Description Status 
 
 

2022-MH-1 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Install a backup generator for the 
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) at 
the Gervais City Hall. 

 
 

H 

 
 

1-3 years 

 
 

$75k 

The city was awarded a grant for a 
generator through Marion County 
Emergency Management and OEM. 
Construction is planned for Summer 
2022. 

 
 

New 

 
 

2022-MH-2 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Partner with Woodburn Fire on the 
construction of a local fire house in 
Gervais. 

 
 

H 

 
 

1-3 years 

 
 

$2.2 
million 

Fire District is currently looking for 
possible locations and plans to 
fund the structure with a renewal 
bond, grants, and loans. 

Land and some funding would be the 
city’s role. 

 
 

New 

 
2022-MH-3 Multi- 

Hazard 

Coordinate evacuation planning with 
Marion County Emergency Management 
and Woodburn. 

 
H 

 
1-3 years 

 
Staff time 

The city would like to coordinate on 
regional efforts to improve emergency 
response or planning. 

 
New 

 
 
 

2022-EQ-1 

 
 
 

Earthquake 

Consider seismic retrofits such as 
flexible pipe connectors for water 
treatment facilities. 

 
 
 

M 

 
 
 

5-10 years 

 
 
 

TBD 

In an earthquake event, it would be 
ideal to prevent water distribution 
lines from breaking. If flexible 
connectors are installed at key 
locations to be determined by a 
consultant, some sections of line could 
be more easily repaired, and water 
conserved. 

 
 
 

New 

 
2022-EQ-2 

 
Earthquake 

Consider seismic retrofits such as 
automatic shutoff valves for water 
treatment facilities. 

 
M 

 
5-10 years 

 
TBD 

In an earthquake event, it would be 
ideal to prevent loss of water supply 
or discharge of waste. 

 
New 

Source:  City of Gervais, 03/14/2022. 
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5 City of Hubbard Addendum 
5.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Hubbard’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide the 
implementation of mitigation actions by the City of Hubbard to improve the resilience of the 
community. Mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that requires broad internal 
involvement and community engagement to be successful. 
Information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III (Appendices) of the HMP 
provides additional information (hazard characteristics/events/extent, countywide mitigation 
actions, and community profile data) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

5.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In the summer and fall of 2021 Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of 
Land Conservation and Development and the Oregon Department of Emergency Management 
(OEM), and Marion County cities, including the City of Hubbard, to update their addendum 
to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having it 
approved by FEMA, the City of Hubbard will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard Mitigation 
Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient Infrastructure & 
Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant program, the Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program. 
This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 
Pre- Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Hubbard 2022 Hazard Mitigation Committee is comprised of the following: 

➢ Convener, City of Hubbard Public Works Administrative Manager Melinda Olinger 
➢ City of Hubbard Police Chief Dave Rash 
➢ Hubbard Rural Fire Protection District Fire Chief Joe Budge 
➢ Hubbard Rural Fire Protection District Assistant Fire Chief Michael Kahrmann 

The City of Hubbard joined the Marion County HMP update by approving an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD in October 2021. On December 9, 2021, 
Representatives from the City of Hubbard (Melinda Olinger, Dave Rash, Hubbard RFPD (Joe 
Budge, Michael Kahrmann), Marion County Emergency Preparedness Coordinator Mike 
Hintz, and DLCD Planner Tricia Sears conducted a risk assessment meeting with the City of 
Hubbard that included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment ranking. The Hazard Mitigation 
Committee coordinated internally on documents for the City of Hubbard. City staff met again 
with DLCD on May 12, 2022, to update this addendum. The city shared the addendum with 
City Council at their June 14th and July 12th meetings of 2022. 
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City of Hubbard staff attended the majority of Marion County HMP Steering Committee 
meetings and promoted the HMP survey and outreach efforts throughout the plan update, 
including public posts on the City’s website and Facebook page on January 18, 2022, to 
distribute the plan update public survey to interested parties in the City of Hubbard service 
area. 

5.3 Risk Assessment 
 

A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas Subject 
to Natural Hazards. 

5.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of the City of Hubbard, in terms of geography, 
environment, population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing and 
transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these community 
characteristics can affect how hazards impact communities and how communities choose to 
plan for hazard mitigation. Considering the City’s specific assets during the planning process 
can assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard mitigation. 

5.4.1 Community Characteristics 
 

The City of Hubbard is in the Willamette Valley in Marion County, Oregon, 
approximately 30 miles south of the City of Portland. Hubbard experiences a moderate 
climate with an average high temperature of 82 degrees and low of 54 degrees in August, 
and an average high temperature of 47 and low of 35 in January. The city receives an 
average annual precipitation of 40.7 inches. The confluence of Mill Creek and Little Bear 
Creek is along the west side of Hubbard. Hubbard is located on a flat area, with farmland 
surrounding the city on all sides. 

The Population Research Center at Portland State University lists Hubbard’s 2020 
population at 3,454. This represents a 36.9% increase from 2000 (Portland State 
University, Population Research Center, 2021). For more demographic information, refer 
to Volume III, Appendix C – Community Profile. 

5.4.2 Economy 
 

Historically, the City of Hubbard was an agricultural and light industrial community that 
is based upon the nursery, hops, hazelnut, and hemp industries. Today, Hubbard’s 
economy is still largely based on its proximity Woodburn and to I-5. Median household 
income in Hubbard 2015-2019 was $59,803, a 14.1% increase from the previous 5-year 
period (Portland State University, Population Research Center, 2021) For more economic 
information, refer to Volume III, Appendix C – Community Profile. 
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Figure 5-1, City of Hubbard Map 
 

 
 
 
 

5.4.3 Hubbard Rural Fire Protection District 
The Hubbard Fire District serves the City of Hubbard and the surrounding areas, covering. 
square miles. The district is a combination district with 4 full-time employees and 33 
volunteer members. Career members work 24 hour shifts with daily staffing supplemented 
by volunteer members. Close working relationships with neighboring fire districts have been 
established through both mutual and auto-aid emergency response agreements and 
intergovernmental contacts. The Hubbard Fire District provides all hazard response, 
including fire suppression, emergency medical services, motor vehicle accident response, 
hazmat mitigation, and public services. The district offers part time advanced life support 
and full-time basic life support. The district responded to a total of 800 incidents in 2020  
(Hubbard Rural Fire Protection District, 2022). 

5.5 Critical and Important Facilities 
 

City of Hubbard’s critical and important facilities include the following: 
5.5.1 Transportation 

➢ See designated truck route map. 
➢ Broadacres, Boones Ferry Rd, Pacific Hwy 99E main road, Whiskey Hill Rd turns into 

J Street, D Street turns into Mineral Springs Rd 
➢ The Union Pacific Railroad runs parallel to Pacific Highway 99E through Hubbard 

(between 2nd & 3rd Streets). The fire station, City Hall and our WTP, well #1 and one of 
our 1,000,000 gallon above-ground reservoirs are near the tracks and are vulnerable 
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to a train derailment incident. The fire station is our primary EOC, and City Hall is 
our secondary EOC. 

➢ Hubbard is served by Canby Transit and Cherriots for public transit. 
➢ First Student is the area’s school bus company. No schools are within the city limits. 

Schools are located at 20246 Grim Rd., Aurora. First Student has a local parking area 
on “J” Street for school buses. 

➢ Interstate-5 runs north-south to the west of the City of Hubbard. 
5.5.2 Energy 

➢ Natural gas pipeline runs along Hwy 99E. 
➢ PGE provides electric service. 
➢ City has backup generators at city hall, fire station, water plant, wastewater plant, and 

water tower locations. 
➢ City has no fuel storage, but a fuel storage plan or facility is under development. 
➢ Gas is available at cardlock and regular gas stations, but if the electricity goes out 

Tualatin is the closest supply. City has reached out to farmers to get needed fuel in the 
past. 

5.5.3 Communications 
➢ Dispatch service is provided by METCOM 911 
➢ All Police, Public Works and Fire have radio access. 
➢ All Police, Public Works and Fire have cell phones. 
➢ Verizon and T-Mobile have equipment located on the water tower (3652 1st Street). 

Verizon has a backup generator on-site. 
➢ T-Mobile (originally Sprint) has a telecommunications tower located at 2783 

Industrial Avenue 
➢ Police, Public Works, and Administration internet is provided by Datavision. 
➢ Comcast, Datavision, Wave and Century Link all provide service throughout the city. 
➢ The city server is backed up daily on an autotimer. 

5.5.4 Water/ Wastewater 
➢ City owned water system: 

o Water Treatment Plan, 3101 2nd Street 
o Well #1 3101 2nd Street 
o Well #2 2600 “D” Street 
o Well #3 3652 1st Street 
o Well #4 2858 “J” Street 
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o 1,000,000 gallon above-ground storage tank 3101 2nd Street 
o 1,000,000 gallon above-ground storage tank 2858 “J” Street 
o 50,000-gallon elevated water tower 3652 1st Street (elevated tank 

currently provides water pressure for the system. 
➢ Hood view Estates has private well. 
➢ 2674 Pacific Hwy 99E has a private well. 
➢ The city’s owned wastewater system. 

o Waste Water Treatment Plan and Public Works main office 3607 Sunset 
Drive. 

o Lift Station 3607 Sunset Drive 
o Lift Station 3rd and “J” Streets 

➢ 3133 and 3113 Schmidt Lane have private septic systems. 
➢ 2674 Pacific Hwy 99E has a private septic system. 
➢ 2021 Winter Storm Fuel issue: Generators at water treatment plant were damaged by 

bad fuel during the event. The city is looking at funding to replace generator. Internet 
is needed but can be operated manually but much harder. 

5.5.5 Emergency Services 
➢ Fire protection by Hubbard Rural Fire Protection District (RFPD). 
➢ Police protection by Hubbard Police Department. 
➢ Emergency Operations Center 

o Primary: Hubbard RFPD 
o Secondary: City Hall 3720 2nd St., Hubbard, OR 

➢ Medical: Closest services in Canby or Woodburn. 
➢ No CERT Team currently 
➢ Shelter/Mass Care: No agreements in place, just work with the County. 

5.5.6 Cultural/Historical Resources 
➢ n/a 

5.5.7 Events/ Festivals 
➢ Hop Festival – July, Hosted by Volunteer Committee, 1–2-day event, 4 to 5k 

attendees. 
5.5.8 Environmental/ Economic 

➢ Agriculture and Light Industrial / Commercial 
➢ Hops, Hazelnuts, Nursery 
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5.5.9 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 
➢ Schools: No schools in Hubbard. 
➢ Mobile Home Parks 
➢ NE section of city is of a lower economic level than average. 
➢ 33% of the City’s population speaks Spanish; some residents may need materials in a 

disaster event translated into Spanish. City strives for bi-lingual flyers. Bi-lingual staff 
would be needed in an evacuation or other emergency event. 

➢ No assisted living facilities in Hubbard. 
See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 

5.6 Plans and Policies 
Table 5-1, Plans and Policies of the City of Hubbard and Hubbard RFPD 

 

Document Name Year 
Hubbard Emergency Operations Plan (currently being updated) 2022 
Hubbard Comprehensive Plan 2013 
Transportation System Plan 2012 
Stormwater Master Plan 1996 
Water Master Plan 2020 
Wastewater Facilities Plan (currently being updated) 2022 

Source: Source: City of Hubbard, 2022. 
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5.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 5-2, City of Hubbard Hazard Profile 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Hubbard 3,315 1,187 3 458,199,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw 
6.8 

Deterministic 

 
397 

 
11% 

 
466 

 
3 

 
125,813,507 

 
28% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High 

Susceptibility 

6 0.2% 2 0 594,000 0.1% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

None Reported       
Source: DOGAMI (2022) 
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5.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief description 
is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first updated the 
description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the Hazard 
Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community using a 
method developed by BOLD Planning7. This assessment method ranks the following factors 
to determine risk from the range of natural hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event. 
2. Magnitude of event. 
3. Expected warning time before event. 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 

 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk from 
hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; major loss 
or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, EOC and 
shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical 
impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 

 
 

 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 5-3, City of Hubbard Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Hubbard using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 

Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Earthquake 4 4 4 4 4.0 High 

Wildland Interface 
Fire 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4.0 

 
High 

Severe Weather/Storm 4 3.5 3 4 3.6 High 

Extreme Weather - 
High Temperature 

 
4 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
3.4 

 
High 

Tornado 2 4 4 4 3.1 High 
 
Flood * 

 
2 

 
2 

 
3 

 
3 

 
2.4 

 
Moderate 

Drought 2 1 3 4 2.4 Moderate 

Landslide 2 2 2 4 2.2 Moderate 

Volcanic Eruption 1 1 3 4 1.9 Low 

Avalanche** 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 
Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management; City of Hubbard; Hubbard 
RFPD, 12/7/21 *Including Dam Failure, **New in 2021 
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Table 5-4, City of Hubbard Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Non-Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Hubbard using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Public Health 4 1 3 4 3.3 High 

Hazardous Materials 
Release - 
Transportation 

3 4 3 3 3.2 High 

Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear, 
Explosive 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 

2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Hazardous Materials - 
Non- 
Transport at ion 

1 4 2 3 2.0 Low 

Cyberterrorism 1 4 1 4 1.8 Low 

Agricultural 
Terrorism 

1 1 1 4 1.3 Low 

Source: Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Hubbard using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
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5.9 Hazard Characteristics 
 

Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Hubbard. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
natural hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section identifies 
vulnerabilities specific to the City of Hubbard, recent localized hazard events and impacts, 
and illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

5.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: none 

5.9.2 Drought 

CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: An extended drought has the potential to limit the ability of the City’s wells 
to keep up with demand, particularly during high water use periods. 

5.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 4.0, Risk Level: High 
Events: On March 25, 1993, a Mw 5.7 earthquake occurred with an epicenter approximately 
3 miles east of the City of Scotts Mills, Oregon. Many buildings were damaged from the 
event, including the capitol building in Salem. The many unreinforced buildings in the area 
were significantly damaged due to intense shaking.” (DOGAMI, 2022) 
Vulnerability: There are several single-story unreinforced masonry buildings (URMs) in the 
community. City Hall, the alternate EOC, was built in 1800’s and seismic improvements 
have been completed. Damage could also disrupt City services including water, sewer, 
transportation, and communications. Private services could also be disrupted including 
power, disposal, and the supply chain of critical resources. 
The communities in the northeast part of the county (Gervais, Hubbard, Mt. Angel, Scotts 
Mills, Silverton, and Woodburn), close to the Mount Angel Fault all have higher levels of 
estimated losses compared the rest of the county. (DOGAMI, 2022) 

5.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 3.4, Risk Level: High 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: No cooling center locally, so community members must travel outside the 
city for cooling center facilities. The city conducts spot checks on vulnerable persons. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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5.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: No major flood events 2017-2021. 
Vulnerability: Some areas in the western part of the city are vulnerable to flooding from 
Mill Creek. The City’s lower wastewater treatment plant is in the floodplain. In addition, 
there are some areas throughout the city which experience localized flooding during high 
rain events. 

Figure 5-2, Hubbard Flood Hazard Map 1 
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Figure 5-3, Hubbard Flood Hazard Map 2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
5.9.6 Landslide 

CPRI = 2.2, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: NA 
Vulnerability: NA 

5.9.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 3.6, Risk Level: High 
Events: 2021 Winter Storm; Periodic Extreme Heat 
Vulnerability: Risk is primarily from downed trees blocking roads and impacting 
powerlines. The extended power outage experienced during the 2021 Winter Storm 
highlighted the challenges of keeping the City’s emergency generators fueled and running 
24/7 for extended periods of time. These generators provide power to both the water system, 
sewer system, and computer/SCADA systems. The city does not have local 
warming/cooling centers, so travel is required for our community to access these resources. 
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5.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 3.1, Risk Level: High 
Events: Aumsville tornado December 14, 2010. 
Vulnerability: Homes and businesses are vulnerable to high wind forces created by a 
tornado. Structures and critical equipment can be damaged both by the tornado itself and 
falling trees, branches, and other debris. 

5.9.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 4.0, Risk Level: High 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: The Mill Creek Wildland Area is a large track of dense trees and 
undergrowth that runs through the Hubbard Fire District. While this area is subdivided into 
many tax lots there are no distinguishable property lines or markings. It is just one large 
area. The fire danger is high from the unmanaged undergrowth, the damage and debris from 
the ice storm of 2020, and the lack of maintenance in the form of fuel reduction. A wildfire 
in this area would threaten all structures located on the perimeter of this area. Wildfire 
would burn through this area very quickly and the Hubbard Fire District would have a 
problem putting a stop to the fire based on the amount of fuel, limited access, and lack of 
defensible spaces or fire breaks. 
A total of 179 structures, residential homes, and their outbuildings, are in direct danger in 
the event of a wildfire in the Mill Creek Area. Another 97 structures have been identified as 
secondary exposures. In addition to the property at risk are the lives of those occupants. A 
fast-moving wildfire, especially wind driven, would have the potential to put many lives and 
properties at risk as well. The impact on the citizens and communities of Hubbard would 
extremely great. This would impact those who live and work in the community as well as 
the local economics. A reduction of property value would cause budget shortfalls in property 
tax collections for the City of Hubbard and the Hubbard Fire District. Rebuilding from a 
catastrophic fire would take a minimum of several years. 

5.9.10 Volcano 
 

 

Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: The City is vulnerable to falling ash as it is corrosive and can get into critical 
equipment, potentially damaging or rendering equipment useless. In addition, falling ash can 
cause health issues. 

CPRI = 1.9, Risk Level: Low 
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5.10 Mitigation Strategy 
 

During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and the City of Hubbard 
Addendum update process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development 
and the City of Hubbard developed a list of priority actions. These actions were 
prioritized and then reviewed internally by staff and city council during the spring of 
2022. 

5.10.1 Ongoing Mitigation Actions 
➢ City newsletter is issued six times per year, usually with a focus on emergency 

preparedness. 
➢ Website is regularly updated with information on emergency preparedness. 
➢ Backup generators are test-run on a weekly basis and re-fueled quarterly or as needed. 
➢ Catch basins are cleared prior to rain events. 
➢ Sand and sandbags are stocked and made available to our community on a self- serve 

basis for localized flooding. 
➢ City staff are equipped with emergency go-packs. 
➢ Service trucks fuel tanks are kept half full at a minimum. 

5.10.2 Mitigation Success 
 

The City of Hubbard actively educates the community on emergency preparedness via 
their website and City newsletter, and previously through emergency preparedness 
fairs. 

Figure 5-4, Hubbard Emergency Planning 
 

 
 
 

5.10.3 City of Hubbard Mitigation Action Tables 

The following pages includes the city’s initial Priority Action Items (Table 5-5). 
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Table 5-5, City of Hubbard “Priority” Actions 
 

# Hazard Mitigation Action Priority Timeline Cost Description Status 

2022-MH-1 Multi- 
Hazard 

Fire Hall dormitory improvements. High 1-3 years 
Short-term $180k Funding: ARPA New 

2022-MH-2 Multi- 
Hazard 

Fuel storage plan development and 
implementation High Short-term $20k+ Funding: $20k Public Works fund 

allocated. New 

2022-WF-1 Wildland 
Fire 

Mill Creek Wildland Fuel Reduction 
Plan High Short-term TBD Funding: $20k Public Works fund 

allocated. New 

 
 

2022-MH-3 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the Hubbard Comprehensive 
plan to reflect the characteristics of high 
priority hazards and recommended 
policies and implementation actions that 
reflect new hazard information. 

 
 

High 

 
 

1-3 years 

 
 

$40k 

Funding: under development  
 

New 

 

2022-MH-4 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Replace Water Treatment Plant 
Generator 

 

High 

 

Short-term 

 

$20k+ 

Will be incorporated into the 
pending Water System 
Improvements Project. 

Funding: ARPA, City funds 

 

New 

2022-MH-5 Multi- 
Hazard 

Emergency Communications Upgrade High 2-5 years TBD Partners: METCOM, Sheriff’s Office, 
Public Works Director. New 

2022-MH-6 Multi- 
Hazard 

Public Education High Ongoing Staff Time  New 

 
2022-MH-7 Multi- 

Hazard 

Review Marion County’s Mitigation 
Actions to determine potential 
partnership. 

 
High 

 
Ongoing 

 
Staff Time 

Mill Creek riparian zone  
New 

 
2022-MH-8 Multi- 

Hazard 

Replacement of City Hall, Police, and 
Public Works for seismic, other 
resilience. 

 
Medium 

 
Long-term 

 
TBD 

Public Works and Police Dept. would 
be in City Hall, as well as EOC and 
outdoor assembly area. 

 
New 

2022-FL-1 Flood Develop a stormwater master plan. Medium Long-term $100k+ Outdated but lack funding. Need to 
address localized flooding issues. New 

 
 

2022-EQ-1 

 
 

Earthquake 

Evaluate critical facilities for seismic 
preparedness by identifying structural 
deficiencies and vulnerabilities to 
dependent systems (e.g., water, fuel, 
power). 

 
 

Medium 

 
 

Long-term 

 
 

$100k+ 

Added based upon 2022 DOGAMI 
Risk Report recommendation. 

 
 

New 

Source: City of Hubbard, 5/12/22. 
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6 City of Idanha Addendum 
6.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Idanha’ s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide the 
implementation of mitigation actions by Idanha to improve the resilience of the community. 
Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that requires broad internal 
involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, please refer to the 
information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III (Appendices) of this HMP, 
which provides additional information (particularly regarding participation and mitigation 
strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

6.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including Idanha, to update their addendum 
to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having it 
approved by FEMA, the Idanha will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard Mitigation Assistance 
(HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient Infrastructure & 
Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant program, the Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program. 
This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 
Pre- Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Idanha joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an intergovernmental 
agreement with DLCD on October 27, 2021. On October 28, 2021, Rebecca Stormer, City 
Manager/City Recorder, and Robyn Johnson, City Clerk, met with Marion County Emergency 
Manager Kathleen Silva, and DLCD Planner Tricia Sears to conduct a risk assessment 
meeting with the City of Idanha that included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment ranking. 
City staff met again with DLCD on March 31, 2022, to update this addendum. 
Idanha staff have been unable to attend HMP Steering Committee meetings due to wildfire 
impacts to communication and transportation lifeline infrastructure during the Beachie Creek 
and Lionhead fires. However, Idanha staff have worked with City Council to promote the 
HMP survey and outreach efforts throughout the plan update to engage interested parties in 
the Idanha service area. 
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6.3 Risk Assessment 
A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 2023).  This section of the HMP addendum can serve as the 
factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas Subject to Natural 
Hazards. 

6.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of Idanha, in terms of geography, environment, population, 
demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing and transportation see 
Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these community characteristics can 
affect how hazards impact communities and how communities choose to  plan for hazard 
mitigation. Considering the city specific assets during the planning process  can assist in 
identifying appropriate measures for hazard mitigation. 

Figure 6-1, City of Idanha Map 
 

 
 

6.4.1 Community Characteristics 
Idanha is located approximately 57 miles east of Salem, bordering the North Santiam River. 
It is the smallest community in the North Santiam River Canyon with a population of 148. 
Idanha’ s urban growth boundary (UGB) spans two counties. In 2020, the Linn County UGB 
population was 58 people, while the Marion County UGB population was 90 people 
(Portland State University, Population Research Center, 2021).  With an elevation of 1718 
feet, the climate of Idanha is moderate; the average monthly temperatures range from 50 – 
80 degrees in July and August, and 29-41 degrees in December and January. Idanha receives 
approximately 66 inches of rain and 35 inches of snow each year. The city’s topography is 
relatively flat with steep slopes surrounding the area along Hwy 22. 

502



City of Idanha 2023 6-3 | P a g e  

6.4.2 Economy 
Idanha benefits from its location along Hwy 22, a major east-to-west transportation route 
connecting Salem to Bend. Median household income in Idanha during the period 2015- 
2019 was $43,500, a 20.3% increase from the previous 5-year period (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2022). But due to its small population size and lack of development, the city lacks many 
commercial amenities. The city  has one retail storefront along Hwy 22, but most of the 
manufacturing and timber related employment has left the city. Historically, Idanha 
prospered from the development of the railroad and dam, which helped spur growth in 
manufacturing, logging, and fishing. Today, the economy relies upon the recreational 
opportunities available through state/federal lands, and the North Santiam River. 
Unfortunately, these lands and the related opportunities were severely impacted by the 
wildfires of 2020. Prior to the wildfires, the PSU Population Research Center reported for 
the Linn County portion of the UGB that  features ‘New’ Idanha, “the 5-year average annual 
housing unit growth rate is generally very  low and is assumed to slightly increase to 0.13 
percent during the first 10 years and then very slightly decline to almost zero thereafter. The 
occupancy rate is assumed to be steady at 76.9 percent throughout the 50-year 
horizon…There is no group quarters population in Idanha.” 

6.5 Critical and Important Facilities 
Idanha’ s critical and important facilities include the following: 

6.5.1 Communication/Information Technology 
There is currently one communication provider in Idanha. Frontier provides phone service, 
and various satellite businesses provide broadband speed internet. 
Strengths: 
➢ Most residents utilize scanners or citizen band (CB) radios. 
➢ A phone substation is in nearby Detroit. 

  Weaknesses: 
➢ Limited internet speeds and provider access. 
➢ Poor phone services and reception. 
➢ Main communication line runs down highway 22 and is susceptible to from trees and 

wind. 
6.5.2 Water 

The City of Idanha has two water sources from Chittum Creek, and Mud Puppy Creek fed 
by a natural spring named rainbow creek. This system currently utilizes a surface water 
intake to pull water from these sources. The city also contains dike and jetty infrastructure 
along the North Santiam River. However, the town is still vulnerable due to the 
geographic topography of the river. 
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6.5.3 Dams 
Two dams sit below Idanha, Detroit Dam and Big Cliff Dam. Previous steering committees 
have concluded that the likelihood of Dam Failure is Low5. Current conditions still represent 
the previous decision. If Dam failure occurred in either dam, Idanha would most likely lose 
access to the western portion of Hwy 22. 
Strengths: 
➢ (2) water intake sources (Chittum & Mud Puppy Creek) 
➢ (1) backup diesel generator on-site, near water intake sources. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Limited diesel fuel is available inside of city limits. 
➢ Water intake sources are susceptible to wildfire damage. 
➢ The city is losing large amounts of water distributed through leaky pipes. 

6.5.4 Transportation Systems 
Oregon Route 22 is the major transportation route for auto, public transit, and emergency 
vehicle access throughout the Santiam Canyon. Hwy 22 spans about 57 miles west, 
connecting Idanha to Salem and the remainder of the Willamette Valley. To the east, the 
highway connects Idanha to the Santiam Pass interchange. 
The Cherriots Canyon Connector is the only existing public transit service in the entire 
Santiam Canyon. This route has three total round trips with buses running approximately 
every (5) hours. Idanha residents are forced to drive to Gates to utilize these services, as the 
canyon connector does not reach Detroit or Idanha. 
In case of a major Oregon Route 22 closure, Idanha residents will have to rely on alternate 
routes to reach supplies or safety. The cities alternate routes are limited with NF-2231, NF- 
2233, and NF-2234. Depending on weather conditions, these roads may be unpassable. 
The city is home to a bridge that crosses over the North Santiam River. Water lines that 
serve the population in “New Idanha” are co-located on this bridge. Bridge failure could 
disrupt water services for these residents. 
Bridges 

 

 

Structure Name Year Built Structural Condition 

Church St. Bridge n/a Fair 

 

Strengths: 

➢ Proximity to ODOT facility may increase access to public works services. 
➢ The Idanha-Detroit RFD location is in city limits and could be utilized in a hazard 

event. 
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➢ National Forest Roads exist outside of Idanha and could be utilized as emergency 
evacuation routes. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Loss of Church St. Bridge would isolate a large percentage of Idanha residents. 
➢ Loss of Church St. Bridge could disrupt drinking water services. 
➢ Alternate routes are long, and most likely impassible in winter months. 
➢ Hwy 22 closures could make travel outside of North Santiam Canyon extremely 

difficult. 
➢ Public transportation options are limited and only reach to the city of Gates. 
➢ The lack of a pedestrian sidewalk along Hwy 22 created safety hazards for 

pedestrians. 
6.5.5 Energy & Utilities 

Idanha receives energy and utility services from Consumer Power Inc. There are no 
substations located in Idanha. One main power line runs along Hwy 22, connecting to 
Detroit, Gates, and Mill City. 
Strengths: 
➢ Many residents have their own generators and are able to power basic home amenities 

during power outages. 
➢ Most residents utilize firewood as a heating source, making them more resilient in 

case of a power outage. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ No fueling stations exist within city limits. 
➢ Nearby gas stations in Detroit do not currently possess backup diesel generators to 

pump fuel from storage tanks. 
➢ No alternate sources of energy (wind, solar) exist to power basic services. 
➢ Downed power lines are a reoccurring issue around Hoover Campground (Santiam 

Park). 
➢ Power lines are co-located on the bridge. 
➢ Residents rely on wood burning stoves for heat. 

6.5.6 Agriculture and Food 
Although Idanha possesses the “Idanha County Store” the closest large-scale grocery exists 
down Hwy 22 in Stayton, Oregon. The loss of Hwy 22 as a transportation route would cause 
serious concern for residents and food accessibility. The city is surrounded by steep slopes 
that are state and federal land. There is no agricultural capability other than small-scale 
“urban” farms within city limits. 
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Strengths: 
➢ Country stores within city limits provides limited amenities and food supplies. 
➢ Many residents have food storage already in place because of the lack of availability. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ No major (full service) grocery store inside of city limits. 
➢ Surrounding land not suitable for agricultural purposes. 

6.5.7 Banking and finance 
Idanha’ s nearest option for banking services is in Mill City. This one-story structure  sits 
along Hwy 22 and could be utilized for emergency financial services during a hazard event. 
Idanha does not have any financial services within city limits. 
Strengths: 
➢ Country stores within city limits provides limited amenities and food supplies. 
➢ Many residents have food storage already in place because of the lack of availability. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ No major (full service) grocery store inside of city limits. 
➢ Surrounding land not suitable for agricultural purposes. 

6.5.8 Hazardous Materials 
The city’s history of manufacturing and logging activities have created concerns around 
hazardous materials found on abandoned lots. Although only one lot has been identified as  a 
brownfield, many lots contain underground storage tanks that most likely need to be 
removed for any further development to occur. These tanks could be leeching hazardous 
materials previously used by local businesses. 
Brownfields Location 

 

DEQ ID Facility Name Location 

2479 Green Veneer & Lumber Mill (assessment 
recommended) 

886 Hwy 22 

 

Strengths: 
➢ There are currently not enough known hazardous materials to cause major concern. 
➢ Brownfield sites could be utilized and attract privates sector development. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ Current brownfields may be susceptible to leaching of unknown materials. 
➢ Many lots still contain underground storage tanks that are even more susceptible to 

leaching of hazardous materials. 
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6.5.9 Emergency Services 
Idanha receives emergency service support from the Idanha-Detroit Rural Fire Protection 
District. Idanha-Detroit Rural Fire Protection District, 107 Hwy 22 NW 

Strengths: 
Idanha possesses emergency services provided by the Idanha-Detroit RFD within city limits. 

Weaknesses: 

➢ Idanha lacks any police or medical services. 
➢ Ambulance services must travel from Lyons. 
➢ First responders are very limited to basic life monitoring services. 
➢ Emergency services do not have trained HAM radio operators. 

6.5.10 Government Facilities 
Idanha City Hall contains the office space for all city services. 
➢ Idanha City Hall, 111 Hwy 22 
➢ Post Office, 103 Hwy 22 

Strengths: 
➢ The City Hall facility has bathrooms and could be utilized in an emergency event. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ City Hall is small with space already utilized by other services. 
➢ The building lacks any backup generator to power the facility. 

6.5.11 Environmental/Historical Preservation Sites 
Idanha is surrounded by environmental preservation sites including federal land, state parks 
and designated wilderness areas. The city is also home to the beginning of the Oregon  Pacific 
Railroad Linear Historic District. Designated in 1999 this 20-mile section of old  railroad 
connects Idanha to the Cascade Range Summit. 

Strengths: 
➢ Proximity to pristine state and federal land could attract residents or business. 
➢ Oregon Pacific Railroad Linear Historic District could be utilized to as an emergency 

trail system. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ Idanha lacks any buildings with character that exemplify the historical “timber” 

identity in the community. 
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6.5.12 Education 
Idanha is part of the Santiam School District. This district encompasses all cities in the 
Santiam Canyon including Mill City, Gates, and Detroit. This district includes the Santiam 
Elementary School, and the Santiam Jr./Sr. High School. 
➢ Santiam School District 

o Santiam Elementary School, 450 SW Evergreen St. 

o Santiam JR./SR. High School, 265 SW Evergreen St. 
Strengths: 

➢ School facilities could be utilized to shelter a large amount of community residents 
including functional needs populations. 

➢ School facilities already possess needed infrastructure for a shelter which includes 
restrooms, showers, and a kitchen. 

➢ School buses could be utilized for transportation after a hazard event. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ Idanha is over 25 miles from these school services. 
➢ There are no current agreements or MOUs between the city and school district to 

utilize facilities after a hazard event. 
6.5.13 Healthcare & Public Health 

Idanha’ s nearest medical services is in Mill City which possesses one clinic with limited 
services. The nearest hospital and full-service health clinic are located in Stayton, Oregon. 
➢ Santiam Medical Clinic, 280 S 1st Ave. 

Strengths: 
➢ A clinic with minor services exists within the North Santiam Canyon 

Weaknesses: 
➢ The closest health services are located over 20 miles. 
➢ No facilities with major life-saving equipment currently exist within city limits. 
➢ Emergency health supplies are limited to what exists within the community. 

6.5.14 Access and Functional Needs 
Idanha’ s vulnerable population consists of the elderly and those that are medically dependent 
and require life safety equipment. About 22% of Idanha’ s population is characterized as being 
elderly, and one legally blind resident resides within city limits. 

Strengths: 
➢ Over 55% of residents are over the age of 45, this older populous can volunteer and 

promote social cohesion in the community. 
Weaknesses: 

  ➢ Full medical services do not exist nearby for an aging population.   
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6.6 Plans and Policies 
Table 6-1, Plans and Policies of the City of Idanha 

 

Document Name Year 
Idanha Comprehensive Plan 2007 
Water Plant Emergency Operations Plan 1996 
North Santiam Watershed Drought Contingency Plan 2013 
Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy 

2020 

Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan 2017 
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6.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 6-2, City of Idanha Hazard Profile 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Idanha 155 159 1 35,338,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 
1% Annual 

Chance 3 1.7% 2 0 23,000 0.1% 

 
Earthquake 

Mt. Angel Mw 
6.8 

Deterministic 

 
0 

 
0.1% 

 
1 

 
0 

 
149,000 0.4% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

 
Landslide 

High and Very 
High 

Susceptibility 

 
28 

 
18% 

 
39 

 
0 

 
9,935,000 

 
28% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
23 

 
15% 

 
21 

 
0 

 
4,094,000 

 
15% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 79 51% 66 0 13,610,108 39% 

 
Lahar 

Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

 
141 

 
91% 

 
127 

 
0 

 
27,525,000 

 
78% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

None Reported       

Source: DOGAMI (2022) 

510



City of Idanha 2023 6-11 | P a g e  

6.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief description 
is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first updated the 
description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the Hazard 
Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community using a 
calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning6. This 
assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of hazards 
identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event, 
2. Magnitude of event, 
3. Expected warning time before event, and 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 

 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 

High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk 
from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; 
major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, 
fire, EOC and shelters). 

Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate 
physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of 
functionality to essential facilities. 

Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical 
impacts. 

 

 
A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 6-3, City of Idanha Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary City of Idanha Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   
Wildland Interface Fire 4 4 3 4 3.7 High 
Earthquake 3 4 3 4 3.3 High 
Severe Weather/Storm 3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Landslide 3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Extreme Weather - High 
Temperature 3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Tornado 2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Avalanche 2 2 2 3 2.1 Moderate 
Drought 2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 
Flood* 2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 
Volcanic Eruption 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 
Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and City of Idanha, 
10/28/21. *Includes Dam Failures 
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Table 6-4, Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Idanha Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   
Hazardous Materials 
Release - 
Transportation 

 
4 

 
4 

 
3 

 
4 

 
3.7 

 
High 

Other: Bridge 
capability over N. 
Santiam River 

 
3 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
3.6 

 
High 

Public Health 4 1 2 4 3.0 High 
Chemical, 
Biological, 
Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive 

 
1 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
2.7 

 
Moderate 

Fire - Residential / 
commercial (Arson) 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 
Hazardous Materials 
- Non- 
Transportation 

 
1 

 
4 

 
2 

 
3 

 

2.0 

 
Moderate 

Cyberterrorism 1 4 1 4 1.8 Low 
Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/ Workplace 
Violence 

 
1 

 
4 

 
1 

 
4 

 
1.8 

 
Low 

Agricultural 
Terrorism 1 1 1 4 1.3 Low 

Source: Marion County Emergency Management and City of Idanha, 10/28/21. 
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6.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Idanha.  Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
natural hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section identifies 
vulnerabilities specific to Idanha, recent localized hazard events and impacts, and illustrates 
the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

6.9.1 Avalanche 
CPRI = 2.3, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: none 

6.9.2 Drought 

CPRI = 2.2, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: 2021 was very dry, but no water use restrictions. 

Vulnerability: Water supply from Rainbow Lake could be affected. 
 
6.9.3 Earthquake 

CPRI = 3.6, Risk Level: High 
Events n/a 
Vulnerability: Losing bridge and road system lifelines is primary concern. 

6.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 

 
Events: 2021 was very hot (~105 degrees) for several weeks. 

Vulnerability: Older community members are at risk; increased wildfire risk. 
6.9.5 Flood 

CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 
 

Events: n/a; 1996 a portion of the road washed away. 

Vulnerability: Losing bridge and road system lifelines is primary concern. 
6.9.6 Landslide 

CPRI = 3.2, Risk Level: High 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Losing bridge and road system lifelines is primary concern. 
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6.9.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 3.4, Risk Level: High 

 
Events: Dec. 2021 Snow event— a lot of snow fast. 

Vulnerability: n/a 
 

6.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.7, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: none 

6.9.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 4.0, Risk Level: High 

 
Events: Sept. 8, 2020, wildfire 
Vulnerability: Evacuation through wildfire conditions; risk of wildfire in the community; 
power outage; individual citizen preparedness. The communities of Detroit, Idanha, Gates, 
Mill and City have the highest percentage of exposure to high and moderate wildfire 
hazard within the study area. 

6.9.10 Volcano 
 

 
 

Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Risk of ashfall and lahar flow. The communities most threatened from a 
volcanic eruption and lahar event are Gates, Detroit, Idanha, and Mill City. 

CPRI = 1.9, Risk Level: Low 
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6.10 Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and the City of Idanha Addendum 
update process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and Idanha 
developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized and then reviewed 
internally by staff and city council during the spring of 2022. 

6.10.1 Mitigation Successes 
➢ The city has improved their water system resilience by installing a new plant and water 

lines. 
6.10.2 Ongoing Mitigation Actions 

➢ City sends out a CCR report annually that advises on steps to conserve water; City 
uses water bills to communicate. 

➢ Promote Great Oregon Shakeout Awareness month in October. Participate in 
activities for schools, business, and industry. 

➢ Conduct leak detection surveys for the water system to increase efficiency and 
prevent further water loss. 

6.10.3 City of Idanha Mitigation Action Tables 
The following pages include the city’s Priority Action Items (Table 6.5), and Action Item 
Status Report (Table 6.6). 
➢ Following the 2020 wildfires, the City of Idanha has limited capacity for the 

implementation of mitigation actions as they are focused on rebuilding and recovery. 
This list are the highest priority items that staff are aware of, some of which are 
outside of their authority, but critical to life in the Upper Santiam Canyon. 
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Table 6-5, City of Idanha 2022 Mitigation Action Table 
 

# Hazard Mitigation Action Priority Timeline Cost Description Status 

2022-MH-1 Multi- 
Hazard 

Purchase a diesel generator for City 
Hall. H 2-5 Years $50-75k City Hall is the Idanha EOC. Started 

 
2022-MH-2 Multi- 

Hazard 

Retrofit or replace Church St. bridge to 
ensure its structural integrity in case of a 
hazard event 

 
H 5-10 

Years 
$2-20 

million 

Bridge holds the new water lines and 
goes across the N. Santiam River. 

 
New 

 
2022-MH-3 Multi- 

Hazard 

Collaborate with Marion County to 
develop a resilient regional sewer 
system. 

 
H 2-10 

Years 

 
Staff time 

No sewer service in Idanha in 2022. 
Funding: grants secured by Marion 
County/ N. Santiam Sewer Authority 

Started/ 
Revised 

2022-MH-4 Multi- 
Hazard 

Coordinate with Marion County on 
evacuation planning and education. H 0-18 

Months Staff time  New 

 
2022-WF-1 

 
Wildfire 

Collaborate with Detroit Ranger District, 
ODF, and BLM to conduct fuel hazard 
reduction along the Wildland Urban 
interface and Hwy 22. * 

 
M 

 
1-5 Years 

 
TBD 

Firewise activities were underway 
prior to 2020 fires. These action items 
are not needed in 2022 due to the 
recent wildfires eliminating fuel. 

Future 
Priority 
Action 

 
2022-WF-2 

 
Wildfire 

Collaborate with ODF and Idanha- 
Detroit RFD to develop strategic 
community fuel breaks. * 

 
M 

 
1-5 Years 

 
TBD 

These action items are not needed in 
2022 due to the recent wildfires 
eliminating fuel. 

Future 
Priority 
Action 

Source: City of Idanha, 3/31/ 
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Table 6-6, City of Idanha, 2017 Action Items Status Report 
 

# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 
 

2017-P-1 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Update planning documents (comprehensive plan, 
development code) to reflect new hazard 
information. 

 
Funding: general fund 

 
City of Idanha 

 
Not Started 

 
 
 

2017-P-2 

Multi- 
Hazard 

City staff should assess the amount of KWH needed 
to run city facilities. City staff should purchase a 
diesel generator with additional storage accordingly. 

Have a generator at the water 
plant; had two weeks of fuel 
during 2020 fires. Bought a 
pickup truck with a diesel pump 
in the back of it. No backup 
power for city hall. Funding: 
general fund, MWCOG grants/ 
loans 

 
 
 

City of Idanha 

 
 
 

Started 

2017-MH-1 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop an Energy Assurance Plan.  City of Idanha Discontinue 

 
2017-MH-2 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Assess the short and long term needs for sheltering 
access and functional needs populations for all 
hazards. 

Identify an assembly location in 
Idanha and secure a generator for 
this site. 

 
City of Idanha 

 
Not started 

 
2017MH-3 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Establish a strategic plan to utilize community 
resident amenities. 

(Hill brothers) – Kubota Tractor, Skidder 

  
City of Idanha 

 
Discontinued 

2017MH-4 Multi- 
Hazard 

Establish an Idanha CERT team.  City of Idanha Discontinued 

 
2017-MH-5 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a community education program, such as an 
all-hazard community outreach forum for students 
and residents. (From CWPP) 

Support the Fire Dept in 
conducting community outreach 
on hazards. 

 
City of Idanha 

 
Started 

 
 
 

2017-MH-6 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Expand auxiliary radio capabilities by developing a 
team of HAM Radio operators for EMS and 
interested public. 

Improve emergency 
communications through the 
purchase of equipment and the 
development of plans 
(communication, evacuation, 
emergency, etc.) and trainings 
such as ICS/ NIMS. 

 
 
 

City of Idanha 

 
 
 

Not started 

2017-DR-1 Drought Monitor economic impacts of drought on recreation, 
tourism, and agriculture communities. 

Detroit Lake is the primary source 
of tourism in the area. City of Idanha Discontinued 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 
 

2017-DR-2 

Drought Collaborate with NSWC to complete WMCP’s and 
improve community understanding of water usage 
and opportunities to increase efficiencies. 
** 

City sends out a CCR report 
annually that advises on steps to 
conserve water; City uses water 
bills to communicate. 

 
City of Idanha 

 
Ongoing 

 
2017-DR-3 

Drought Conduct leak detection surveys for the water system 
to increase efficiency and prevent further water loss. 
** 

 
City just ordered a leak tester. 

 
City of Idanha 

 
Ongoing 

 
2017-DR-4 

Drought Develop water storage tanks to hold treated water for 
municipal use. 

City has a holding tank and is 
gravity fed. System held up great 
during the fire. 

 
City of Idanha 

 
Complete 

 
2017-MH-7 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Collaborate with local residents and NSWC to 
mitigate risks from the Idanha revetment/floodplain 
project. 

  
City of Idanha 

 
Discontinued 

 
2017-MH-8 

Multi- 
Hazard Conduct a fatigue test on Church St. bridge to ensure 

its structural integrity in case of a hazard event 

ODOT tests this bridge annually 
and it is city owned and a very 
old, important bridge. 

 
City of Idanha 

 
Ongoing 

2017-MH-9 Multi- 
Hazard 

Designate evacuation routes outside of Hwy 22 for 
EMS. 

There is only one route out, east or 
west. City of Idanha Discontinued 

2017-MH-10 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Collaborate with Marion County to connect to a 
more resilient regional water/sewer system. 

There is only one route out, east or 
west. City of Idanha Discontinued 

 
 

2017-MH-11 

Multi- 
Hazard 

 

Gather community support for the installation of 
resilient fiber communication infrastructure 
throughout the community. *** 

Working with N. Santiam Sewer 
Authority to develop a sewer 
system for 
Idanha/Detroit/Gates/Mill  City. 

 
City of Idanha/ N. Santiam 
Sewer Authority 

 
Started 

   Starting in 2021, Idanha has good 
internet via underground cable. City of Idanha Complete 

2017-EQ-1 Earthquake Promote Great Oregon Shakeout Awareness month in 
October. Participate in activities for schools,  
business, and industry. 

   

2017-EQ-2 Earthquake Collaborate with GROW EDC to develop relevant 
public-private partnerships with businesses that can 
contribute to response and recovery. 

   

2017-WF-1 Wildfire Collaborate with USFS, BLM, and ODF to conduct 
fuel hazard reduction along the Wildland Urban 
Interface (WUI) and Hwy. 22 

Firewise activities were underway 
prior to 2020 Wildfires; not 
needed now, as vegetation is just 
coming back. 

 
City of Idanha 

 
Continue 

2017-WF-2 Wildfire Collaborate with ODF and Idanha-Detroit Fire Dist., 
to develop strategic community fuel breaks. * 

 City of Idanha Started 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action Description Coordinating Organization Status 
2017-LS-1 Landslide Integrate new DOGAMI landslide hazard 

information into land use zoning/development codes. 
There is a new DOGAMI study 
underway. No concern in city 

limits, just for lifelines. 

City of Idanha Not Started 

2017-FL-1 Flood Widen the North Santiam River and reassess the dike  City of Idanha Discontinue 
Source: City of Idanha, 3/31/22 

* Identified in Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (Action Plan & Priorities) 

**Identified in North Santiam Watershed Drought Contingency Plan (Priority Drought Mitigation Actions) 

***Identified in Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments Comprehensive Economic Development Study (Appendix C) 
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7 City of Jefferson Addendum 
7.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Jefferson’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (MHMP, HMP). The purpose of this addendum is 
to guide the implementation of mitigation actions by The City of Jefferson to improve the 
resilience of the community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term 
endeavor— one that requires broad internal involvement and community engagement to be 
successful. Finally, please refer to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and 
Volume III (Appendices) of this HMP, which provides additional information (particularly 
regarding participation and mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

7.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including the City of Jefferson, to update 
their addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 
2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the City of Jefferson will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard 
Mitigation Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient 
Infrastructure & Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant 
program, Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance 
(FMA) grant program funds. 
This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 
FY19 Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Jefferson joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on September 24, 2021. On September 30, 2021, 
City of Jefferson’s City Manager and Recorder, Sarah Cook, City of Jefferson’s Utility 
Foreman, Kyle Ward, Marion County Emergency Manager Kathleen Silva, and DLCD 
Planner Tricia Sears conducted a risk assessment meeting with City of Jefferson staff that 
included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on 
April 11, 2022, to develop this addendum. 
City of Jefferson staff attended HMP Steering Committee meetings on September 7, 2021, 
October 5, 2021, and December 7, 2021. The city promoted the HMP survey and outreach 
efforts throughout the plan update, including public posts on the city’s Facebook page on 
January 20, 2022, to distribute the plan update public survey to interested parties in the 
City of Jefferson. 
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7.3 Risk Assessment 

A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 

7.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of City of Jefferson, in terms of geography, environment, 
population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing and 
transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these community 
characteristics can affect how hazards impact communities and how communities choose 
to plan for hazard mitigation. Considering the city specific assets during the planning 
process can assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard mitigation. 

7.4.1 Community Characteristics 
The City of Jefferson is a middle- to low-income community located in the Willamette 
Valley in Marion County, Oregon, commuting distance to Albany and Salem. 
The largest employer in Jefferson is the school district. There is a significant Hispanic, 
non- English speaking population Jefferson, first known as Conser’s Ferry, was 
informally established in 1851. It is situated on the north bank of the Santiam River, one 
mile below the junction of the north and south forks of the river, and nine miles above the 
confluence with the Willamette River. 
When Jacob Conser moved to what is now Jefferson, the only road through the area was 
a wagon trail to Santiam City, a community that would later be washed away during the 
flood of 1861. Conser built his ferry over the Santiam in 1851. Later, he would build a 
sawmill, an education center, and a flour and grist mill all in Jefferson.  Jacob Conser 
went on to become a state legislator and later, a noted Marion County Judge. 
Jacob Conser built the Conser House in 1854 as his home and as a hotel. It was the first 
framed building in Jefferson. Many notables stayed there including General Phil Sheridan 
and Ben Holiday, a noted railroad builder. It later housed Jefferson City Hall as well as 
the Jefferson Public Library and today is listed on the national register of historic 
buildings. 
The Jefferson municipal government was incorporated on October 20, 1870. As of the 
2020 U.S. Census, there are 3,329 people residing in the city (Portland State University, 
Population Research Center, 2021). 
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Figure 7-1, City of Jefferson Zoning Map 
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7.5 Critical and Important Facilities 

City of Jefferson’s critical and important facilities include the following: 
7.5.1 Transportation 

 
Road Owner Notes 
OR 164 ODOT Enters city from the southwest and travels north along the 

western side of the city. 
Railroad Union Pacific Operated by Union Pacific and Amtrak 

 

Railroad: Rail split community in half. Rail incidents can block vehicle transportation 
within the city for hours. Should there be an emergency on the southeast side of town 
during a rail incident, citizens would rely on the City of Scio for response. 

 
Bridge: Hwy Or 164 (Conser Bridge) on the south end of town. ODOT is due to begin 
upgrade or maintenance work on bridge in 2022. A trunk sewer line runs under the 
bridge; there may  also be utilities of concern such as phone lines or fiber optic cable. 

7.5.2 Energy 
Electricity: Pacific Power 
Gasoline and Diesel: The Town Pump is the local gas station. There is no town owned 
fuel  storage. It is town policy to refuel vehicles if <3/4 full. 

7.5.3 Water/ Wastewater 
Water: A new water treatment plant has recently come online. The old plant is still 
operational and was constructed in 1988, Water is drawn from the South Santiam. 
The city has a 1.75-million-gallon reservoir. Assuming winter consumption of 200k- 
300k gal/day, the supply would last 7 days. In the summer at 400k-600k gal/day the 
supply would  last 3 days. All residents use city water although some properties use wells 
for irrigation. 
The water treatment plan can treat 2 million gallons each day. The facility is equipped 
with a diesel-powered backup generator and is fueled on call by Carson Oil. 
Wastewater: The new wastewater treatment plant was completed in 2010. The facility 
has a diesel generator that could run 24/7 for 6-7 days. The system is all gravity fed. 

7.5.4 Emergency Services 
Fire: Jefferson Fire District maintains two stations serving Jefferson and Millersburg. 
Police: Law Enforcement contract with Marion County. 
Public Works: Three staff members operate and maintain the systems (700 N 2nd Street) 
EOC: No location has been identified within the City of Jefferson 

524



City of Jefferson 2023 7-5 | P a g e  

7.5.5 City Hall: 

This facility is equipped with a backup gasoline powered generator but is sufficient only 
to power half the building. The city uses internet-based phones. (150 N. 2nd) 

7.5.6 Schools 
The schools are in unincorporated Marion County. The Middle School is new, and  the 
Elementary School was seismically retrofitted. 

7.5.7 Communication 
Cell service: AT&T and Verizon have cell towers on the hill where water reservoir site is 
located. 

7.5.8 Cultural/Historical Resources 
The city owns the historic Jacob Conser house located at 114 N Main Street (also listed 
as 128 N. 28th Street) 
Events Festivals: The Mint festival ran in July on a Saturday.  It is put on by volunteers 
as Jefferson was at one time the “mint capitol of the world”. The National Night Out: 1st 
Tuesday in August is an event at City Hall and has expanded into the downtown. 

7.5.9 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 
Jefferson has a significant non-English speaking population. 

7.5.10 Community Facilities 
Jefferson Community Center is a privately owned center. They coordinate some events; 
have a kitchen, restrooms, and a large multipurpose room. 
An Elementary School that includes a gym is in Jefferson. 

See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 
7.6 Plans and Policies 

Table 7-1, Plans and Policies of the City of Jefferson 
 

Document Name 
with Hyperlink if the document is available online 

Year 

Comprehensive Plan Most recently amended 7/2022 Transportation System Plan 2022 
Strategic Plan 2018, updated in 2021 
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7.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 7.2, City of Jefferson hazard profile 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Jefferson 3,280 1,243 2 389,441,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 5 0.1% 2 0 8,000 0.0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
2 

 
0.1% 

 
12 

 
0 

 
3,211,000 0.8% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
62 

 
1.9% 

 
25 

 
0 

 
8,146,000 

 
2.1% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

 
15 

 
0.5% 

 
4 

 
0 

 
1,626,000 

 
0.4% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Jefferson Elementary 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 
Jefferson Fire Dist. Main Station 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Source: DOGAMI (2022) 
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7.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief description 
is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first updated the 
description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the Hazard 
Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community using a 
calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning. This 
assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of hazards 
identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event, 
2. Magnitude of event, 
3. Expected warning time before event, and 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 
The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 

 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk from 
hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; major loss 
or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, EOC and 
shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical impacts 
to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to essential 
facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 

 

 
 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below 

527



City of Jefferson 2023 7-8 | P a g e  

Table 7-2, City of Jefferson Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary City of Jefferson Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   
Earthquake 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Flood* 2 1 3 4 2.4 Moderate 
Extreme Weather - 
High Temperature 2 1 2 3 2.0 Moderate 

Severe 
Weather/Storm 2 1 2 3 2.0 Moderate 

Wildland Interface 
Fire 2 1 2 3 2.0 Moderate 

Tornado** 1 3 2 1 1.6 Low 
Volcanic Eruption 1 1 2 3 1.5 Low 
Avalanche*** 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 
Drought 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 
Landslide 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and City of Jefferson staff on 
September 30, 2021. *Including dam failures; **Split out of Severe Weather in 2021; ***New in 2021 
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Table 7-3, City of Jefferson Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Jefferson Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   
Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

 
2 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
3.1 

 
High 

Chemical, 
Biological, 
Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive 
(CBRNE) 

 
 

2 

 
 

4 

 
 

2 

 
 

4 

 
 

2.5 

 
 

Moderate 

Cyberterrorism 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 
Fire - Residential / 
commercial (Arson) 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 

Hazardous Materials 
Release - 
Transportation 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
Moderate 

Public Health 3 1 2 4 2.5 Moderate 
Hazardous Materials 
- Non-Transportation 2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Agricultural 
Terrorism 2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 

Source: Marion County Emergency Management and City of Jefferson staff on September 30, 2021. 
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7.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Jefferson. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
natural hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section identifies 
vulnerabilities specific to the City of Jefferson, recent localized hazard events and impacts,  
and illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

7.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: None during the effective period of the prior plan. 
Vulnerability: Low. The location of Jefferson does not include mountainous areas. 

7.9.2 Drought 
 

 

Events: Due to a cool, wet climate, past and present weather conditions have generally 
spared Marion County communities from the effects of drought; however, Marion County 
was included in Presidential Drought Declarations in 1992 and 2015. 
Vulnerability: Low. The city utilizes surface water from the North Santiam as it’s drinking 
water source. The draught location is after the confluence with the S. Santiam and the city’s 
water rights are old providing access to this source above younger water right holders. The 
city can draw around 2 million gallons from the river. Additional, drought-related 
community impacts are described within the county’s Drought Hazard Annex. 

7.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.6, Risk Level: High 
Events: The 1993 Scott Mills quake caused $28 million in damages to cities throughout 
Marion County. No damaging earthquake events have occurred during the five-year 
effective period of the prior plan update. 
Vulnerability: Turner is about one mile from several active faults: a string of faults run to 
both the north and south of Turner. 
Jefferson’s probability for an earthquake event is “likely” and vulnerability to an earthquake 
event is “catastrophic”. The assessment of risk did not differentiate between Cascadia 
Subduction Zone and crustal events as mitigation does not differ substantially. 
Earthquake-induced damages are difficult to predict, and depend on the size, type, and 
location of the earthquake, as well as site-specific building and soil characteristics. Presently, 
it is not possible to accurately forecast the location or size of earthquakes, but it is possible 
to predict the behavior of soil at any site. In many major earthquakes, damages have 
primarily been caused by the behavior of the soil. Figure 7-2 shows that ground shaking in 
Jefferson for both crustal and subduction earthquakes are expected to be very strong, with 
some nearby areas experiencing severe shaking. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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The Jefferson steering committee identified earthquake damage to homes and the 
historic bridge that is important to evacuation routes as primary concerns. 
Transportation isolation due to bridge failure could have a significant impact on the 
city. The City’s priority actions  reflect these concerns. 

7.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 2.0, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: June 26-28, 2021, and August 11-12, 2021, saw temperatures over 100 degrees in 
Jefferson. 
Vulnerability: The city identified and stood up cooling centers and made water available 
during that recent event. 

7.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: On December 20-21, 2020, a series of strong Pacific fronts moved across the region 
bringing high winds to the coast with heavy rain across much of the area. The gage on the 
Santiam River at Jefferson (JFFO3) crested at 15.3 feet. Flood stage is 15.0 feet. No damage 
was reported. 
On April 8-9, 2019, a particularly strong atmospheric river took aim for the south 
Willamette Valley, sitting over areas south of Salem for two days, producing anywhere from 
2.5 to 5 inches of rain over a 48-hour period. The Santiam River at Jefferson crested at 15.8 
feet around 11 PM on April 8th, which is 0.8 foot above flood stage. 
Vulnerability: High. The city ranked the magnitude of a flood event as “critical” with the 
duration lasting more than a week. The location of the city adjacent to the North Santiam 
poses flood risk as shown in the FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area map. 
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Figure 7-2, FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area map for Jefferson 
 

 
 
 
 
7.9.6 Landslide 

CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Jefferson has a relatively flat topography, therefore the probability for 
landslide is unlikely and their vulnerability to landslides is limited. 
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7.9.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 2.0, Risk Level: Moderate 
Windstorm 
Because windstorms typically occur during winter months, they are sometimes 
accompanied by ice, freezing rain, flooding, and very rarely, snow. 
Winter Storm (Snow/Ice) 
Severe winter storms can consist of rain, freezing rain, ice, snow, cold temperatures, and 
wind. They originate from troughs of low pressure offshore that ride along the jet stream 
during fall, winter, and early spring months. Severe winter storms affecting the city typically 
originate in the Gulf of Alaska or in the central Pacific Ocean. These storms are most 
common from November through March. 
Major winter storms can and have occurred in Jefferson, and while they typically do not 
cause significant damage, they are frequent and have the potential to impact economic 
activity. The most recent winter storms (December 2016 through January 2017 and 
February 2021) included snow and freezing rain and ice, transportation and power 
interruptions, loss of all internet service, loss of all cellular phone service and government 
office and school closures. 
Vulnerability: Jefferson City representatives ranked the city’s probability for Severe 
Weather as “possible” and vulnerability to windstorm as “critical”. 

7.9.8 Tornado 
 

 

Events: None during the effective period of the prior plan update. 
Vulnerability: Risk of damage to buildings, power outages, and road closures. 

7.9.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 2.0, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Jefferson is surrounded on all sides by open farmland, forests, or waterways. 
Although Jefferson has some forested areas within the city limits the impact of the 2020 
wildfires was predominantly smoke. 
Vulnerability: The county updated the Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) in 
2016 and portions of Jefferson are listed as having wildland urban interface (WUI). Areas 
of concern are north of the city. The community is aware of and concerned about creating 
and maintaining defensible space. 

7.9.10 Volcano 
 

 
 

Events: n/a 

Vulnerability: Ashfall only 

CPRI = 1.5, Risk Level: Low 

CPRI = 1.6, Risk Level: Low 
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7.10  Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and Jurisdiction Addendum update 
process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and Jurisdiction 
developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized and then reviewed 
internally by staff and city council during the spring of 2022. 

 
7.10.1  City of Jefferson Mitigation Action Tables 

The following pages includes the city’s initial Priority Action Items (Table 7.4) 
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Table 7-4, City of Jefferson Priority Action Items 
 

# Hazard Mitigation Action Priority Timeline Cost Description Status 
 
 
 
 
 

2022-MH-1 

 
 
 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Public education on preparations to be 
able to shelter in place. 

 
 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 
 
 
 

TBD 

Because the city does not have 
control over repairs to the bridges 
that link the city with the outside, 
public information about how to be 
prepared for sheltering in place is an 
action the city can take to reduce 
risk to its citizens. 

 
Methods for doing this might include 
developing flyers to include in water 
bill, Facebook posts, and Nixle 
notification. 

 
 
 
 
 

Not 
Started 

 
 
 

2022-MH-2 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Public outreach to encourage sign up for 
Nixle notifications 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 
 

TBD 

Nixle is an efficient way to 
communicate with the residents of the 
city. Citizens do have to opt in to the 
system and this effort would seek to 
increase the ability of the city to 
communicate with its citizens during 
an emergency. 

 
 

Not 
Started 

 
 
 
 

2022-MH-3 

 
 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop an agreement with the 
Elementary School District or 
Community Center (private) to allow 
the city to use the facilities for respite or 
shelter. 

 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 
 
 

TBD 

The community center opened up to 
the public to provide respite from 
recent high heat events when asked by 
the city. The elementary school may 
also be a location for sheltering or 
respite. No formal agreement is in 
place currently and preparations or 
equipment needed to provide respite 
or shelter could be included in this 
agreement. 

 
 
 
 

Not 
Started 

Source: City of Jurisdiction HMP Steering Committee, April 11, 2022 
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8 City of Keizer Addendum 
8.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Keizer’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (MHMP, HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to 
guide the implementation of mitigation actions by the City of Keizer to improve the resilience 
of the community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor— one that 
requires broad internal involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, 
please refer to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III 
(Appendices) of this HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding 
participation and mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

8.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022 Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development and the Oregon Department of Emergency Management 
(OEM), and Marion County cities, including Keizer, to update their addendum to the Marion 
County HMP, which expired August 16, 2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having it 
approved by FEMA, the City of Keizer will regain eligibility for FEMA Hazard Mitigation, 
Pre- Disaster Mitigation, and Flood Mitigation Assistance grant program funds. This project 
is funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Keizer joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an intergovernmental 
agreement with DLCD in December 7, 2021. On September 27, 2021, City of Keizer Project 
Manager Matt Reyes, Marion County Emergency Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, 
Marion County Emergency Manager Kathleen Silva and DLCD Planner Tricia Sears 
conducted  a risk assessment meeting with the Jurisdiction that included a Hazard 
Vulnerability Assessment ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on April 8, 2022, to 
update this addendum. 
City of Keizer staff attended HMP Steering Committee meetings on August 3, 2021, 
September 7, 2021, and May 4, 2022, and promoted the HMP survey and outreach efforts 
throughout the plan update, including public posts on the Keizer Fire District Facebook page 
to distribute the plan update public survey to interested parties in the Jurisdiction service area. 
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8.3 Risk Assessment 
 

A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards.”1 This section of the HMP addendum 
can serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 

8.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets. For additional information on the 
characteristics of the City of Keizer, in terms of geography, environment, population, 
demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing and transportation see 
Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these community characteristics can 
affect how natural hazards impact communities and how communities choose to plan for 
natural hazard mitigation. Considering the city specific assets during the planning process 
can assist in identifying appropriate measures for natural hazard mitigation. 

8.4.1 Community Characteristics 
 

The City of Keizer is in Marion County, Oregon, immediately north of the City of 
Salem. The city is bordered to the west by the Willamette River and to the east by 
Highway 99 and Interstate 5. Keizer is in Oregon’s Willamette Valley, which 
experiences a moderate climate. In August, the average high temperature is 82 degrees, 
and the average low temperature is 51 degrees. Wintertime temperatures in January 
range from an average high of 46 degrees to an average low of 33 degrees. The average 
annual precipitation is 39.9 inches. In addition to the Willamette River, other bodies of 
water that run through the city include Stats Lake, Claggett Creek, and Labish Ditch. 
Keizer is located on a relatively flat area, with a few steep slopes bordering the 
Willamette River. 

The 2020 US Census lists Keizer’s population at 39,376 people, a nearly 6.5% increase 
from the 2015 population of 36,985. For more demographic information, refer to 
Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile 

Historically, Keizer was an agricultural community, but in the 1960s and 70s, the city 
grew rapidly into a residential suburb of Salem along North River Road. Today, 
Keizer’s primary employment sectors are service, retail, and public administration. The 
median household income  in Keizer is $50, 897. For more economic information, 
Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile 
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Figure 8-1, Zoning Map of the City of Keizer 
 

 
Source: City of Keizer website, 
https://www.keizer.org/media/Departments/Planning%20Department/Maps/Zoning%20map%20base%20-%20Feb%202021.pdf 
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8.5 Critical and Important Facilities  
Critical and important facilities include: 

8.5.1 Transportation 
Facilities: 

Bridges and Culverts: 
Three bridges over Claggett Creek: Chemawa, Dearborn, and Alder.  2022 participants 
in the HVA assessment reported that in the past 10 years Dearborn and Chemawa 
bridges have been redone.  If damaged, evacuation of the eastern half of the community 
would be disrupted. 
Alder Bridge is one of only two access points to Claggett Creek Middle School and 
Weddle Elementary School. 
Alder Bridge has water and communications. 
Bridge over Labish Ditch at 35th (Owned by Marion County).  If damaged, access to 
areas north of Keizer would be limited. 
Keizer has two concrete box culverts located on River Rd. at Lockhaven Drive and at 
Wheatland Road. If they become non-functional, parts of town would be cut off. 
Major roads: I-5, the Salem Parkway, River Rd., and Lockhaven Drive. 
Keizer Transit Center: 5860 Keizer Station Blvd. 

Flooding Concerns: 
Since the 1996 100-year event flooding has been mitigated with the river wall tide flex 
value Willamette River USACE-Dam. 
Stormwater Concerns: 
The system is built well so that the city doesn’t commonly have high water events. Rainfall 
of 1”/hour receded quickly in places such as the Winco parking lot at Lockhaven Dr. N and 
River Rd. N. Nonetheless mitigation of flooding through removal of sediment build up 
could be considered. 
Multiple Hazard Concerns: 
While not within Keizer, earthquake damage to Detroit, Parkersville, and Lookout Point 
Dams could have significant impacts in Keizer, such as widespread flooding or road 
blockage. 
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8.5.2 Energy 
Electricity suppliers: Salem Electric and Portland General Electric. 
Fuel storage capacity for diesel and unleaded to run generators at critical facilities is a 
concern for the city. Pump stations should be upgraded, and fuel station capacity 
increased to store diesel and unleaded to supply generators. 
The Fire Station has diesel fuel supply for backup power for 3 days. Generators are in 
place at City Hall and the Police Department, and they have been used. 
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) – Chemawa Substation 
Chemawa Station has a site fuel capacity issue and needs a generator (Tepper Lane NE) 

8.5.3 Water 
Drinking Water: 
Drinking water exclusively from groundwater sources that come from the Troutdale 
Aquifer, pumped through 14 or 15 wells. 
Three water storage facilities with a storage capacity of 2.75 million gallons. Note: 
Currently built to withstand earthquakes, however the water distribution system may not 
withstand a significant earthquake. 
An emergency water agreement and curtailment plan with the City of Salem are in place. 
Note: Chemical spills could potentially contaminate drinking water. 
Wastewater: 
Willow Lake Wastewater Treatment Facility (5915 Windsor Island Rd. N) Note: The 
Willow Lake Wastewater Treatment Facility and main sewer lines are vulnerable to 
earthquakes and could potentially contaminate groundwater aquifers. The sewage 
system infrastructure was built in the 1960s and has not been updated. There is no. 
Keizer cut off due to concrete box culverts at River Road, Lock Haven, Manziella, 
Chemawa, Claggett Creek. Note: The Keizer Public Works building was built prior to 
earthquake standards. 

8.5.4 Communication 
Most towers are at one location, the Qwest hub in the downtown area: several cell phone 
towers. One tower located in Bear Park is leased out. PGE Keizer Station used for 
weather events. Fire upgrade 800 MHz fiber down to WVCC communications. Cell 
towers and internet- threshold reached. City Hall (the Civic Center) has a  
communication tower – includes a cell carrier and the police radio. This tower has a 
diesel-fueled generator. 
Note: City of Salem is currently mapping communication system locations. 
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8.5.5 Emergency Services 
Fire 
Keizer Fire District, 661 Chemawa Rd. NE 
Marion County Fire District 1, (300 Cordon Rd. NE) – serves the northern part of 
Keizer, starting at Centennial. 
Police 
Keizer Police Department, 930 Chemawa Rd NE co-located with Keizer Civic Center, 
City Hall, Human Resources, Community Center, and Public Works. 
Medical 
Legacy Keizer Health Center (5685 Inland Shores Way N). 

8.5.6 Cultural / Historical Resources 
Keizer Heritage Community Center houses the Chamber of Commerce, the library, and 
the Keizer Museum. 

Note: older buildings may be vulnerable to earthquakes. 

8.5.7 Vulnerable Populations – Functional and Access Needs 
Assisted living facilities: 
Brookdale River Road (592 Bever Drive NE) 
Avamere Court at Keizer (5210 River Road N) 
Avamere – memory care (Claggett Ct). 

The Village at Keizer Ridge (1165 Mcgee Court NE) 
Willamette Lutheran Retirement (7693 Wheatland Road N) 

Sweet Bye N Bye Adult Foster Care Home (4072 Brooks Ave. NE) 
Sherwood Park Nursing & Rehabilitation Center (4062 Arleta Ave. NE) 
Bonaventure Senior Living Facility (1615 Brush College Rd. NW)  
Schools: 

Keizer has 10 public schools, for a complete list of schools, visit the following link:  
https://salkeiz.k12.or.us/ 

Simonka Place (5119 River Rd. N) – women’s shelter 
Large Spanish speaking population – might be language barriers. 
See hazard sections below and Section 2, Risk Assessment, for potential hazard 
vulnerabilities to these facilities. 
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8.6 Plans and Policies 
Table 8-1, Plans and Policies of the City of Keizer 

 

Document Name 
with Hyperlink if the document is available online 

Year 

Emergency Operations Plan  
Comprehensive Plan 1/19/1987, most 

recently updated 
12/2021 

Transportation System Plan 4/2009, revised 
6/2014 

Keizer Growth Transportation Impacts Study 10/2020 
Salem-Keizer metropolitan area Regional Economic Opportunity Analysis 2012 
to 2032 5/2011 

Keizer Revitalization Plan 11/18/2019 
Housing Needs Analysis 2019 
Keizer Vision 2029 2009 
Keizer Development Code Most recently 

revised 
11/17/2021 

Stormwater Master Plan  

Public Works Strategic Plan August 2006 
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8.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 8-2, City of Keizer Hazard Profile 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Keizer 38,585 16,380 15 5,592,798,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 704 1.8% 336 0 26,571,000 0.5% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
2,479 

 
6.4% 

 
3,994 

 
5 

 
722,048,109 13% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

142 0.4% 62 0 18,852,000 0.3% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

17 0.0% 6 0 2,190,893 0.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 

Critical Facilities by 
Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Centennial School  X     
Claggett Creek Middle School       
Clear Lake Elementary       
Forest Ridge Elementary  X     
Gubser Elementary       
Keizer Elementary  X     
Keizer Fire District  X     
Keizer Police Department  X     
Kennedy Elementary School       
MCFD 1- Clearlake Station       
McNary High School       
Urgent Care inland Shores       
Weddle Elementary School       
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Whitaker Middle School       
Source: Multi-hazard Risk Report, DOGAMI, Williams, 2022 

8.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief description 
is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first updated the 
description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the Hazard 
Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community using a 
calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning.2 This 
assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of natural 
hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event 
2. Magnitude of event 
3. Expected warning time before event. 
4. Expected duration of event 

 

 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk from 
hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; major loss 
or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, EOC and 
shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical impacts 
to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to essential 
facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 

 

 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 8-3, City of Keizer Hazard Vulnerability Assessment - Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Keizer Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Natural 
Hazard 

Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 
Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   
Wildland 
Interface Fire 

4 4 3 4 3.7 High 

Earthquake 3 4 3 4 3.3 High 
Extreme 
Weather - 
High 
Temperature 

3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Flood 
(including dam 
failure) 

3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Severe 
Weather/Storm 

3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Tornado (split 
out of Severe 
Weather in 
2021) 

2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Landslide 2 2 2 3 2.1 Moderate 
Drought 2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 
Volcanic 
Eruption 

2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 

Avalanche 
(new in 2021) 

1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by City of Keizer on September 27, 2021. 
*Includes dam failures; **Split out of Severe Weather; ***New in 2021 
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Table 8-4, City of Keizer Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other HazardsHazard Profile 
Summary for the City of Keizer Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 
Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Cyberterrorism 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Public Health 4 1 3 4 3.3 High 
Hazardous 
Materials - Non- 
Transportation 

3 4 3 3 3.2 High 

Chemical, 
Biological, 
Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Unauthorized 
Entry 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Hazardous 
Materials Release - 
Transportation 

2.5 4 3 3 2.9 Moderate 

Fire - Residential / 
Commercial 
(Arson) 

3 4 2 3 2.9 Moderate 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

2 4 3 3 2.7 Moderate 

Agricultural 
Terrorism 

2 1 4 4 2.7 Moderate 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by City of Keizer on September 27, 2021. 
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8.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Keizer. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
natural hazards, as  well as the location and extent of potential events. This section 
identifies vulnerabilities specific to  the City of Keizer and illustrates the basis for the City 
of Keizer’s HVA scores. 
Recent localized natural hazard events are detailed below for the City of Keizer. 
Otherwise,  previous occurrences are well-documented within the county’s plan, and unless 
otherwise specified  impacts described by the county would generally be the same for the 
City of Keizer as well. 

8.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: None during the effective period of this plan. 
Vulnerability: None. The City of Keizer is not subject to avalanche. 

8.9.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events:  Marion County experienced D2 and D3 drought conditions during periods of 
2018, 2019, 2020 and 2021.3 

Vulnerability: Because the City of Keizer’s water supply is primarily subsurface, the 
city’s vulnerability is moderate. Due to a cool, wet climate, past and present weather 
conditions have  generally spared Marion County communities from the effects of 
drought. Governor Kate Brown declared a drought emergency for all of Marion County 
in September 2015. 
Keizer’s primary water supply comes from the Troutdale Aquifer. Raw water is treated 
for consumption at the Willow Lake Water Treatment Facility. The City has three (3) 
storage reservoirs  with storage capacity for 2.75 million gallons of treated water. In 
addition, Keizer maintains an  emergency water agreement with the City of Salem. 
Plan Integration: Keizer reviewed and updated Keizer’s water management plan during 
the previous update period to include new information and revisit emergency water 
agreements with  the City of Salem. Keizer adopted the revised agreements and ordinance 
language in 2016. The ordinance includes a water curtailment plan. 

8.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.3, Risk Level: High 
Events: Five earthquakes ranging between, 1.5 and 1.7 and one registering 3.0 occurred 
northwest  of Keizer during the effective period of the prior plan (Figure 8-2) 
Vulnerability: There are no locally active faults within the Keizer City Limits. Active 
faults do exist within five miles to the west and south. The 1993 Scott Mills quake 
caused $28 million in damage  to cities throughout Marion County. Generally, an event 
that affects the county is likely to affect Keizer as well. Previous occurrences are well- 

 
 

 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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documented within the county’s plan, and the community impacts described by the 
county would generally be the same for Keizer as well. 

The City of Keizer’s probability for a Crustal Earthquake event is “possible” and that the 
city’s vulnerability to a Crustal Earthquake event is “limited”. The county steering 
committee determined that the probability for a CSZ Earthquake event is “highly likely” 
and that the vulnerability to a Cascadia Earthquake event is “catastrophic”. This hazard 
was not rated as distinct CSZ and crustal events in the previous HMP. 
In many major earthquakes, damage has primarily been caused by the behavior of the soil. 
Figure 8-3 shows that ground shaking in Keizer for both crustal and subduction 
earthquakes are expected to be very strong to severe. 

 
Figure 8-2, Keizer Earthquake Hazard Map 

 

 
Source: DOGAMI Multi-Hazard Risk Report, 2022 

The representatives from Keizer and the Keizer Fire District identified vulnerabilities 
related to the earthquake hazard. 
➢ The 2016 steering committee members suggested conducting analysis of the city’s 

16 wells and how they will be impacted by earthquake. 
➢ Another concern identified is the potential impact to Claggett Creek from sanitary 

sewer infrastructure impacts. Broken wastewater infrastructure could result in 
contamination. 
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➢ The 2016 steering committee members and the 2022 city representatives also noted 
that if culverts on River Road collapsed, significant portions of the city could be 
cut off from vehicle access. 

In 2022, the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) conducted a 
multi-hazard risk report for critical facilities including public school buildings, acute 
inpatient care facilities, fire  stations, police stations, sheriffs’ offices, and other law 
enforcement agency buildings. The DOGAMI analysis used a deterministic scenario 
method along with a User Defined Facility (UDF) database containing attributes for 
each building (such as building seismic codes) so that loss estimates could be 
calculated on a building-by-building basis. Within the City of Keizer, the following 
critical facilities are predicted at >50% probability to experience a moderate or 
complete damage in a Mw 6.8 earthquake: 
➢ Centennial School 
➢ Cummings Elementary School 
➢ Keizer Elementary School 
➢ Keizer Fire District 
➢ Keizer Police Department 

Keizer participates in the Great Oregon Shakeout each year and posts “Living on 
Shaky Ground”  education documents at city hall. In addition, the City’s Community 
Emergency Response Team is actively engaged in the promotion of earthquake safety 
and community outreach actions. The city  eliminated two actions from the previous 
HMP related to earthquake preparation due to these ongoing efforts. 

8.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 

 
Events: 

8/9 through 8/12/2021 Excessive heat; Hot weather began to develop August 9, 
peaking August 11-12, but temperatures continued above normal into the weekend. 
Peak afternoon temperatures of 100 to 105 degrees drove people to seek relief in or 
near bodies of water. Heat caused slowdowns on public transportation systems and 
some businesses did close due to the heat. Cooling shelters were opened in several 
counties. 

7/29/2021 Heat; on July 29th, the high temperature at the Salem Airport reached 99 
degrees Fahrenheit. Temperatures in the area peaked in the mid and upper 90s. 

6/26/2021 Excessive Heat; temperatures across the area warmed into the 100s to mid- 
110s over a three-day period. Record breaking temperatures up to 117 degrees were 
recorded in Salem, OR. A total of 18 heat related deaths were reported, including two 
middle aged men who drowned in the Willamette River on Saturday, June 26. 

8/14 through 8/17/2020 Heat; high pressure over the region led to a stretch of hot 
days from August 14 through August 17. Hot temperatures resulted in many people 
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seeking locations to  cool off in local rivers, which lead to two drownings as well as 
multiple people going to local hospitals for treatment of typical heat-related medical 
symptoms. 

7/12 through7/18/2018 Heat; high pressure over the region led to a stretch of hot day 
July 12 through July 17th. Hot temperatures led people to cool off in local rivers. 
There were two drownings recorded on July 16 and July 18. 

8/1/2017 Excessive Heat; the record-breaking heat led people to seek relief at local 
rivers. One child drowned (indirectly) while swimming in the Willamette River 
near the Wallace Marine Park. 
Vulnerability: NA 

8.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 

Events: NA 

Vulnerability: The city’s probability for riverine flood is likely and their vulnerability to 
flood is  critical. Committee members noted that ongoing FEMA flood map updates may 
increase the base flood elevation by roughly three feet. This is primarily related to an 
existing earthen dike and flood  wall constructed along the Willamette River after the 
1996 flood event. If the flood elevation increases, the wall will no longer be certifiable. 
Any breaching of the dike or wall would result in the  inundation of the western half of 
Keizer. 

Some minor flooding does occur on Claggett Creek. However, the flooding is generally 
isolated. A related mitigation success is the ongoing retrofit and upgrade of Dearborn 
Bridge over Claggett  Creek. 

Portions of Keizer have areas of flood plains (special flood hazard areas). These include 
areas along Mary’s River (see Figure 3). Furthermore, other portions of Keizer, outside 
of the mapped floodplains, are also subject to significant, repetitive flooding from local 
storm water drainage. 
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Figure 8-3, City of Keizer Special Flood Hazard Area (FEMA flood map) 
 

 
Source: DOGAMI Multi-Hazard Risk Report, 2022 

 

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
The NFIP has two types of loss classifications, Repetitive Loss (RL) Property and Severe 
Repetitive Loss (SRL) Property. RL, property is any insurable building for which two or 
more claims of more than $1,000 were paid by the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) within any rolling ten-year period, since 1978. A RL property may or may not be 
currently insured by the NFIP. SRL, property is a single family property (consisting of 1 to 
4 residences) that is covered under flood insurance by the NFIP and has incurred flood- 
related damage for which 4 or more separate claims payments have been paid under flood 
insurance coverage, with the amount of each claim payment exceeding $5,000 and with 
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cumulative amount of such claims payments exceeding $20,000; or for which at least 2 
separate claims payments have been made with the cumulative amount of such claims 
exceeding the reported value of the property. 
FEMA modernized the Keizer Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) in January of 2000. The 
table below shows that as of June 2022, Keizer has 315 National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) policies in force. Of those, 151 are for properties that were developed before the 
development of the initial FIRM. The last Community Assistance Visit (CAV) for Keizer 
was on March 4, 2020. Keizer is not a member of the Community Rating System (CRS). 
The table shows that most flood insurance policies are for residential structures, primarily 
single-family homes. There have been 32 paid flood claims in Keizer totaling $428,779. 

 
The Community Repetitive Loss record for Keizer identifies 2 Repetitive Loss Properties4 

and no  Severe Repetitive Loss Properties5. Notably, following flooding in 1996/1997, 
Keizer successfully  used FEMA HMGP funds to relocate several homes out of the 
floodplain. 

 
Table 8-5, Flood Insurance Detail 

 
Jurisdiction Effective Initial Total Pre- Polices by Building Type Minus Rated 

 FIRM FIRM Policie FIR  Policies A 
and FIS Date s M 

Policies 
Single 
Famil 
y 

2 to 4 
Famil 
y 

Other 
Residential 

Non- 
residential 

Zone 

Marion 
County 

  240 128 212 1 4 23 7 

City of Keizer 1/19/2000 8/15/1979 316 151 287 7 7 15 6 

 
Jurisdiction Total 

Insurance in 
Force 

Total 
Paid 
Losse 
s 

Pre- 
FIR 
M 
Claim 
s Paid 

Substantial 
Damage 
Claims 

Total 
Losses 
Paid 

Repetitive 
Loss 
Buildings 

Severe 
Repetitive 
Loss 

CRS 
Rating 

Last 
Community 
Assistance 

Marion 
County 

$66,156,800 101 76 6 $1,218,648 20  6 7/28/2021 

City 
of 
Keize 

$101,581,800 32 20 1 $428,779 2   3/4/2020 

Source: Information compiled by Department of Land Conservation and Development, June 2022. 
 

Please review the Risk Assessment (Volume 1, Section 2) for additional information on this 
hazard. 
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8.9.6 Landslide 

CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None 
Vulnerability: The City of Keizer has a relatively flat topography, however some areas of 
Keizer have hills, which could result in a landslide event. Figure 8-5, highlights the area 
of vulnerability. 
Figure 8-4, Landslide Susceptibility Exposure 

 

 
Source: Oregon HazVu: Statewide Geohazards Viewer (DOGAMI) 

 
8.9.7 Severe Weather 

CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
 

Windstorm 

Events: 

12/11/2021; High Wind; a strong Pacific front caused high winds along the coast and 
coast  range, as well as strong winds through the Willamette Valley. Several reports 
of downed trees and  branches as well as power outages for thousands of customers. 

 
 

11/4/2021; Strong Wind; deep low-pressure system and associated front moved 
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ashore brought high wind to the coast and windy conditions to the Willamette 
Valley. 

1/12/2021; Strong Wind; a series of slow-moving fronts brought periods of heavy 
rain along  with strong winds. 

1/5/2019; Strong Wind; the Salem Airport ASOS recorded wind gusts up to 54 mph. 

12/8/2018; Strong Wind; a strong low-pressure system over the Gulf of Alaska 
brought a strong  cold front through.  This generated strong winds across northwest 
Oregon. Reports of trees downed near McMinnville and a section of fence 3 miles 
WNW of Salem blown over. 

4/7/2017; High Wind, Salem Airport recorded wind gusts up to 60 mph. There were 
reports of downed trees and power outages around Salem and Keizer. 
Vulnerability: Significant wind events occur in Keizer each year. Damaging wind 
events are only slightly less common; once or twice per year the city will experience a 
windstorm event that will interrupt services, experience downed trees, and cause 
power outages. 

Because windstorms typically occur during winter months, they are sometimes 
accompanied by ice, freezing rain, flooding, and very rarely, snow. 

Winter Storm (Snow/ Ice) 

Events: 

12/25/2021; Heavy Snow showers increased the night of the 25th, continuing through 
the 26th, resulting in significant travel issues for the holiday weekend. Around 4 to 8 
inches of snowfall were reported. 

2/11 to 2/13/2021; Ice Storm, this was a crippling ice storm for the Salem metro area 
where generally amounts of 0.5 to 1.25 inches of ice were reported, and many were 
without power for days. 

1/26/2021; Winter Weather, light snow fell during the day as a front moved through 
the area. General amounts were 1 to 2 inches with local snow amounts of 3 inches. 
The snow ended in the evening. 

3/5 to 3/6/2017; Heavy Snow, reports of 3.5 to 4 inches near Dallas/Falls City and 6 
inches in McMinnville. 

1/10 to 1/11/2017; Heavy Snow, 1 to 2 inches reported in the Salem area. 

1/7 to 1/8/2017; Winter Storm with 1-2 inches of snow/sleet and 0.25 inches of freezing 
rain. 

Vulnerability: Severe winter storms can consist of rain, freezing rain, ice, snow, cold 
temperatures,  and wind. They originate from troughs of low pressure offshore that 
ride along the jet stream during fall, winter, and early spring months. Severe winter 
storms affecting the city typically originate in the Gulf of Alaska or in the central 
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Pacific Ocean. These storms are most common from  November through March. 

Major winter storms can and have occurred in the Keizer area, and while they typically 
do not cause  significant damage, they are frequent and have the potential to impact 
economic activity. The February 2021 ice storm was the most significant severe 
weather event in the recent past. The key impacts included widespread tree damage 
and power outages, and approximately 110,000 customers without power in Salem. 
Multiple road closures as well including Highway 99. 

8.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None identified during the effective period of the prior plan. 

Vulnerability: Not reported 
 
8.9.9 Wildfire 

CPRI = 3.7, Risk Level: High 
Events: There were no wildfires within the City of Keizer during the effective period of the 
prior plan. The wildfires that occurred in the foothills of the Cascades during September 
2020 did impact the city with smoke. 
Vulnerability: Keizer is located on the far western side of Marion County, surrounded  by 
open farmland, waterways, or urban development. There are no forests within the city 
limits, and the closest forested area is Keizer Rapids Park, located half a mile west of the 
city. Due to its  location, Keizer faces minimal risk of experiencing wildfires. There is no 
history of wildfire events in  Keizer. 
The County updated the Community Wildfire Protection Plan in 2016 and Keizer is not 
listed as a “Community at Risk.” 

8.9.10 Volcano 
CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: No events in the City of Keizer during the effective period of the prior plan. 
Vulnerability:  Keizer is very unlikely to experience anything more than volcanic ash 
during a volcanic event. When Mt. Saint Helens erupted in 1980, the city was not 
impacted. 
Please review the Risk Assessment (Volume I, Section 2) for additional information on 
these hazards. 
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8.10 Mitigation Strategy 

The 2022 mitigation actions were categorized as Priority Actions or actions listed in the 
Action Item Pool. 

8.10.1 City of Keizer Mitigation Actions 
The city listed a set of high priority actions to focus attention on an achievable set of high 
leverage activities over the next five years. The City’s priority actions are listed in Table 
on the following pages. 

8.10.2 Action Item Pool 
Table 8.6 on the following pages presents a pool of mitigation actions. This expanded list 
of actions is available for local consideration as resources, capacity, technical expertise 
and/or political  will become available. 
During the 2022 Marion County and Keizer update process, the City of Keizer NHMP 
Steering  Committee member, Matt Reyes, worked with the DLCD Natural Hazards 
Planner to discuss the  city’s Mitigation Strategy. Reyes also conveyed the updates 
provided to the County Emergency  Services Coordinator in 2021. 
These are included as the 2022 updates and changes in the City of Keizer Mitigation 
Strategy. 
The proposed updates to the mitigation actions were then re-reviewed by the steering 
committee  to finalize. Keizer reviewed a list of priority actions and other actions that were 
not prioritized. These mitigation actions may be considered during the annual plan 
maintenance meeting. 
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Table 8-6, City of Keizer Mitigation Action Items 

 
# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

Priority Actions 

 
2022-P-1 

 
Earthquake 

Work with Cities of Salem and Turner to 
perform seismic evaluation of wastewater 
transmission infrastructure and impact on 
drinking water supply. 

 
H 

 
1-2 Years 

 
TBD 

 
City of Keizer Public Works 

 
Not 

Started 

2022-P-2 Earthquake Conduct seismic evaluation of Keizer's 
drinking water well field. H 3-5 Years TBD City of Keizer Public Works Not 

Started 
 

2022-P-3 
 

Earthquake 
Conduct seismic evaluation of Chemawa, 
Dearborn, and Alder Street bridges over 
Claggett Creek 

 
H 

 
1-2 Years 

 
TBD 

 
City of Keizer Public Works Not 

Started 

 
2022-P-4 

 
Earthquake 

Assess the feasibility and cost to 
seismically retrofit Keizer's public works 
facilities (City shops). 

 
H 

 
5+ Years 

 
TBD 

 
City of Keizer Public Works Not 

Started 

Action Items 
 

2022-MH-1 Multi- 
Hazard 

Create an emergency preparedness section 
on the City's website. Populate with 
resources and publicize. 

 
M 12 

months 
Staff 
Time 

 
City Administration On- 

going 

 
2022-MH-2 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Maintain a regular presence at outreach 
events, especially neighborhood 
association events, and provide the public 
with preparedness resources. 

 
M 

 
Annually 

 
Staff 
Time 

 
City Administration 

 
On- 

going 

 
2022-MH-3 Multi- 

Hazard 

Make guest appearance on local radio 
shows to provide announcements and 
resources for preparedness. 

 
M 

 
Annually Staff 

Time 

 
City Administration On- 

going 

 
2022-MH-4 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Add hazard awareness material into 
existing environmental education currently 
done in schools. 

 
M 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD 

 
City Administration On- 

going 

2022-MH-5 Multi- 
Hazard 

Join Marion County's Everbridge 
communication system. M 1-2 Years TBD City Administration On- 

going 
2022-MH-6 Multi- 

Hazard 
Encourage residents to participate in 
Everbridge. M Annually Staff 

Time City Administration On- 
going 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
 
 
 

2022-MH-7 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Meet with the City of Salem to discuss 
the Willow Lake Wastewater 
Treatment Plant: 
*How it can be reinforced to 
minimize damage in a hazard 
event. 
*How hazardous materials can be secured 
or removed to prevent groundwater 
contamination 

 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 

1-2 Years 

 
 
 
 

TBD 

 
 
 
 

City of Keizer Public Works 

 
 
 

Not 
Started 

2022-MH-8 Multi- 
Hazard 

Further develop risk assessment maps to 
show areas at risk for all hazards. M 1-2 Years TBD City Administration Not 

Started 

2022-MH-9 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop mutual aid agreements with 
surrounding counties. M 1-2 Years TBD City Administration Not 

Started 
 

2022-MH-10 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Expand on the information gathered for the 
internal public works operational manual  
to create a full registry of populations that 
may need assistance in an emergency. 

 

M 

 

3-5 Years 

 

TBD 

 

City of Keizer Public Works 

 
Not 

Started 

2022-MH-11 Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the Continuity of Operations Plan. M 1-2 Years TBD City Administration Not 
Started 

2022-MH-12 Multi- 
Hazard 

Participate in Marion County's post- 
disaster recovery planning efforts. M 3-5 Years TBD City Administration Not 

Started 
2022-MH-13 Multi- 

Hazard 
Continue development of CERT teams to 
ease the load on emergency services 
following a disaster. 

 
M 

 
1-5 Years Staff 

Time 

 
City Administration Not 

Started 

2022-MH-14 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop memoranda of understanding  
with appropriate facilities specifying that 
they will function as emergency shelters 
during disruptive events with support from 
the City. 

 
 

M 

 
 

1-2 Years 

 

Staff 
Time 

 
 

City Administration 

 

Not 
Started 

2022-MH-15 Multi- 
Hazard 

Educate businesses and 
governmental organizations about 
the importance of developing 
continuity of operations plans. 

 
 

M 

 
 

Annually 

 
Staff 
Time 

 
 

Environmental Services 

 
On- 

going 

2022-MH-16 Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the Keizer Comprehensive 
Plan to reflect statewide land use 
Goal 7 language surrounding 
natural hazards. 

 
 

M 

 
 

3-5 Years 

 
 

TBD 

 
 

Planning 

 
Not 

Started 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

2022-EQ-1 Earthquake Participate in the Great Shakeout each 
year. M Annually Staff 

Time 
City Administration On- 

going 
2022-EQ-2 Earthquake School seismic retrofitting action - need to 

talk to school district representative. M 1-2 Years TBD City Administration Not 
Started 

2022-EQ-3 Earthquake Send city employees to the County's ATC 
20 training. M 1-5 Years TBD City of Keizer Public Works Not 

Started 
2022-EQ-4 Earthquake Perform a seismic analysis of box culverts 

in Keizer and repair or upgrade as 
resources become available. 

 
M 

 
3-5 Years 

 
TBD 

City Administration  
Started 

2022-EQ-5 Earthquake Encourage residents to prepare and 
maintain 2-week survival kits. L Annually Staff 

Time 
City Administration On- 

going 
2022-FL-1 Flood Continue compliance with the National 

Flood Insurance Program through the 
enforcement of local floodplain 
ordinances. Update enforcement based on 
changes to the NFIP (such as flood 
elevation level changes). 

 
 

M 

 
 

1-5 Years 

 
 

TBD 

 
 

Planning 

On- 
going 

2022-FL-2 Flood Improve water quality and water flow 
through wetland vegetation restoration and 
stream cleanup, especially along Claggett 
Creek. 

 

M 

 

1-5 Years 

 

TBD 

 

Environmental 

On- 
going 

2022-FL-3 Flood Educate residents and business owners 
near Labish and Claggett creeks about 
how to manage flood risks. 

 
M 

 
Annually Staff 

Time 

 
Environmental 

On- 
going 

2022-SW-1 Severe 
Weather 

Educate the public about windstorm- 
resistant trees and landscaping practices 
and the role of proper tree pruning and 
care in preventing damage during 
windstorms. 

 
 

M 

 
 

Annually 

 

Staff 
Time 

 
 

Environmental 

 

On- 
going 

2022-SW-2 Severe 
Weather 

Ensure that all critical facilities have 
backup power and/or emergency 
operations plans to deal with power 
outages. 

 

M 

 

1-5 Years 

 

TBD 

 

City Administration 

 
On- 

going 

2022-SW-3 Severe 
Weather 

Record instances of infrastructure failure 
and notify PGE of infrastructure that 
regularly fails. 

 
M 

 
1-5 Years 

 
TBD 

 
City Administration On- 

going 
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9 Keizer Fire District Addendum 
9.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the Keizer Fire District’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (MHMP, HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to 
guide the implementation of mitigation actions by Keizer Fire District to improve the 
resilience of the community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term 
endeavor—  one that requires broad internal involvement and community engagement to 
be successful. Finally, please refer to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) 
and Volume III (Appendices) of this HMP, which provides additional information 
(particularly regarding participation and mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this 
addendum. 

9.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including Keizer Fire District, to update 
their  addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 
2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the Keizer Fire District will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard 
Mitigation, Pre-Disaster Mitigation, and Flood Mitigation Assistance grant program funds. 
This project is  funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 
FY19 Pre-Disaster  Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The Keizer Fire District joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on October 1, 2021. On September 27, 2021, 
Keizer Fire District Fire Chief James Cowan, Marion County Emergency Preparedness 
Coordinator Mike Hintz, and DLCD Planner Tricia Sears conducted a risk assessment 
meeting with the  Keizer Fire District that included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment 
ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on April 11, 2022, to update this addendum. 
Chief Cowan of the Keizer Fire District attended HMP Steering Committee meetings on 
August 3, 2021; October 5, 2021; November 21, 2021; December 7, 2021; March 1, 2022; 
and April 5, 2022. The district promoted the HMP survey and outreach efforts throughout 
the plan update, including public posts on the Keizer Fire District Facebook page on 
November 2, 2021, to inform the public of the project and on January 25, 2022, to 
distribute the plan update public survey to interested parties in the Keizer Fire District 
service area. 
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9.3 Risk Assessment 

A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023).  This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 

9.4 District Profile 
This section provides information on district specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of Keizer Fire District, in terms of geography, 
environment, population served, demographics, employment and economics, as well as 
housing and transportation for the city it serves see Volume III, Appendix C, Community 
Profile. Many of these community characteristics can affect how natural hazards impact 
communities and how communities choose to plan for natural hazard mitigation. 
Considering the district specific assets during the planning process can assist in identifying 
appropriate measures for natural hazard mitigation. 

9.4.1 District Characteristics 
The Keizer Fire District serves the City of Keizer and some adjacent areas in Marion 
County, Oregon. Keizer Fire District is a full-service fire, rescue, and EMS agency with a 
force of 38 career employees, 20 volunteer firefighters, and 12 explorer scouts and 5 
elected Board of Directors who serve the district’s 39,315 citizens from one centrally 
located fire station. Keizer Fire District ran 5,235 emergency calls in 2020. 
The Keizer Fire District is approximately 10 square miles with a population of just over 
39,000. Fire, rescue, and emergency medical services are provided to a majority of the 
city from one fire station. Station 350 is Keizer Fire District’s only station. The district is 
made up of various types of building occupancies, with the majority being residential. 
There are multiple levels of educational facilities within the district, as well as several 
retirement complexes. 
In 1996, the original fire station was demolished so that a new fire station could be built 
in the same location. This new fire station will house eight pieces of fire or medical 
apparatus, offices, sleeping quarters, an exercise room, training rooms, two kitchens, and 
a multi- purpose room. 
In January of 1950, the Fire District acquired a 1500-gallon tanker. Due to its size and the 
way it was designed, the Firefighters named it “Jumbo”. This equipment was purchased 
through the School District and cost $400.00. In October of 1953, a third piece of 
equipment was added. This piece of apparatus had a high-pressure pump, and several 
compartments designed to carry salvage equipment, lights, a generator and air masks. 
Radios were first added to the fleet in 1953. I t wasn’t until 1979 that the first Rescue 
vehicle was purchased. This vehicle was the primary response vehicle for EMS calls. 
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Figure 9-1, Keizer Fire District Service Area 
 

 
Source: Oregon State Fire Marshall Structural Fire District map  
Structural Fire Districts | Structural Fire Districts | OSFM (arcgis.com) 

9.5 Critical and Important Facilities 
Keizer Fire District’s critical and important facilities include its fire station and equipment. 
The district maintains four fire engines and a ladder truck as well as four ambulances and 
five other vehicles. The fire station was constructed in 1997.  The district has diesel fuel 
supply for backup power for 3 days. 
See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 

9.6 Plans and Policies 
Table 9-1, Keizer Fire District Policies and Plans 

 
Document Name 
with Hyperlink if the document is available online 

Year 

Standard of Cover NA 
Emergency Operations Plan NA 
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9.7 Hazard Profile 

The City of Keizer Hazard profile is used to represent the vulnerabilities of the Keizer Fire 
District. 

Table 9-2, Keizer Fire District Hazard Profile 
Community Overview 

Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 
Value ($) 

Keizer 38,585 16,380 15 5,592,798,000 
Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 

Hazard Scenario Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 704 1.8% 336 0 26,571,000 0.5% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
2,479 

 
6.4% 

 
3,994 

 
5 

 
722,048,109 13% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

142 0.4% 62 0 18,852,000 0.3% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

17 0.0% 6 0 2,190,893 0.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities* 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Centennial School  X     
Claggett Creek Middle School       
Clear Lake Elementary       
Forest Ridge Elementary  X     
Gubser Elementary       
Keizer Elementary  X     
Keizer Fire District  X     
Keizer Police Department  X     
Kennedy Elementary School       
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MCFD 1- Clearlake Station       
McNary High School       
Urgent Care inland Shores       
Weddle Elementary School       
Whitaker Middle School       

Source:  Multi hazard Risk Report, DOGAMI, Williams, 2022. 
 
* The Critical Facilities of the Keizer Fire District are included within the City of Keizer Critical Facilities list. The 
city’s facilities are within the service district of the Keizer Fire District and therefore are of concern to the district as 
they provide services to children and people seeking health care. 

9.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief 
description  is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first 
updated the description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the 
Hazard Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community 
using a calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning . 
This assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of 
natural hazards identified: 
1. Probability (frequency) of event, 
2. Magnitude of event, 
3. Expected warning time before event, and 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 

 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 

High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at 
risk from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and 
infrastructure; major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities 
(hospital, police, fire, EOC and shelters). 

Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate 
physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of 
functionality to essential facilities. 

Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical 
impacts. 
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A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 9-3, Keizer Fire District Hazard and Vulnerability Assessment - Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the Keizer Fire District Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   
Wildland Interface 
Fire 4 4 3 4 3.7 High 

Earthquake 3 4 3 4 3.3 High 
Extreme Weather - 
High Temperature 3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Flood* 3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Severe 
Weather/Storm 3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Tornado** 2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Landslide 2 2 2 3 2.1 Moderate 
Drought 2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 
Volcanic Eruption 2 1 2 4 2.1 Moderate 
Avalanche *** 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by City of Keizer on September 27, 2021 
*Including dam failures; **Split out of sever weather in 2021; ***New in 2021 
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Table 9-4, Keizer Fire District Hazard and Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Idanha Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   
Cyberterrorism 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Public Health 4 1 3 4 3.3 High 
Hazardous 
Materials – Non- 
Transportation 

3 4 3 3 3.2 High 

Chemical, 
Biological, 
Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Unauthorized 
Entry 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Hazardous 
Materials Release - 
Transportation 

2.5 4 3 3 2.9 Moderate 

Fire - Residential / 
Commercial 
(Arson) 

3 4 2 3 2.9 Moderate 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

2 4 3 3 2.7 Moderate 

Agricultural 
Terrorism 

2 1 4 4 2.7 Moderate 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by City of Keizer on September 27, 2021 
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9.9 Hazard Characteristics 
 

Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to Keizer Fire 
District. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics 
of natural hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section 
identifies  vulnerabilities specific to Keizer Fire District, recent localized hazard events 
and impacts, and  illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

9.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: None during the effective period of this plan. 
Vulnerability: None. Keizer Fire District is not subject to avalanche. 

9.9.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Marion County experienced D2 and D3 drought conditions during periods of 
2018, 2019, 2020 and 2021 (U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, N.d). 
Vulnerability: Because the City of Keizer’s water supply which serves the Keizer Fire 
District  is primarily subsurface, the city’s vulnerability is moderate. Due to a cool, wet 
climate, past  and present weather conditions have generally spared Marion County 
communities from the effects of drought. Governor Kate Brown declared a drought 
emergency for all of Marion County in September 2015. 
The City of Keizer’s primary water supply comes from the Troutdale Aquifer. Raw water 
is treated for consumption at the Willow Lake Water Treatment Facility. The city has 
three (3) storage reservoirs with storage capacity for 2.75 million gallons of treated 
water. In  addition, Keizer maintains an emergency water agreement with the City of 
Salem. 
The City of Keizer reviewed and updated its water management plan during the previous 
update period to include new information and revisit emergency water agreements with 
the City of Salem. Keizer adopted the revised agreements and ordinance language in 
2016. The ordinance includes a water curtailment plan. 

9.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.3, Risk Level: High 
Events: Five earthquakes ranging between, 1.5 and 1.7 and one registering 3.0 occurred 
northwest of Keizer during the effective period of the prior plan. 
Vulnerability: There are no locally active faults within the Keizer City Limits. Active 
faults do exist within five miles to the west and south. The 1993 Scott Mills quake 
caused $28 million  in damages to cities throughout Marion County. Generally, an event 
that affects the county  is likely to affect Keizer as well. Previous occurrences are well- 
documented within the  county’s plan, and the community impacts described by the 
county would generally be the same for Keizer as well. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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The City of Keizer’s probability for a Crustal Earthquake event is “possible” and that the 
city’s vulnerability to a Crustal Earthquake event is “limited”. The county steering 
committee determined that the probability for a CSZ Earthquake event is “highly likely” 
and that the vulnerability to a Cascadia Earthquake event is “catastrophic”. This hazard 
was not rated as distinct CSZ and crustal events in the previous HMP. 
In many major earthquakes, damages have primarily been caused by the behavior of the 
soil. Figure 9-2 shows that ground shaking in Keizer for both crustal and subduction 
earthquakes are expected to be very strong to severe. 

 
 

Figure 9-2, Keizer Earthquake Hazard Map 
 

 
Source: DOGAMI Multi-Hazard Risk Report, 2022 
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The representatives from Keizer and the Keizer Fire District identified vulnerabilities related 
to the earthquake hazard. 

➢ The 2016 steering committee members suggested conducing analysis of the city’s 
16 wells and how they will be impacted by earthquake. 

➢ Another concern identified is the potential impact to Claggett Creek from sanitary 
sewer infrastructure impacts. Broken wastewater infrastructure could result in 
contamination. 

➢ The 2016 steering committee members and the 2022 city representatives also noted 
that if culverts on River Road collapsed, significant portions of the city could be cut 
off from vehicle access. 

In 2022, the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) conducted a multi- 
hazard risk report for critical facilities including public school buildings, acute inpatient 
care  facilities, fire stations, police stations, sheriffs’ offices, and other law enforcement 
agency  buildings. The DOGAMI analysis used a deterministic scenario method along with 
a User Defined Facility (UDF) database containing attributes for each building (such as 
building seismic codes) so that loss estimates could be calculated on a building-by- 
building basis. Within the City of Keizer, the following critical facilities are predicted at 
>50% probability to experience a moderate or complete damage in a Mw 6.8 earthquake: 
➢ Centennial School 
➢ Cummings Elementary School 
➢ Keizer Elementary School 
➢ Keizer Fire District 
➢ Keizer Police Department 

9.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 

Events: 
8/9 through 8/12/2021; Excessive heat; Hot weather began to develop August 9, 
peaking August 11-12, but temperatures continued above normal into the weekend. 
Peak afternoon temperatures of 100 to 105 degrees drove people to seek relief in or 
near bodies of water. Cooling shelters were opened in several counties. 
7/29/2021; Heat; on July 29th, the high temperature at the Salem Airport reached 99 
degrees Fahrenheit. Temperatures in the area peaked in the mid and upper 90s. 
6/26/2021; Excessive Heat; temperatures across the area warmed into the 100s to mid- 
110s over a three-day period. Record breaking temperatures up to 117 degrees were 
recorded in Salem, OR. A total of 18 heat related deaths were reported, including two 
middle aged men who drowned in the Willamette River on Saturday, June 26. 
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8/14 through 8/17/2020; Heat; high pressure over the region led to a stretch of hot days 
from August 14 through August 17. Hot temperatures resulted in many people seeking 
locations to cool off in local rivers, which lead to two drownings as well as multiple 
people going to local hospitals for treatment of typical heat-related medical symptoms. 
7/12 through7/18/2018; Heat; high pressure over the region led to a stretch of hot day 
July 12 through July 17th. Hot temperatures led people to cool off in local rivers. There 
were two drownings recorded on July 16 and July 18. 
8/1/2017; Excessive Heat; the record-breaking heat led people to seek relief at local 
rivers. One child drowned (indirect) while swimming in the Willamette River near the 
Wallace Marine Park. 
Vulnerability: Vulnerability to Extreme Heat in the Keizer Fire District service area 
relates to the likely probability of an event occurring and possibility of the event lasting 
up to a week in the district. 

9.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None during the effective period of the previous plan (2017-2022) 
Vulnerability: The probability for riverine flood in the Keizer Fire District service area is 
“likely” and the vulnerability to flood is “critical”. Committee members noted that ongoing 
FEMA flood map updates may increase the base flood elevation by roughly three feet. This 
is  primarily related to an existing earthen dike and flood wall constructed along the 
Willamette River after the 1996 flood event. If the flood elevation increases, the wall will 
no longer be certifiable. Any breaching of the dike or wall would result in the inundation of 
the western half of Keizer. 
Some minor flooding does occur on Claggett Creek. However, the flooding is generally 
isolated. A related mitigation success is the ongoing retrofit and upgrade of Dearborn 
Bridge  over Claggett Creek. 
Portions of Keizer have areas of flood plains (special flood hazard areas). These include 
areas along the Mary’s River (see Figure 9-3). Furthermore, other portions of Keizer, 
outside of the  mapped floodplains, are also subject to significant, repetitive flooding from 
local storm water drainage. 
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Figure 9-3, City of Keizer Special Flood Hazard Area (FEMA flood map) 

 

 
Source: DOGAMI Multi-Hazard Risk Report, 2022 

 
9.9.6 Landslide 

CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None during the effective period of the prior plan. 
Vulnerability: The Keizer Fire District service area has a relatively flat topography, 
therefore  probability for landslide is unlikely and vulnerability to landslide is negligible. 
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9.9.7 Severe Weather 

CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Windstorm 

Events: 
12/11/2021; High Wind; a strong Pacific front caused high winds along the coast and coast 
range, as well as strong winds through the Willamette Valley. Several reports of downed 
trees and branches as well as power outages for thousands of customers. 
11/4/2021; Strong Wind; deep low-pressure system and associated front moved ashore 
brought high wind to the coast and windy conditions to the Willamette Valley. 
1/12/2021; Strong Wind; a series of slow-moving fronts brought periods of heavy rain 
along with strong winds. 
1/5/2019; Strong Wind; the Salem Airport ASOS recorded wind gusts up to 54 mph. 
12/8/2018; Strong Wind; a strong low-pressure system over the Gulf of Alaska brought a 
strong cold front through.  This generated strong winds across northwest Oregon.  Reports 
of trees downed near McMinnville and a section of fence 3 miles WNW of Salem blown o 
v e r . 
4/7/2017; High Wind, Salem Airport recorded wind gusts up to 60 mph. There were 
reports of downed trees and power outages around Salem and Keizer. 
Vulnerability: Significant wind events occur in Keizer each year. Damaging wind events 
are only slightly less common; once or twice per year the city will experience a windstorm 
event that will interrupt services, experience downed trees, and cause power outages. 
Because windstorms typically occur during winter months, they are sometimes 
accompanied by ice, freezing rain, flooding, and very rarely, snow. 

Winter Storm (Snow/ Ice) 
Events: 

12/25/2021; Heavy Snow; snow showers increased the night of the 25th, continuing 
through the 26th, resulting in significant travel issues for the holiday weekend. Around 4 
to 8 inches of snowfall were reported. 

2/11 to 2/13/2021; Ice Storm; this was a crippling ice storm for the Salem metro area 
where generally amounts of 0.5 to 1.25 inches of ice were reported, and many were 
without power for days. 

1/26/2021; Winter Weather; light snow fell during the day as a front moved through the 
area. General amounts were 1 to 2 inches with local snow amounts of 3 inches. The snow 
ended in the evening. 

3/5 to 3/6/2017; Heavy Snow, reports of 3.5 to 4 inches near Dallas/Falls City and 6 
inches in McMinnville. 

1/10 to 1/11/2017; Heavy Snow, 1 to 2 inches reported in the Salem area. 
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1/7 to 1/8/2017; Winter Storm with 1-2 inches of snow/sleet and 0.25 inches of freezing 
rain. 
Vulnerability: Severe winter storms can consist of rain, freezing rain, ice, snow, cold 
temperatures, and wind. They originate from troughs of low pressure offshore that ride 
along the jet stream during fall, winter, and early spring months. Severe winter storms 
affecting the city typically originates in the Gulf of Alaska or in the central Pacific Ocean. 
These storms are most common from November through March. 
Major winter storms can and have occurred in the Keizer Fire District service area, and 
while  they typically do not cause significant damage, they are frequent and have the 
potential to result in calls for assistance to the district. The February 2021 ice storm was 
the most significant severe weather event in the recent past. The key impacts included 
widespread tree damage and power outages, and approximately 110,000 customers 
without power in Salem. Multiple road closures as well including Highway 99. 

9.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 

Events: None identified during the effective period of the prior plan. 
Vulnerability: Vulnerability to damage by a tornado in the Keizer Fire District are due to 
the limited warning time (less than 6 hours) and the potential for effects to last up to a 
week in duration. 

9.9.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.7, Risk Level: High 

Events: There were no wildfires within the City of Keizer during the effective period of 
the prior plan. The wildfires that occurred in the foothills of the Cascades during 
September 2020 did impact the city with smoke. 
Vulnerability:  Keizer is located on the far western side of Marion County, surrounded by 
open farmland, waterways, or urban development. There are no forests within the city 
limits, and the closest forested area is Keizer Rapids Park, located half a mile west of the 
city. Due to its location, Keizer faces minimal risk of experiencing wildfires. There is no 
history of wildfire events in Keizer. 
The County updated the Community Wildfire Protection Plan in 2016 and Keizer is not 
listed as a “Community at Risk.” 

9.9.10 Volcano 
CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 

Events: No events in the ity of Keizer during the effective period of the prior plan. 
Vulnerability:  Keizer is very unlikely to experience anything more than volcanic ash 
during a volcanic event. When Mt. Saint Helens erupted in 1980, the city was not 
impacted. 

Please review the Risk Assessment (Volume I, Section 2) for additional information on these 
hazards. 
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9.10  Mitigation Strategy 

During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and Keizer Fire District 
Addendum  update process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development 
and Keizer Fire District developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized 
and then reviewed internally by staff and city council during the summer of 2022. 

9.10.1  Action Item Pool 
The following pages includes the Fire Districts initial Priority Action Items (Table 9.5). 
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Table 9-5, Keizer Fire District "Priority" Actions 

 
# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2022-MH-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Work with Marion County Emergency 
Management Coordinator to develop an 
Emergency Management Advisory 
Committee that could focus on joining 
county and local resources under a 
common incident command management 
system. 
Participate with Marion County to educate 
emergency managers, emergency 
managers and citizens, and to coordinate 
among cities and districts to develop a 
unified incident command management 
system. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Staff 
Time 

Develop agreements to form a 
FEMA incident management 
system; utilize common 
terminology; encourage relevant 
staff to take NIMS 100-800 
Incident Command System 
courses; conduct tabletop exercises 
to practice the principles taught in 
these courses. 

 
The objective of unified Incident 
Command Systems is to coordinate 
State, county and local resources 
working together sharing resources 
efficiently. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

New 

 
 
 
 

2022-MH-2 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Reinstate the CERTs; involve citizens in 
coordination and communication at a 
neighborhood level to support Keizer Fire 
District and City of Keizer efforts to 
respond to natural hazard events. 

 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 Citizen Emergency Response 
Teams involve citizens in 
providing support to other 
residents including provision of 
basic first aid, direction to access 
or evacuation routes and 
supporting the ability of the district 
and the city to coordinate block by 
block in a neighborhood. 

 
 
 
 

New 

Source: Personal communication with Chief Cowan, Keizer Fire District, April 11, 2022 
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10 City of Mill City 
10.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Mill City’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide 
the implementation of mitigation actions by the City of Mill City to improve the resilience 
of the community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that 
requires broad internal involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, 
please refer to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III 
(Appendices) of this HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding 
participation and mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

10.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Military Department’s Office of 
Emergency Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including the City of Mill 
City, to update their addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which 
expired August 16, 2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the City of Mill City will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard 
Mitigation Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient 
Infrastructure & Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant 
program, Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance 
(FMA) program. This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC- 
PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Mill City joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on 10/12/2021, fully executed by DLCD on 
10/19/2021. On 10/7/2021, Mill City Mayor, Tim Kirsch and Mill City volunteer, Gary 
Olson, Marion County Emergency  Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, and DLCD 
Planner Tricia Sears conducted a risk assessment meeting with the Jurisdiction that 
included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on 
3/25/2022 to update this addendum. 
Mill City staff attended HMP Steering Committee meetings on 8/3/21, 9/7/21, 10/5/21, 
11/21/21, 1/4/22, 3/1/22, 5/4/22, and promoted the HMP survey and outreach efforts 
throughout the plan update, including promotion through the city’s newsletter on February 
1, 2022, and through public posting of the survey on the city’s website and Facebook page 
to distribute the public survey to interested parties in the Jurisdiction service area. 
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10.3 Risk Assessment 

A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 

10.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of Jurisdiction, in terms of geography, environment, 
population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing and 
transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these community 
characteristics can affect how natural hazards impact communities and how communities 
choose to plan for natural hazard mitigation. Considering the city specific assets during the 
planning process can assist in identifying appropriate measures for natural hazard 
mitigation. 

10.4.1 Community Characteristics 
Mill City is nestled along the North Santiam River.  The northern third of Mill City and 
the Hwy 22 corridor are located north of the river in Marion County.   The remainder of 
the city, including most of the residential areas, schools, fire station and city offices are 
located south of the Santiam River in Linn County.  Mill City is the largest community in 
the North Santiam River Canyon with a population in 2020 of 1,971 (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2022). 
With an elevation of 827 feet, the climate of Mill City is moderate; the average monthly 
temperatures range from 51 – 79 degrees in July and August, and 33-45 degrees in 
December and January. Mill city receives approximately 60-70 inches of rain, and 6-12 
inches of snow each year. The city’s topography is relatively flat but does possess terrain 
attributed to the North Santiam River. Outside of city limits, steep slopes surround the 
city on the North and South sides. 
Mill City benefits from its location along Oregon Hwy 22, a major east-to-west 
transportation route connecting Salem to Bend.   The city serves as a local small 
business, education, and service center for residents of the North Santiam Canyon and 
the traveling public along the Hwy 22 corridor. The existing business types include 
hospitality, restaurants, professional, financial, real estate, service stations, repair/service 
shops, and personal service businesses; primarily serving the daily needs of residents. 
(Timber is the largest industry). 
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10.5 Critical and Important Facilities/Infrastructure 

10.5.1 Communication/Information Technology 
There are currently two communications providers operating in Mill City.  Astound and 
Ziply provides broadband services and phone services.  However, Ziply’s capabilities are 
limited as they have a limited fiber infrastructure along Hwy. 22.   
Strengths 
➢ Fiber internet infrastructure already present along Hwy 22. 
➢ Ziply is currently installing fiber gig speed internet in Mill City (to be completed 

in 2022) and other communities throughout the Santiam Canyon. 
➢ Cellular Tower (T-Mobile) near 155 NE Santiam Blvd. 
➢ ATT cell tower on Potato Hill. 

Weaknesses 
➢ Phone/Fiber lines may cross over 1st Ave. bridge. 
➢ Currently limited certified HAM radio operators. 
➢ No landline phone available if power is out to Ziply or Astound. 

10.5.2 Water 
The City of Mill City has two municipal wells (Kingwood Wells 1 & 2) and a water 
pump station located at SE 4th and SE Kingwood Avenue. The two wells were drilled 
to a depth of 168 feet.  Well 1 has the capacity to produce 800 gpm and Well 2 has the 
capacity to produce 450 gpm (City of Mill City, N.d.). Both wells are near each other, 
pulling water from depths of 45-158 feet deep from the same aquifer. 

The city municipal water system currently depends on these wells to distribute 
water throughout the community. Unless other water facilities are created to pull 
water from the North Santiam, Mill City must preserve the well head protection 
area from any possible pollution attributed to encroaching development. 

10.5.3 Wastewater 

Mill City’s has a municipal wastewater treatment facility and collection system. 
Individual homes are served by a STEP (Septic Tank Effluent Pumping) system. 
The building sewer from a home or business drains to an interceptor tank located 
on the property. Solids are collected in the interceptor tanks and the liquids are 
discharged into the city’s sewer collection system. The liquid effluent flows to the 
City’s wastewater treatment facility where it goes through a rock filtration system 
and is discharged into a large drain field. The City contracts with a private firm to 
pump out the interceptor tanks at each home or business. Residential interceptor 
tanks are pumped on a 7-10-year cycle, with tanks serving businesses or heavy 
water users pump on a more frequent basis. 
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10.5.4 Dams 

Two dams sit above Mill City, Detroit Dam and Big Cliff Dam. Federal officials and 
Marion County’s Emergency Managers have previously concluded that the likelihood 
of Dam Failure is Low. Current conditions still represent the previous decision. If dam 
failure occurred in either dams, Mill City would experience catastrophic impacts from 
a surge of water expelled from either Detroit or Big Cliff Lake. 
Strengths: 
➢ (2) Municipal wells (Kingwood 1 &2) 

➢ (1) Backup diesel generator on-site 

➢ (2) Above-ground water storage reservoirs at 155 NE Santiam Blvd (Marion 
County side of river) and SE 4th Avenue (Linn County side of river)) 

o Equivalent to (1.5 million) gallons or 3-5 days of water storage 

➢ Municipal wastewater treatment system 

➢ (3) sewage pump stations with backup generators 
Weaknesses: 

➢ No current way to access storage supply of diesel fuel at local gas station or local 
timber companies if power is out 

➢ Main water lines cross highway & pedestrian bridge 

➢ Main wastewater line crosses 1st Ave. bridge 
10.5.5 Transportation System 

Oregon Hwy 22 is the major transportation route for auto, public transit, and emergency 
vehicle access throughout the Santiam Canyon. Mill City is located along Hwy 22, 30 
miles east of the Interstate-5, the City of Salem, and the remainder of the Willamette 
Valley. To the east, Hwy 22 connects to Gates, Detroit, Idanha, and ends at the Santiam 
Pass interchange with U.S. Route 20/Oregon Hwy 126, which continue east to the 
Central Oregon cities of Sisters, Redmond, and Bend. 

The Cherriots Canyon Connector is the only existing public transit service serving 
communities in the North Santiam Canyon. The Canyon Connector route has three 
total round trips with buses running approximately every (5) hours. 

In case of the closure of Oregon Hwy 22, Mill City residents will have to rely on alternate 
routes to reach supplies or safety in the Willamette Valley. Lyons-Mill City Drive runs 
from Mill City to Lyons, where it connects to OR 226 and Hwy 22. 
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Table 10-1, Bridges in Mill City 

 

Structure Name Construction Location Owner Year Built Structural 
Condition 

Little North Fork 
Santiam River 

Bridge (Hwy 22) 

Steel/Concrete Mehama ODOT 1952 Fair 

North Santiam 
River Railroad 

(Pedestrian) Bridge 

Steel/Concrete Mill City Mill City 1919 Good; 10,000 lb. 
capacity – Updated 

2021/2022 

Mill City Bridge 
1st Ave. (over N. 
Santiam River) 

Steel/Concrete Mill City Linn County 1960 Completely 
updated in 2020- 
2021; meets all 

new code 
requirements; 

previously 
sufficient rating of 

32.1 

Gates Bridge (Over 
N. Santiam River) 

Unknown Gates Unknown Unknown Unknown 

OR 226 Bridge 
(Over N. Santiam 

River) 

Unknown Lyons Unknown Unknown Unknown 

Source: City of Mill City, Oregon (2021) 
 

*Note - There are three bridges across De Ford Creek and Rock Creek located in Linn County in or adjacent to  Mill City on 
Lyons-Mill City Road across De Ford Creek, and Kingwood Avenue across both. Sufficiency ratings for all three are in 97, 96.9 
and 68.8. 
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Strengths: 
➢ The Pedestrian Bridge owned by Mill City and updated in 2021/2022 could be used 

by some light duty emergency vehicles weighing no more than 10,000 lb. 
➢ First Avenue bridge has been completely updated in 2021/2022 which removed 

weight restrictions. 
➢ Lyons/Mill City Drive serves as an additional evacuation route to Lyons (west). 
➢ SE Kingwood Avenue serves as an additional evacuation route to Gates (east). 
➢ Bridges over the N. Santiam River in Gates and Lyons provide an alternative route 

for Mill City traffic if problems occur on the 1st Avenue bridge in Mill City. 
Weaknesses: 
➢  Linn County no weight restrictions, see “Strengths Above”. 
➢ Pedestrian Bridge s has just gone through extensive restoration and operates under 

more stringent weight restrictions (10,000 lbs). 
➢ Hwy 22 closures could make travel outside of North Santiam Canyon more 

lengthy. 
10.5.6 Energy and Utilities 

Mill City receives energy and utility services from Pacific Power and NW Natural Gas. 
The main power service line to Mill City comes from Lyons to Mill City, along Lyons- 
Mill City Drive.  It was rebuilt in 2015-2016. 
BPA transmission lines run south of Mill City from the Detroit Dam generating turbines, 
connecting to the Lyons power station. 

Table 10-2, Fuel Storage Sites 
 

Location Owner Fuel Type Capacity (in gallons) 

Mill City – Hwy 22 Mobile Gas Station, Diesel / Gasoline 
(Below Ground) 

17,000 of gas 
3,000 of diesel 

Mill City – Hwy 22 Union 76 Gas 
Station 

Diesel / Gasoline 
(Below Ground) 

40,000 of gas 
7,500 of diesel 

Lyons – Lumber 
Plant 

Freres Lumber Diesel (Above 
Ground) 

10,000 of diesel 

Mill City – Lumber 
Plant 

Frank Lumber Diesel (Above 
Ground) 

2 x 20,000 tanks of 
diesel 

Mill City – Lumber 
Plant 

Frank Lumber Gasoline (Above 
Ground) 

20,000 of gas 
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Strengths: 

➢ Gas stations with fuel storage exist within Mill City. 
➢ Businesses including Freres Lumber and Frank Lumber Co. possess fuel storage. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Gas stations possess below ground tanks which cannot be pumped without 

electricity. 
➢ Gas stations do not currently possess backup diesel generators to pump fuel from 

storage tanks. 
➢ No alternate sources of energy (wind, solar) exist to power basic services. 

10.5.7 Agriculture and Food 
Mill City has a small 10,000 sf grocery store, the Mill City Marketplace, convenience 
stores, Dollar General and three restaurants plus a coffee house to provide groceries and 
food services.  The closest full-service grocery is 17 miles west in Stayton. The closure 
of Hwy 22 as a transportation route would cause some concern for residents and food 
accessibility. 
Strengths: 
➢ Private sector entities which possess limited (1-2 days) food supplies. 
➢ Agricultural land availability near Mill City. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ No major (full service) grocery store inside of city limits. 
➢ Surrounding agriculture is currently not used for food production. 

10.5.8 Banking and Finance 
A U.S Bank exists on the north side of the North Santiam River in Mill City. The bank is 
located along Hwy 22 and could be utilized for emergency financial services during a 
hazard event. 
Strengths: 
➢ Presence of a banking/financing institution within city limits. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Full “urban” financial services unavailable. 
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10.5.9 Hazardous Materials 

Mill City does not possess any large manufacturing firms that possess hazardous 
materials. The city has identified hazardous materials releases through the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality which may be susceptible to leaching including the 
Texaco gas station and Remine Mill site. 
Strengths: 
➢ There are currently not enough known hazardous materials to cause major concern. 
➢ Brownfield sites could be utilized and attract privates sector development. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Current brownfields may be susceptible to leaching of unknown materials. 

10.5.10 Emergency Services 
Mill City receives emergency services from Linn County Sheriff’s Office and the Mill 
City Rural Fire Protection District. 
➢ Fire: Mill City Volunteer Fire Dept: 400 SW 1st Ave. Mill City, OR 97360 – 

(503) 897-2309 
➢ Police: Mill City Contracts with Linn Co. Sheriff, Albany OR – Non-Emergency 

((800) 884-3911 
➢ Public Works: 475 Kingwood Ave. Mill City, OR 97360 - (503) 930-8256 

Supervisor 
➢ CERT: N/A 
➢ Medical: Santiam Medical Clinic, 280 1st Ave Mill City, OR 97360 - (503) 897- 

4100 
➢ Emergency Operations Center: N/A 

Strengths: 
➢ Mill City possesses community specific emergency services for fire and law 

enforcement. 
➢ The Mill City RFPD main fire station possesses a backup generator. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ Emergency services do not have trained HAM radio operators. 
➢ Emergency services do not possess rescue rafts for North Santiam River access. 

10.5.11 Government Facilities 
Mill City’s City Hall contains the office space for the administration, finance, permits, 
planning, public works, municipal court and also serves as the Mill City Sheriff 
substation. 
➢ City Hall: 444 SW 1st Avenue, Mill City, Oregon 97360 (503) 897-2302. 
➢ Mill City Post Office: 101 SE Kingwood Avenue. 
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Strengths: 

➢ City Hall may be utilized as a shelter or emergency response center. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ City Hall does not possess a backup diesel generator to power facility in the event 

of a power outage. 
10.5.12 Environmental / Historical Preservation Sites 

Mill City is surrounded by environmental preservation sites including state parks and 
designated wilderness areas. 50% of the housing stock in Mill City was built before 1950. 
The Hinkle-Reid house located at 525 NE Alder St. was built in 1916. It is the only 
structure in Mill City listed on the National Register of Historic Places. There are four 
other structures listed on the City’s local historic resource inventory, including a wrought 
iron Phoenix column railroad bridge on timber trusses that crosses the North Santiam 
River at 1st Avenue in Mill City. The railroad bridge was originally constructed in 1888, 
and then moved up to Mill City in 1919. The bridge remained in railroad use until 1967 
and was refurbished for pedestrian use in the mid - 1990’s. The City of Mill City has 
created a recreational trail on the abandoned railroad right of way through the City, with 
the refurbished railroad bridge as its focal point.  In 2019, the community repainted and 
refurbish the bridge to celebrate its centennial. 
Strengths: 
➢ Proximity to pristine state and federal land could attract residents or business. 
➢ Buildings of historical significance are located within city limits. 
➢ History and “timber” character provided by Mill City pedestrian bridge. 

Weaknesses: 
None identified. 

10.5.13 Education 
Mill City is home to the Santiam Canyon School District. This district encompasses four 
cities in the Santiam Canyon including Mill City, Gates, Detroit and Idanha. All of the 
district’s schools, the Early Childhood Center, the Santiam Elementary School, and the 
Santiam Jr./Sr. High School, are located in Mill City. 
➢ Santiam Canyon School District, #129J 

o Santiam Early Childhood Center, 319 SW 3rd Ave, Mill City OR 97360 
o Santiam Elementary School, 450 SW Evergreen St. Mill City, OR 97360 

(503) 897-2368 
o Santiam Jr./Sr. High School, 300 SW Cedar St. Mill City, OR 97360 

(503) 897- 2311 
Santiam Canyon School District has made several large upgrades in the last few years to 
update facilities, expand programming and square footage, and improve safety measures. 
This work has largely been paid for by the passage of a community voted school bond 
and through competitive state grants. 
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Santiam Elementary School has a locked campus with single entry point security, where 
patrons must be buzzed into the locked doors to enter the school. This campus now has a 
service facility for food and a new parking lot that nearly tripled the parking and made for 
better pickup and drop-off traffic flow. 
Santiam Junior/Senior High School has seen significant change in the past few years. It, 
too, is a locked campus with single entry point security. The old high school was 
demolished and replaced with three new school buildings, modernizing the educational 
space, improving the learning environment, and adding a significant amount of new 
space. Along with the new school, an additional auxiliary gymnasium was added, to 
complement the existing large main gymnasium. Additionally, the existing gymnasium 
and auditorium were seismically retrofitted, adding them to our list of buildings that meet 
current life safety standards. All district buildings now meet current seismic standards for 
life safety. 
Strengths: 
➢ School facilities could be utilized to shelter a large amount of community 

residents including functional needs populations. Currently have an MOU with 
American Red Cross and Linn County for sheltering. 

➢ School facilities already possess needed infrastructure for a shelter which includes 
restrooms, showers, and a kitchen. 

➢ School buses could be utilized for transportation after a hazard event. 
Weaknesses: 
➢ There are no current agreements or MOUs between the city and school district to 

utilize facilities after a hazard event. 
➢ There is no backup generator to heat, cool or prepare and store food in case of a 

power outage. 
10.5.14 Healthcare and Public Health 

Santiam Memorial Hospital operates a satellite medical clinic in Mill City. The clinic 
provides outpatient services for residents. The Santiam Memorial Hospital in Stayton 
and its adjacent medical clinics provide outpatient, surgery center, birthing services, 
and in-patient medical care. 
➢ Santiam Medical Clinic, 280 S. 1st Ave. Mill City, Oregon 

Strengths: 
➢ A clinic with out-patient services exists within the community. 
➢ Emergency Medical Services (EMS) provider is in Lyons, approximately 7 miles 

away and provides 24-hour response.  Santiam Hospital located in Stayton, Oregon 
approximately 17 miles away also provides EMS to Mill City. 

Weaknesses: 
➢ No facilities with major life-saving equipment currently exist within city limits. 
➢ No local EMS Transporting agencies 
➢ Emergency health supplies are limited to what exists within the community. 
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10.5.15 Access and Functional Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 

Mill City’s vulnerable population consists of the elderly and those that are medically 
dependent and require life safety equipment. In 2020, 15% of Mill City’s residents were 
elderly, 65 years of age or older (U.S. Census Bureau, 2022). 
Strengths: 
➢ Nearly 41.5% of residents are over the age of 45 based on 2020 American 

Community Survey data, this older populous can volunteer and promote cohesion 
in the community (U.S. Census Bureau, 2022). 

Weaknesses: 
➢ There are no assisted living or full-service medical care facilities to serve the 

aging population. 
10.5.16 Plans and Policies 

 
Table 10-3, City of Mill City Plans and Policies 

 

Document Year 
Mill City Comprehensive Plan update 2015 
Water System Master Plan 2003 
Parks Master Plan 2014 
Buildable Lands Assessment Update 2012 
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Table 10-4, City of Mill City Hazard Profile 
 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Mill City 1,915 1,269 3 293,237,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 
1% Annual 

Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

 
Earthquake 

Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
5 

 
0.3% 

 
17 

 
0 

 
4,876,531 

 
1.6% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

 
Landslide 

High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

 
126 

 
6.6% 

 
78 

 
0 

 
19,040,000 

 
6.4% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
196 

 
10% 

 
72 

 
0 

 
25,451,000 

 
8.5% 

 
Wildfire 

High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

 
260 

 
14% 

 
171 

 
2 

 
38,745,652 

 
13% 

 
Lahar 

Medium Zone 
(1000 to 
15000 – 
Year) 

 
1,604 

 
84% 

 
1,069 

 
3 

 
245,855 

 
82% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Exposed >50% 
Prob. 

Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Mill City RFPD – Main Station     X X 
Santiam Elementary     X X 
Santiam JR SR High School      X 
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10.6 Hazard Analysis 

The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief 
description is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first 
updated the description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the 
Hazard Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community 
using a calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning8. 
This assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of 
natural hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event. 
2. Magnitude of event. 
3. Expected warning time before event. 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 
The table below shows the scoring values for each ranking category. 

 
Score Probability Warning Time Magnitude/Severity Duration 

4 Highly Likely Less than 6 hours Catastrophic More than 1 week 
3 Likely 6-12hours Critical Less than 1 week 

2 Possible 12-24hours Limited Less than 1 day 

1 Unlikely 24+hours Negligible Less than 6 hours 

 
The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 

High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk 
from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; 
major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, 
fire, EOC and shelters). 

Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical 
impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 

Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 
 

 
A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings for the City of Mill City is 
presented below. 
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Hazard Profile Summary City of Mill City Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Wildland Interface 
Fire 

3.5 3 3.5 3.5 3.4 High 

Severe 
Weather/Storm 

4 1.5 3 3.5 3.3 High 

Extreme Weather - 
High Temperature 

3.5 1 3 4 3.0 High 

Drought 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Earthquake 2 4 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Landslide 2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Flood* 1 2 3 3 2.0 Moderate 
Volcanic Eruption 1 1 3 3 1.8 Low 
Avalanche** 1 4 1 1 1.5 Low 
Tornado*** 1 1.5 1 1 1.1 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and the City of Mill City 
on March 25, 2022. *Including dam failures; **New in 2021; ***Split out from Severe Weather in 2021. 
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Table 10-5, City of Mill City Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Mill City Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Hazardous 
Materials Release - 
Transportation 

 
3 

 
4 

 
3 

 
3.5 

 
3.2 

 
High 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

 
2 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
3.1 

 
High 

Public Health 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Chemical, 
Biological, 
Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive 

 
1 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
2.7 

 
Moderate 

Cyberterrorism 2 4 2 4 2.5 Moderate 
Fire - Residential / 
Commercial 
(Arson) 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
Moderate 

Hazardous 
Materials – Non- 
Transportation 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
Moderate 

Unauthorized 
Entry 2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Agricultural 
Terrorism 1 1 3 4 1.9 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and the City of Mill City 
on March 25, 2022. 
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10.7 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Mill City. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics 
of natural hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section 
identifies vulnerabilities specific to Mill City, recent localized hazard events and impacts, 
and illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

10.7.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: N/A 
Vulnerability: None 

10.7.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Governor Kate Brown declared a drought emergency for all of Marion County in 
September 2015. 
Vulnerability: Dryer conditions in the summer months have impacted the North Santiam 
Canyon as a whole, including the area around Mill City. During the 2015 drought, 2019 
wildfires and 2020 extreme heat, many trees and vegetation died off which created 
increased risk of wildfire hazards. 

10.7.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 

Events: Mill City experienced a crustal earthquake on August 19, 1961. A 4.5 magnitude 
earthquake struck 6 miles from Mill City, with shaking felt throughout the Santiam 
Canyon, up to Detroit. 

Events: Mill City experienced a crustal 
earthquake on August 19, 1961. A 4.5 

Figure 10-1, Cascadia Earthquake Expected 

magnitude earthquake struck 6 miles from Mill City, with shaking felt throughout the 
Santiam Canyon, up to Detroit. 

Vulnerability: If another larger and more substantial earthquake occurs (i.e., Cascadia), 
Mill City is expected to experience damage to buildings, utility (electric power, 
communications, water, wastewater, natural gas) and transportation systems (roads, 
bridges, pipelines), 

10.7.4 Flood 
CPRI = 2.0, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None since 2017. 
Historically, Mill City experienced minor flooding events in 1964 and 1996. This was 
due to a specific weather pattern named “pineapple express”, which blows warm, moist 
air from the southwest into the Pacific Northwest. 

CPRI = 1.5, Risk Level: Low 
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Vulnerability: The City of Mill City is located approximately 10 miles 
downstream of the Big Cliff  and Detroit dams. The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineer regulates water levels behind the dams and manages discharges to 
prevent downstream flooding. Therefore, the N. Santiam River near Mill  City 
rarely sees more than minor flooding. 

The City’s drinking water is pulled from an aquifer, and thus, high and dirty 
river levels do not impact those facilities. 

10.7.5 Landslide 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None since 2017. 
Historically, Mill City has not experienced major impacts from landslides within city 
limits. Areas near Hwy 22 and the northern edge of the city are more susceptible to this 
hazard because of steep slopes. Debris flows can occur in the Snake/Deford creek 
channels, as they did in the 1964 flood event. 
Vulnerability: Potential landslide-related impacts are adequately described within the 
county’s plan, and include infrastructural damage, economic impacts due to isolation 
and/or arterial road closures, property damage, and obstruction to evacuation routes. 

10.7.6 Volcano 
Hazards from volcanic eruptions include both ash and lahar. 
Events: None since 1980, which was the year of the Mount St Helens eruption. 
Vulnerability: Mill City has not been impacted previously by volcanic activity, and the 
city would have 6 to 12 hours before ash from an eruption of Mt. Hood or Mount 
Jefferson impacted the community; impacts could last more than a week. 
The city’s risk of damage from a lahar following an eruption of Mt. Jefferson is 
substantial. Most of the 350,000 residents in the county are not exposed to the Lahar 
hazard, but the hazard poses significant concerns for those closer to Mount Jefferson and 
those within the distal riverine valley. The communities most threatened from a volcanic 
eruption and lahar event are Gates, Detroit, Idanha, and Mill City. 

10.7.7 Wildfire 
Events: September 2020, the Beachie Creek fire burned 193,565 acres of 
land in Linn, Marion and Clackamas counties including portions of the 
City of Mill City. 

593



City of Mill City 2023 10-18 | P a g e  

Vulnerability: During the wildfire, evacuation routes were restricted due 
to wildfire movement. Following the wildfire, the impact of smoke and 
poor air quality affected residents who remained in the area. Long term 
impacts to the local economy persist. Marion County updated the 
Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) in 2023, which mapped 
wild land urban interface areas and developed actions to mitigate wildfire 
risk. The city is a participant in the CWPP and has included hazard 
mitigation action items in this plan that are directly in line with the CWPP 
actions. 

10.7.8 Severe Weather 
Windstorm 
Events: September 2020, strong easterly wind was one of the principal factors in the 
speed with which the wildfires spread across the foothills of the Cascades. 
Vulnerability: About once or twice per year the city will experience a windstorm event 
that can interrupt services, down trees, and cause power outages. Because windstorms 
typically occur during winter months, they are sometimes accompanied by ice, freezing 
rain, flooding, and very rarely, snow. 
Winter Storm (Snow/Ice) 
Events: Not reported during assessment 
Vulnerability: Ice storms can down power lines and can cause the city to lose power for 
2-3 days. In 2014, a similar storm knocked down tree’s and caused hazardous road 
conditions. These types of storms are more frequent and usually cause transportation 
issues and communication   failures from phone lines downed by falling trees and 
icy/snow filled roads. 

10.8  Mitigation Strategy 
This section of the HMP addendum addresses 44 CFR 201.6(c)(3(iv), Mitigation Strategy. 
During the 2022 HMP update, the Mill City representative and DLCD Natural Hazards 
Planner, 
Katherine Daniel evaluated the Action Items noting what accomplishments had been made, 
and whether the actions were still relevant; any new action items were identified at this 
time. In 2016, Mill City developed a list of two priority actions (Table A-1 in the prior 
plan). 
The first of these priority actions was completed.  Review the Natural Resource Chapter of 
the Comprehensive plan document and modify policies to reflect new hazard information. 
The second of the 2016 priority actions were retained and revised to develop a more 
comprehensive energy assurance plan. These include Multi-hazard Action Items #MH 3 
and MH 8. 

10.8.1  Priority Actions 
Priority Actions for the 2022 Mill City HMP Addendum center around ensuring that 
power is available to run an emergency refuge or shelter, maintain city water and 
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wastewater service using generators and fuel stored locally to address the needs of 
citizens in the event of an Excessive Heat emergency, when there are pre-emptive power 
shut-offs due to high wildfire hazard and high wind events. 
The table below (Table,10-6) lists all mitigation action items and identifies a whether the 
action is in-progress, Started, or not started. 
Many actions are carried forward from prior versions of the Marion County HMP and 
other local planning documents including the Community Wildfire Protection Plan, 
Drought Contingency Plan, and Mid-Willamette Economic Development study. Notably, 
given the location of Mill City, collaboration with both Marion County and Linn County 
will be required during the implementation process. 
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Table 10-6, Mill City Mitigation Action Items 

 

# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 
 
 
 

2022-EQ-1 

 
 
 

Earthquake 

Promote Great Oregon Shakeout 
Awareness month in October. Participate 
in activities for schools, business, and 
industry. 
Participating with the Mid- Willamette 
Emergency Communications Collective 
on initiatives that are focused on 
household preparedness. 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

Annually 

 
 
 

Staff 
Time 

 
 
 

Mill City 

 
 
 

In- 
progress 

2022-MH-1 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop an Energy Assurance Plan. 
(Multi-Hazard 2-4) L 1-3 Years Staff 

Time Mill City In- 
progress 

 
 

2022-MH-2 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop and better utilize early warning 
system with possibly using multiple siren 
towers and PA system. 

 
 

M 

 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 

TBD 

 
 

Mill City 

 
 

New 

 
 

2022-MH-3 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Evaluate the diesel generation power 
needed for critical city facilities. Acquire a 
mobile backup diesel generator, trailer, and  
necessary generator hookups, capable      
of powering city facilities and fueling 
stations for a minimum of 3 days. 

 
 

M 

 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 

TBD 

 
 

Mill City 

 
 

In- 
progress 

 
2022-MH-4 Multi- 

Hazard 

Assess the short- and long-term needs for 
sheltering access and functional needs 
populations for all hazards. 

 
M 

 
1-3 Years Staff 

Time 

 
Mill City 

 
New 

 
2022-MH-5 Multi- 

Hazard 

Obtain portable generator and necessary 
electrical hookup for School District to 
power gym’s cooling/heating & cafeteria. 

 
L 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD 

 
Mill City 

 
New 

 
2022-MH-6 Multi- 

Hazard 

Develop and MOU with Canyon Senior 
Center for cooling/heating station during 
and after hazard event. 

 
L 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD 

 
Mill City, Canyon Senior Center, 

 
New 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 
2022-MH-7 Multi- 

Hazard 
Develop and MOU with Santiam Outreach 
Community Center (SOCC) for cooling 
and Heating during hazard events 

 
L 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD Mill City, Santiam Outreach 

Community Center 

 
New 

 
2022-MH-8 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a MOU with the Santiam School 
District to utilize generator and facilities 
for refuge or sheltering of residents during 
a hazard event. 

 
L 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD 

 
Mill City 

 
New 

2022-MH-9 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a MOU with First Student to 
utilize buses during/after hazard events L 1-3 Years TBD Mill City In- 

progress 

2022-MH-10 Multi- 
Hazard 

Establish a Mill City CERT team. L 1-3 Years Staff 
Time Mill City New 

 
2022-MH-11 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a community education program 
- such as an all-hazard community 
outreach forum for students and residents. 
* 

 
L 

 
1-3 Years 

 
Staff 
Time 

 
Mill City 

 
Retained 

 
2022-MH-12 Multi- 

Hazard 

Expand auxiliary radio capabilities by 
developing a team of HAM Radio 
operators for EMS and interested public. 

 
L 

 
1-3 Years Staff 

Time 

 
Mill City 

 
New 

 

2022- MH-13 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Explore need for ‘Opt-In’ form on City 
website for those in need of help in 
evacuating, along with all needed 
equipment (walkers, wheelchairs, oxygen 

 

L 

 

1-3 Years 

 
Staff 
Time 

 

Mill City 

 

New 

 

2022-MH-14 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Explore & create MOU for early warning 
system for all citizens using School 
District parent/student notification 
program. Email, phone, text. 

 

L 

 

1-3 Years 

 
Staff 
Time 

 

Mill City 

 

New 

 
 
 

2022-MH-15 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Obtain portable electronic signs for 
evacuation routes. Create MOU with 
Chamber of Commerce to place 
evacuation routes on electronic reader 
board on Hwy 22. Same with Santiam 
School District for electronic reader 
board at City Hall. 

 
 
 

L 

 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 
 

TBD 

 
 
 

Mill City 

 
 
 

New 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 
2022-DR-1 Drought Monitor economic impacts on recreation, 

tourism, and agriculture communities. M 1-5 Years NA Mill City In- 
Progress 

 
 

2022-FL-1 

 
 

Flood 

Create partnerships and strategic plans 
with NSWC to facilitate riparian habitat 
restoration projects in flooding or erosion 
prone areas (e.g., Areas subject to 
reoccurring flood events –Elizabeth, 
Cedar, Deford, and Snake Creeks.) 

 
 

M 

 
 

1-5 Years 

 
 

Staff 
Time 

 
 

Mill City / Marion County 
Environmental Services 

 
 

In- 
Progress 

 

2022-DR-2 

 

Drought 

Collaborate with NSWC to complete 
WMCP’s and improve community 
understanding of water usage and 
opportunities to increase efficiencies. 

 

M 

 

1-5 Years 

 
Staff 
Time 

 

Mill City 

 
In- 

Progress 

 

2022-MH-16 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Repair retaining wall on North Santiam 
Riverbank and develop recreational access 
dock to leverage retaining wall repair 
costs. 

 

M 

 

1-5 Years 

 

TBD 

 

Mill City 

 
In- 

Progress 

 
 

2022-MH-17 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Designate evacuation routes outside of 
Hwy 22 for EMS. Add flood warning 
signs. 

 
 

M 

 
 

1-5 Years 

 
 

TBD 

 
 

Mill City 

In- 
Progress; 

Flood 
signs 

installed 
 

2022-MH-18 Multi- 
Hazard 

Collaborate with Marion County to 
connect to a more resilient regional 
water/sewer system. 

 
M 

 
1-5 Years 

 
TBD 

 
Mill City In- 

Progress 

 

2022-WF-1 

 

Wildfire 

Collaborate with Detroit Ranger District, 
ODF, and BLM to conduct fuel hazard 
reduction along the Wildland Urban 
interface. 

 

H 

 

1-5 Years 

 

TBD 

 

Mill City 

 
In- 

progress 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 
2022-WF-2 Wildfire Collaborate with ODF and Mill City RFD 

to develop strategic community fuel 
breaks along Hwy 22, Sitcum road, and 
Bud Long. 

 

H 

 

1-5 Years 

 

TBD 

 

Mill City 

 
In- 

progress 

 
2022-LS-1 

 
Landslide 

Integrate new DOGAMI landslide hazard 
information into land use 
zoning/development codes. 

 
L 

 
1-5 Years Staff 

Time 

 
Mill City In- 

Progress 

Source: City of Mill City 
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11 City of Mt. Angel Addendum 
11.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Mt. Angel’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide 
the implementation of mitigation actions by the City of Mt. Angel to improve the resilience 
of the community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that 
requires broad internal involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, 
please refer to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III 
(Appendices) of this HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding 
participation and mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

11.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including the City of Mt. Angel, to update 
their addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 
2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the City of Mt. Angel will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard 
Mitigation Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient 
Infrastructure & Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant 
program, Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance 
(FMA) program. This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL- 
10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Mt. Angel joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on October 5, 2021. On October 13, 2021, City 
of Mt. Angel Chief of Police and Interim City Manager, Mark Daniel, Marion County 
Emergency Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, and DLCD Planner Tricia Sears 
conducted a risk assessment meeting with the City of Mt; Angel that included a Hazard 
Vulnerability Assessment ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on July 7, 2022, to 
update this addendum. 
The City of Mt. Angel staff attended HMP Steering Committee meetings on August 3, 
2021, October 5, 2021, November 21, 2021, December 7, 2021, March 1, 2022, April 5, 
2022, May 4, 2022, June 7, 2022, and July 5, 2022, and promoted the HMP survey and 
outreach efforts throughout the plan update. The city staff encouraged public input on the 
NHMP through presentations to the city council to inform the public about the NHMP 
update process in the City of Mt. Angel. 
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11.3 Risk Assessment 

A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 

11.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of the City of Mt. Angel, in terms of geography, 
environment, population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing 
and transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these 
community characteristics can affect how hazards impact communities and how 
communities choose to plan for hazard mitigation. Considering the city specific assets 
during the planning process can assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard 
mitigation. 

11.4.1  Community Characteristics 
Mt. Angel is a small community of about 3,392 people in 2020, approximately eighteen 
miles northeast of Salem. Indians had worshipped on the butte, called Tapalamaho, for 
generations, traveling from Klamath country to the southeast and from east of the 
Cascades. The first white settlers in the area included William and Jane (Graves) Glover, 
in 1847, and Benjamin and Rachel (Tompkins) Cleaver in 1850. 
The considerable German influence in Mt. Angel is evident in its Bavarian-style 
storefronts and in its boast that it has the largest Glockenspiel in the United States. The 
town’s four-day Oktoberfest, held every year since 1966, is the largest folk festival in the 
Northwest.  Mt. Angel’s economy is based on both agriculture and industry. Farmers 
grow berries, Christmas trees, seeds, and grain crops, and several businesses operate in 
the industrial zone next to the Southern Pacific line (Oregon Encyclopedia, 2022). 

Figure 11-1, City of Mt. Angel 
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11.5 Critical and Important Facilities 

Mt. Angel’s critical and important facilities include the following: 
11.5.1 Transportation 

 

Road Owner Notes 
OR-214 ODOT Runs North South through the city 
Mt. Angel Hwy NE County Enters city from the southwest 
Railroad Willamette 

Valley 
The rails are located next to the Mt. 
Angel Fire District’s main fire 

11.5.2 Energy 
➢ Electric service provided by Portland General Electric. 
➢ Gasoline is available at Pacific Pride cardlock station and at 76 gas station. 
➢ Generators: City Hall has a diesel-powered generator for emergency backup use. 

11.5.3 Communications 
Telephone communications consist of landlines, and cell service provided by Verizon, 
AT&T and T-Mobile.  Internet service is provided by Direct Link. 

11.5.4 Water / Wastewater 
➢ Drinking Water: The city’s drinking water source is groundwater from two 

active wells through the distribution system. The distribution system is comprised 
of over twenty miles of pipe, nearly 1,000 valves, as well as two reservoirs that 
total over 1.3 million gallons of storage capacity. The City does not treat its water 
and provides a required annual water quality report. 

➢ Wastewater: The Wastewater Treatment Facility is located west of Mt. Angel 
Gervais Road west of the urban growth boundary. The facility is equipped with 
emergency power fueled by natural gas. 

o The treatment plant consists of a headworks, three facultative lagoons and 
a polishing wetland. Wastewater is conveyed to the Wastewater Treatment 
Facility through a gravity collections system comprised of nearly 13.3 
miles of pipe, ranging from 6 inches up to 24 inches, as well as 
approximately 260 manholes. 

o Wastewater is stored in the lagoons during the summer months and is 
treated and discharged to the Pudding River during the winter months, 
starting in November based on a discharge permit from the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality. Daily flows into the facility 
average approximately .5 million gallons a day, total wastewater storage 
capacity is approximately 86 million gallons, and typical discharge rates 
being between 1.1 and 4.2 million gallons per day. 
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11.5.5 Emergency Services 

➢ The Emergency Operations Center would be located in the library/community 
center as a primary location with the Fire Station providing a back-up location. 

➢ Medical services are available from the Legacy Clinic. 
➢ The city can provide emergency shelter, cooling & warming as appropriate in the 

library/community center. 
11.5.6 Cultural / Historical 

Mt. Angel attracts visitors to the historic buildings in town and to events and festivals 
including the 4th of July the Bach Festival at the Abby in the Spring, Octoberfest in 
October and in December a Hazelnut Festival is held annually. 

11.5.7 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 
➢ Schools/Day Care: The city holds several day care facilities, an elementary, 

middle, and high school. 
➢ Non-English speakers are among the residents of Mt. Angel some of whom are 

farm workers. 
➢ Seniors and Retired people reside in Mt. Angel in the 3 facilities in the city. 

See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 

11.6 Plans and Policies 
 

Table 11-1, Plans and Policies of the City of Mt. Angel 
 

Document Name 
with Hyperlink if the document is available online 

Year 

Emergency Operations Plan 2021 

Comprehensive Plan Acknowledged 1987; most 
recently amended 2013 

Transportation System Plan 2003 
Stormwater Master Plan 2011 
Wastewater Facilities Plan 2014 
Water System Master Plan & Water 
Management and Conservation Plan 

2010 

Parks Master Plan 2009, updated most 
recently 2011 
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Table 11-2, Mt. Angel Hazard Profile 
 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Mt. Angel 3,520 1,219 7 539,815,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
613 

 
17% 

 
553 

 
1 

 
197,469,572 

 
37% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
2 

 
0 

 
87,000 

 
0% 

Lahar Medium 
Zone (1000 
to 15000 – 

Year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Exposed >50% 
Prob. 

Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

John F Kennedy SR High School  X     
Mount Angel Fire Department       
Mount Angel Police Department *       
Mount Angel Public Works       
Mt Angel Middle School       
Silverton - Mt Angel Family 
Medicine 

      

St Mary's Public School       
Source: (Williams & Madin, 2022); * The DOGAMI Risk Report for Mt. Angel may not have considered that this building was 
constructed in the early 1900’s and there are cracks in the building. The back half of the building that held fire trucks was 
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remodeled but no seismic upgrades were made to the structure. There are two large HVAC units on the roof. The source of this 
information is Chief Mark Daniel, Interim City Manager and Police Chief. 

 
11.7 Hazard Analysis 

The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief 
description  is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first 
updated the description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the 
Hazard Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community 
using a calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning4. 
This assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of 
hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event 
2. Magnitude of event 
3. Expected warning time before event 
4. Expected duration of event 

 

 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 

High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at 
risk from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and 
infrastructure; major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities 
(hospital, police, fire, EOC and shelters). 

Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate 
physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of 
functionality to essential facilities. 

Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical 
impacts. 

 

 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 11-3, Mt. Angel Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary City of Mt. Angel including Mt. Angel Fire District Using BOLD 
Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural 
Hazard 

Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 
Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Earthquake 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Severe 
Weather/Storm 4 2 3 4 3.4 High 

Wildfire 3 3.5 3 4 3.2 High 
Extreme Weather 
- High 
Temperature 

 
3 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
3.0 

 
High 

Drought 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Tornado* 2 4 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Volcanic Eruption 2 1 3 4 2.4 Moderate 
Flood** 2 1 2.5 3 2.1 Moderate 
Landslide 1 1.5 1 3 1.3 Low 
Avalanche*** 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and Mt. Angel on 
October 13, 2021. *Split out of Severe Weather in 2021; **Includes dam failure; ***New in 2021. 
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Table 11-4, Mt. Angel Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Mt. Angel including Mt. Angel Fire District Using BOLD 
Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 
Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Cyberterrorism 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Hazardous Materials – 
Non-Transportation 

3 4 4 4 3.6 High 

Unauthorized Entry 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 

4 4 2 4 3.4 High 

Public Health 3 4 3 3 3.2 High 
Hazardous Materials 
Release - 
Transportation 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Agricultural Terrorism 2 1 3 4 2.4 Moderate 
Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear, 
Explosive 

2 2 2 2 2.0 Moderate 

Source: Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and Mt. Angel 
on October 13, 2021. 
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11.8 Hazard Characteristics 
11.8.1 Avalanche 

 

 
 

Events: None during the past five years. 

Vulnerability: Probability, Warning Time, Magnitude and Duration are anticipated to be 
low. 

11.8.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: No specific drought related events over the past five years. 
Vulnerability: Moderate. Although the duration of an event would exceed a week, the 
probability of an event is low due to the nature of the city’s water source. 

11.8.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.6, Risk Level: High 
Events: A magnitude 4.0 earthquake occurred 5 km east of Scotts Mills on December 14, 
2017. A magnitude 3.1 earthquake occurred 6 km SSE of Silverton on April 15, 2018. A 
2.0 earthquake occurred 2 km ESE of Scotts Mills on July 26, 2018, and a magnitude 2.6 
earthquake occurred 6 km ESE of Scotts Mills on April 1, 2020. Other smaller quakes 
occurred in the vicinity of Mt. Angel during the period since 2017. 
The 1993 Scott Mills quake caused $28 million in damage to cities throughout Marion 
County. 
Vulnerability: High.  All four factors are ranked highly. The city’s water system 
reservoirs and distribution system would be susceptible to breakage in an earthquake 
event. 

11.8.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 3.0, Risk Level: High 
Events: June 26-28, 2021, and August 11-12, 2021, saw temperatures over 116 degrees 
in Mt. Angel. 2021 event Temps over 116; many self-reliant minded folks, not as much 
use of the cooling in the library as might have. 
Vulnerability: High. The city’s residents were categorized by Chief Daniel as being self- 
reliant and not as many of them made use of the cooling center available in the library as 
might have done so. 

11.8.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate  
Events: None in the past five years.  
Vulnerability: Moderate. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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11.8.6 Landslide 
 

 

Events: None during the past five years. 
Vulnerability: Low due to the geographical location of the city away from steep slopes. 

11.8.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 3.4, Risk Level: High 

 
Events: January 7-8, 2017, and February 11-13, 2021, were the dates of winter 
storms/ice storms that affected the northern Oregon Cascade foothills. 

Vulnerability: High rankings of the factors of probability and duration. The city is 
vulnerable to the loss of power due to downed wires and to the loss of telephone 
communications and internet due to the loss of power. The city was without power for 
a week following the 2021 ice storm. 

11.8.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 

 
Events: None in the past five years. 

Vulnerability: Power and communications systems could be affected. Although the 
probability of an event is likely, the impact and warning time could be extreme. 

11.8.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.2, Risk Level: High 

 
Events: September 2020, the Beachie Creek fire burned 193,565 acres of land in Linn, 
Marion, and Clackamas counties. Although the Beachie Creek fire was within 7-10 
miles of Mt. Angel, the city was not impacted by the fires directly. Wildfire smoke did 
affect the city’s residents in 2020. 

Vulnerability: High.  High and moderately high rankings of all factors. The experience 
of the 2020 wildfires heightened awareness among residents of the limited warning 
time and the potential magnitude and length of the duration of an event. 

11.9  Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and Jurisdiction Addendum 
update process,  Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and 
Jurisdiction developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized and 
then reviewed internally by staff and city council during the spring of 2022. 

11.9.1  Mitigation Actions 
The table below (Table, 11.5) shows the City of Mt. Angel initial mitigation actions. 

CPRI = 1.3, Risk Level: Low 
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Table 11-5, City of Mt. Angel Mitigation Actions 

 

# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

2022-MH-1 Multi- 
Hazard 

Obtain and install a generator to serve city 
hall. H 1-3 Years TBD City of Mt. Angel New 

2022-EQ-1 Earthquake Construct a new City Hall/Police facility H 1-3 Years TBD City of Mt. Angel New 
 

2022-EQ-2 

 

Earthquake 

Evaluate and plan to improve aging water 
distribution system based on the Water 
System Master Plan & Water Management 
and Conservation Plan, 2010 

 

H 

 

3-5 Years 

 
$10 

million 

 

City of Mt. Angel 

 

New 

 
2022-EQ-3 

 
Earthquake 

Evaluate and plan to improve aging 
wastewater collection and treatment 
facilities based on Wastewater Systems 
Facilities Plan, 2013. 

 
H 

 
3-5 Years 

 
$7 

million 

 
City of Mt. Angel 

 
New 

Source: City of Mt. Angel HMP Steering Committee representative, July 2022. 
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12 Mt. Angel Fire District Addendum 
12.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the Mt. Angel Fire District’s Addendum to the Marion County 
Multi-Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to 
guide the implementation of mitigation actions by Mt. Angel Fire District to improve the 
resilience of the community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term 
endeavor—  one that requires broad internal involvement and community engagement to 
be successful. Finally, please refer to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) 
and Volume III (Appendices) of this HMP, which provides additional information 
(particularly regarding participation and mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this 
addendum. 

12.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including Mt. Angel Fire District, to 
update their addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired 
August 16, 2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the Mt. Angel Fire District will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard 
Mitigation, Pre-Disaster Mitigation, and Flood Mitigation Assistance grant program funds. 
This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 
FY19 Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The Mt. Angel Fire District joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on December 15, 2021. On January 13, 2022, 
Mt. Angel Fire District Jim Trierweiler, Fire Chief, Marion County Emergency 
Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, and DLCD Planner Katherine Daniel conducted a 
risk assessment meeting with the Mt. Angel Fire District that included a Hazard 
Vulnerability Assessment ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on April 7, 2022, to 
update this addendum. 
Mt. Angel Fire District staff was unable to attend regular HMP Steering Committee 
meetings due to scheduling conflict with standing fire district meetings. However, the Mt. 
Angel Fire District promoted the HMP survey and outreach efforts throughout the plan 
update, including public posts on the district’s Facebook page on April 8, 2022, and on the 
district’s webpage prior to the May 4, 2022, public engagement focused Marion County 
HMP Steering Committee meeting. 

12.3 Risk Assessment 
A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards.”1 This section of the HMP addendum 
can serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 
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12.4 Community Profile 
 

This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of Mt. Angel Fire District, in terms of geography, 
environment, population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing 
and transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these 
community  characteristics can affect how hazards impact communities and how 
communities choose to plan for hazard mitigation. Considering the city specific assets 
during the planning process can assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard 
mitigation. 

12.4.1  Community Characteristics 
The Mt. Angel Fire District is located in the heart of Marion County, Oregon, The Fire 
District is approximately 35 square miles with one fire station located in the City of Mt. 
Angel. The district is a force of approximately 36 volunteers, 5 part-time employees, and 
a Fire Chief. 

 
The Mt. Angel Fire District, formerly known as "Mt. Angel Fire Department", was 
formed after the 23rd legislature incorporated Mt. Angel as a city in 1905 and Fred 
Schwab became the first Mayor. Mt. Angel had a fire department before the 1905 date 
(1890's) but 1905 was when the formal organization was put in place with a city 
government. Over the years the organization has changed many times, the Mt. Angel 
Rural Fire Protection District was formed in 1946 and contracted for fire protection from 
the City of Mt. Angel in 1947. In November of 2003, the decision was made to 
consolidate the City and Rural District into one. 

12.5 Critical and Important Facilities 
Mt. Angel Fire District’s critical and important facilities include the following: 

12.5.1 Transportation 
 
 

Road Owner Notes 
OR-214 ODOT OR-214 runs approximately north-south 

through Mt. Angel from Silverton to the 
south and running north to connect to 
OR-99E 

Railroad Willamette 
Valley 
Railway 

The rails are located next to the Mt. 
Angel Fire District’s main fire station. 
The rail company occasionally parks rail 
cars full of compressed gas on the 
tracks. This has been a concern for Fire 
Chief. 
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12.5.2 Energy 

➢ Portland General Electric provides electricity to the city and to the fire district. 
➢ The Mt. Angel Fire District uses the local fueling stations and the commercial fuel 

provider Pacific Pride card lock fueling station to provide diesel fuel. 
➢ During the last two winter storms that involved ice and snow, the fueling stations 

were impacted with the loss of power and the inability to pump the fuel. 
12.5.3 Emergency Services 

➢ Fire Station – The station is seismically retrofitted. It was built around 1994 with 
a metal roof, but the building is outfitted with a fire suppression sprinkler system. 
There are five double bays that hold 10 trucks, and there are four offices, a 
kitchen, and a general meeting room. 
The station might be considered for refuge or shelter, but it is not currently 
equipped for that use. The size of the station is a bit tight for a shelter, but the 
district is considering construction of a new storage structure that might be 
equipped as a shelter. 

12.5.4 Communications 
The district uses a Verizon hotspot that was set up during the 2021 ice storm which 
caused interruption of cell service due to power outage. The drawback to this 
communication method is that it serves only Verizon customers. 

12.5.5 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 
Schools/Day Care: The district contains several day care facilities, an elementary, middle, 
and high school. 
Non-English speakers are among the residents of Mt. Angel Fire District, some of whom 
are farm workers, Seniors and Retired people reside in Mt. Angel in the three facilities in 
the city. Vulnerability exists in housing where additional dwelling units are not 
constructed to building code. This can be a concern for migrant workers, low-income 
families, and people with compromised health (e.g., drug use). 
See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 

12.6 Plans and Policies 
The Mt. Angel Fire District is governed by a Board of Director. The district maintains a 
Strategic Plan, which, although it is not required, is an important method for the district to 
plan for future operations and resilience. It covers staffing, facilities, vehicles, and building 
maintenance considerations. 
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12.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 12-1, Mt. Angel Critical Facilities 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Mt. Angel 3,520 1,219 7 539,815,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
613 

 
17% 

 
553 

 
1 

 
197,469,572 

 
37% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
2 

 
0 

 
87,000 

 
0% 

Lahar Medium 
Zone (1000 
to 15000 – 

Year) 

 

0 

 

0% 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Exposed >50% 
Prob. 

Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

John F Kennedy SR High School  X     
Mount Angel Fire Department       
Mount Angel Police Department *       
Mount Angel Public Works       
Mt Angel Middle School       
Silverton - Mt Angel Family 
Medicine 

      

St Mary's Public School       
Source: Multihazard Risk Report for Marion County, DOGAMI, Williams, 2022. 
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12.8 Hazard Analysis 

The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief 
description is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first 
updated the description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the 
Hazard Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community 
using a calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning3. 
This assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of 
hazards identified: 
1. Probability (frequency) of event 
2. Magnitude of event 
3. Expected warning time before event 
4. Expected duration of event 

 

 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk 
from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; 
major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, 
EOC and shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical 
impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 
A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 12-2, Mt. Angel Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary City of Mt. Angel including Mt. Angel Fire District Using BOLD 
Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural 
Hazard 

Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 
Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Earthquake 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Severe 
Weather/Storm 4 2 3 4 3.4 High 

Wildfire 3 3.5 3 4 3.2 High 
Extreme Weather 
- High 
Temperature 

 
3 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
3.0 

 
High 

Drought 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Tornado* 2 4 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Volcanic Eruption 2 1 3 4 2.4 Moderate 
Flood** 2 1 2.5 3 2.1 Moderate 
Landslide 1 1.5 1 3 1.3 Low 
Avalanche*** 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and Mt. Angel Fire 
District on April 17, 2022. *Split out of Severe Weather in 2021; **Includes dam failure; ***New in 2021. 
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Table 12-3, Mt. Angel Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Mt. Angel including Mt. Angel Fire District Using BOLD 
Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 
Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Cyberterrorism 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Hazardous Materials – 
Non-Transportation 

3 4 4 4 3.6 High 

Unauthorized Entry 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 

4 4 2 4 3.4 High 

Public Health 3 4 3 3 3.2 High 
Hazardous Materials 
Release - 
Transportation 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

2 4 4 4 3.1 High 

Agricultural Terrorism 2 1 3 4 2.4 Moderate 
Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear, 
Explosive 

2 2 2 2 2.0 Moderate 

Source: Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and Mt. Angel 
Fire District on April 17, 2022. 

 
. 
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12.9 Hazard Characteristics 
12.9.1 Avalanche 

 

 
 

Events: None during the past five years. 

Vulnerability: Probability, Warning Time, Magnitude and Duration are anticipated to be 
low. 

12.9.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: No specific drought related events over the past five years. 
Vulnerability: Moderate. Although the duration of an event would exceed a week, the 
probability of an event is low due to the nature of the city’s water source. 

12.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.6, Risk Level: High 
Events: A magnitude 4.0 earthquake occurred 5 km east of Scotts Mills on December 14, 
2017. A magnitude 3.1 earthquake occurred 6 km SSE of Silverton on April 15, 2018. A 
2.0 earthquake occurred 2 km ESE of Scotts Mills on July 26, 2018, and a magnitude 2.6 
earthquake occurred 6 km ESE of Scotts Mills on April 1, 2020. Other smaller quakes 
occurred in the vicinity of Mt. Angel during the period since 2017. 
The 1993 Scott Mills quake caused $28 million in damage to cities throughout Marion 
County. 
Vulnerability: High.  All four factors are ranked highly. The city’s water system 
reservoirs and distribution system would be susceptible to breakage in an earthquake 
event. 

12.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 3.0, Risk Level: High 
Events: June 26-28, 2021, and August 11-12, 2021, saw temperatures over 116 degrees 
in Mt. Angel. 2021 event Temps over 116; many self-reliant minded folks, not as much 
use of the cooling in the library as might have. 
Vulnerability: High. The city’s residents were categorized by Chief Daniel as being self- 
reliant and not as many of them made use of the cooling center available in the library as 
might have done so. 

12.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate  
Events: None in the past five years.  
Vulnerability: Moderate. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 

618



Mt. Angel Fire District 2023 12-9 | P a g e  

12.9.6 Landslide 
 

 

Events: None during the past five years. 
Vulnerability: Low due to the geographical location of the city away from steep slopes. 

12.9.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 3.4, Risk Level: High 

 
Events: January 7-8, 2017, and February 11-13, 2021, were the dates of winter 
storms/ice storms that affected the northern Oregon Cascade foothills. 

Vulnerability: High rankings of the factors of probability and duration. The city is 
vulnerable to the loss of power due to downed wires and to the loss of telephone 
communications and internet due to the loss of power. The city was without power for 
a week following the 2021 ice storm. 

12.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 

 
Events: None in the past five years. 

Vulnerability: Power and communications systems could be affected. Although the 
probability of an event is likely, the impact and warning time could be extreme. 

12.9.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.2, Risk Level: High 

 
Events: September 2020, the Beachie Creek fire burned 193,565 acres of land in Linn, 
Marion, and Clackamas counties. Although the Beachie Creek fire was within 7-10 
miles of Mt. Angel, the city was not impacted by the fires directly. Wildfire smoke did 
affect the city’s residents in 2020. 

Vulnerability: High.  High and moderately high rankings of all factors. The experience 
of the 2020 wildfires heightened awareness among residents of the limited warning 
time and the potential magnitude and length of the duration of an event. 

CPRI = 1.3, Risk Level: Low 
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12.10 Mitigation Strategy 

During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and Mt. Angel Fire District 
Addendum update process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and 
Mt. Angel Fire District developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized 
and then reviewed internally by staff and city council during the spring of 2022. 

12.10.1 Mitigation Actions 
The table below (Table, 12.5) shows the City of Mt. Angel initial mitigation actions. 
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Table 12-4, Mt. Angel Fire District Priority Action Items 

 
# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
2022-MH-1 Multi- 

Hazard 

Install a diesel generator on top of district 
fuel tank to power fire station and 
reservoir to fuel the apparatus. 

 
H 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD 

 
Mt. Angel Fire District 

 
New 

 
2022-MH-2 Multi- 

Hazard 

Evaluate options for providing 
communication access to all citizens 
during power system outages. 

 
H 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD 

 
Mt. Angel Fire District 

 
New 

2022-WF-1 Wildfire Install sprinkler system in Fire Station. H 1-3 Years TBD Mt. Angel Fire District New 
 

2022-MH-3 Multi- 
Hazard 

Consider the needs for shelter and refuge 
for natural hazard events and the 
equipment needed for those uses. 

 
H 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD 

Mt. Angel Fire District  
New 

2022-MH-4 Multi- 
Hazard 

Purchase and install a reader board to 
provide timely information to the public. H 1-3 Years TBD Mt. Angel Fire District New 

Source: Mt. Angel Fire District, April 7, 2022 
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13 City of Scotts Mills Addendum 
13.1 Purpose 

The purpose of the City of Scotts Mills Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP) is to guide the implementation of mitigation 
actions by the City of Scotts Mills to improve the resilience of the community. Please note 
that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that requires broad internal 
involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, please refer to the 
information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III (Appendices) of this 
HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding participation and 
mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

13.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including City of Scotts Mills, to update 
their addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 
2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the City of Scotts Mills will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard 
Mitigation Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient 
Infrastructure & Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant 
program, Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance 
(FMA) program. This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL- 
10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Scotts Mills joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on October 15, 2021. On January 6, 2022, City 
of Scotts Mills Clerk, Robin Fournier, Marion County Emergency Preparedness 
Coordinator Mike Hintz, and DLCD Planner Katherine Daniel conducted a risk assessment 
meeting with the City of Scotts Mills that included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment 
ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on April 4, 2022, to update this addendum. 
City of Scotts Mills staff attended HMP Steering Committee meetings on April 5, 2022, 
and May 4, 2022.  The city promoted the HMP survey and outreach efforts throughout the 
plan update, including public posts on the city’s website and Facebook page to inform the 
public about the development of the Hazard Mitigation Plan update. 
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13.3 Risk Assessment 

A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 

13.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of City of Scotts Mills, in terms of geography, 
environment, population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing 
and transportation see Volume III, Appendix C, Community Profile. Many of these 
community characteristics can affect how hazards impact communities and how 
communities choose to plan for hazard mitigation. Considering the city specific assets 
during the planning process can assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard 
mitigation. 

13.4.1  Community Characteristics 
The City of Scotts Mills is located in the Willamette Valley in Marion County, Oregon, 
approximately 2 miles south of Marquam and Oregon Route 213, between Silverton and 
Molalla. The city takes its name from the sawmill and flour mill owned by Robert Hall 
Scott and Thomas Scott at this location, which became known as Scotts Mills in about 
1866. The city has a total area of 0.36 square miles and is home to 399 people. Butte 
Creek flows just to the east of Scotts Mills as it makes its way north to join the Pudding 
River. 

13.5 Critical and Important Facilities 
City of Scotts Mills’ critical and important facilities include the following: 

13.5.1 Transportation 
 

Road Owner Notes 
OR-213E ODOT 3.5 miles west of the city 
Mt. Angel/Scotts Mills Rd. Marion County Runs east-west through the city 
Crooked Finger Rd. Marion County Runs north-south on the eastern side of 

the city 

3
rd. Ave Bridge over 

Butte Creek at Mt. Angel 
Rd. 

Marion County Project started to replace the bridge 
with a tentative completion date in 
2024. 

13.5.2 Energy 

Portland General Electric is the electricity provider to the city. A backup generator 
located at the city’s water pumps and reservoir. Fuel is brought in by truck to the water 
system generator. Otherwise, the city residents must travel to get fuel from fuel locations 
in Silverton, as there are no fuel stations in the city. The city is interested in getting a 
backup generator for city hall (Mitigation action item). 
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13.5.3 Water / Wastewater 

Water System: The city’s water source is a well that supplies more water than the city 
uses. and the well is equipped with a backup generator. The water system also includes 
two reservoirs, the lower reservoir, and the upper reservoir.  The upper reservoir is also 
equipped with a backup generator. 
Wastewater: The city residents utilize on-site septic systems. 

13.5.4 Dams 
The cement and boulder dam located on Butte Creek at the Scotts Mills falls is decaying 
and slowly crumbling. Debris has fallen into the pool below and has become a hazard. 
The Pudding River Watershed Council, with assistance from the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, is proposing to demolish the dam to eliminate the safety hazard and to 
increase fish habitat and improve survival of threatened native salmon. Butte Creek is the 
native habitat for Endangered Species Act-listed Spring Chinook, and Winter Steelhead 
as well as Coho and Cutthroat Trout. 

13.5.5 Communication 
Zipply & Wave provide internet and phone services; and the city is served by all major 
cell service providers (AT &T, T-Mobile, Verizon), Satellite TV service. 
Zipply has a substation located in Scotts Mills at 251 3rd St. near the location of the new 
bridge. 

13.5.6 Emergency Services 
Fire: Served by the Silverton Fire District which maintains a station in the city. Police: 
Served by the Marion County Sheriff’s office 
Public Works: The city does not have separate Public Works Department and city 
employees manage public infrastructure. 
Medical: No facilities 
Emergency Operations Center: City Hall serves as the EOC when needed. City Hall: 
Located at 265 4th Street. 
The city does not have a community emergency response team or a shelter. 
Emergency notification system is through the City Clerk and the multiple social media 
and website-based methods for notification employed by the city. The City of Scotts 
Mills is not taking up the Everbridge system. 

13.5.7 Cultural/Historical Resources 
The Historical Society is located at 210 Grandview and the historic Scott’s house is 
located at 530 Crooked Finger Rd. 
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13.5.8 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 

➢ Schools/Day Cares: The city is located within the Silver Falls School District and 
contains the Scotts Mills Elementary School 

➢ Non-English-speaking people comprise 5% of the population. 
➢ A Food Bank located at 295 4th St. 

See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 
13.6 Plans and Policies 

Table 13-1, Plans and Policies of the City of Scotts Mills 
 

Document Name 
with Hyperlink if the document is available online 

Year 

Comprehensive Plan 2013 
Water Master Plan 2002 
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13.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 13-2, City of Scotts Mills Hazard Profile 

 
Community Overview 

Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 
Value ($) 

Scotts Mills 385 242 2 63,043,000 
Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 

Hazard Scenario Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
96 

 
24.9% 

 
118 

 
0 

 
16,983,461 26.9% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

 
234 

 
61% 

 
140 

 
0 

 
31,315,000 

 
50% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

 
15 

 
3.9% 

 
7 

 
0 

 
1,280,323 

 
2.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

None Reported       
Source: Multi-hazard Risk Report, DOGAMI, Williams, 2022. 

626



City of Scotts Mills 2023 13-6 | P a g e  

13.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief 
description is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first 
updated the description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the 
Hazard Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community 
using a calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning2. 
This assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of 
hazards identified: 
1. Probability (frequency) of event 
2. Magnitude of event 
3. Expected warning time before event 
4. Expected duration of event 
The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk 
from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; 
major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, 
EOC and shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical 
impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 

 

 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 13-3, City of Scotts Mills Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary City of Scotts Mills Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural 

Hazard 
Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Earthquake 4 4 4 4 4.0 High 
Wildfire 4 3.5 4 4 3.9 High 
Severe 
Weather/Storm 4 3 4 4 3.9 High 

Landslide 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Tornado* 2 4 4 4 3.1 High 
Flood** 3 2 2 4 2.7 Moderate 
Extreme Weather- 
High Temperature 3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Drought 2 1 3 4 2.4 Moderate 
Volcanic Eruption 2 2 2 4 2.2 Moderate 
Avalanche*** 1 1 1 4 1.3 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and City of Scotts Mills 
on January 6, 2022. *Split out of Severe Weather 2021; **Includes dam failure; ***New to 2022) 
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Table 13-4, Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Scotts Mills Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   
Cyberterrorism 3 4 3.5 4 3.4 High 
Public Health 3 2 3 4 3.0 High 
Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 2 4 3 4 2.8 Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Chemical, 
Biological, 
Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive 

 
1 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
2.7 

 
Moderate 

Hazardous Materials 
Release - 
Transportation 

 
1 

 
4 

 
3 

 
4 

 
2.4 

 
Moderate 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

 
1 

 
4 

 
3 

 
4 

 
2.4 

 
Moderate 

Agricultural 
Terrorism 1 4 2.5 4 2.2 Moderate 

Hazardous Materials 
– Non- 
Transportation 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1.0 

 
Low 

Source: Marion County Emergency Management and City of Scotts Mills, January 6, 2022 
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13.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to City of Scotts 
Mills.  Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section identifies 
vulnerabilities specific to City of Scotts Mills, recent localized hazard events and impacts, 
and illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

13.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: None during the past five years. 
Vulnerability: Probability, Warning Time, Magnitude and Duration are anticipated to be 
low. 

13.9.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: No specific drought related events over the past five years. 
Vulnerability: Low; water supply is in a very productive well and two reservoirs. 
Although the duration of an event would exceed a week, the probability of an event is 
low due to the nature of the city’s water source. 

13.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 4.0, Risk Level: High 
Events: A magnitude 2.0 earthquake occurred 2 km ESE of Scotts Mills on July 26, 
2018. The 1993 Scott Mills quake caused $28 million in damages to cities throughout 
Marion County. 
Vulnerability: High.  All four factors are ranked highly. The city’s water system 
reservoirs and distribution system would be susceptible to breakage in an earthquake 
event. The city’s structures were generally constructed prior to building codes that 
address seismic resilience and the magnitude of the event could be catastrophic. 

13.9.4 Extreme Heat 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: June 26-28, 2021, and August 11-12, 2021, saw temperatures of 100 degrees or 
more. 
Vulnerability: Moderate; the city is equipping the City Hall to serve as a cooling center. 
The probability of an event is ranked as likely and the duration of an event is estimated to 
continue more than a day, but less than a week. 

CPRI = 1.3, Risk Level: Low 
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13.9.5 Flood 

CPRI = 2.7, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None in the past five years. 
Vulnerability: Moderate.  The city has limited exposure to flooding based on the FEMA 
flood maps. Butte Creek floodway may impact several structures adjacent to the river. 

13.9.6 Landslide 
CPRI = 3.6 Risk Level: High 
Events: None during the past five years. 
Vulnerability: High. The southern portion of the city is built on a landslide deposit. 
Probability of occurrence is ranked as likely, and all other factors are ranked very high. 

13.9.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 3.9 Risk Level: High 

 
Events: January 7-8, 2017 and February 11-13, 2021 were the dates of winter storms that 
affected the northern Oregon Cascade foothills. 
Vulnerability: High rankings of all factors. The city is vulnerable to the loss of power 
due to downed wires and to the loss of telephone communications and internet due to the 
loss of power. The city is prepared to continue water service by equipping its water 
system with generators and fuel for them. 

13.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 3.1, Risk Level: High 
Events: None in the past five years. 
Vulnerability:  Power and communications systems could be affected. Although the 
probability of an event is likely, the impact and warning time could be extreme. 

13.9.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.9, Risk Level: High 
Events: September 2020, the Beachie Creek fire burned 193,565 acres of land in Linn, 
Marion, and Clackamas counties. Although the Beachie Creek Wildfire was within miles 
of Scotts Mills, the city was not impacted by the fires directly. Wildfire smoke did affect 
the city’s residents. 
Vulnerability: High rankings of all factors. The city is vulnerable due to a need for 
vegetation management. Dead and diseased trees in public rights of way need to be 
addressed as well as proper vegetation management to maintain defensible space on 
private property. The experience of the 2020 Beachie Creek fire heightened awareness 
among residents of the limited warning time and the potential magnitude and length of 
the duration of an event. 
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13.9.10 Volcanic Eruption 

CPRI = 2.2, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None in the past five years. 
Vulnerability: The city, which is approximately 50 miles away from Mt. Hood, would 
have limited time before ash from an eruption would impact the community; the impacts 
could last more than one week. 

13.10 Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and City of Scotts Mills 
Addendum update process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and 
City of Scotts Mills developed a list of mitigation actions. These actions were prioritized 
and then reviewed internally by staff and city council during the spring of 2022. 

13.10.1 Mitigation Actions 
The table below (Table 13.5) shows the City of Scotts Mills mitigation actions. 
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Table 13-5, City of Scotts Mills Priority Mitigation Action Items 

 
# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
2022-WF-1 

 
Wildfire 

Development code revisions to address the 
vegetation management of public and 
residential property. 

 
H 

 
1-3 Years 

General 
funds 
and 

grants 

 
City of Scotts Mills 

 
New 

2022-MH-1 Multi- 
Hazard 

Replacement of 3rd Street bridge over 
Butte Creek. H Unknown TBD City of Scotts Mills New 

 
2022-MH-2 Multi- 

Hazard 

Water system updates – Replace the lower 
reservoir and connect lower portion of 
town to the upper reservoir. 

 
H 

 
3-5 Years 

 
$750,000 

 
City of Scotts Mills 

 
New 

 
2022-MH-3 Multi- 

Hazard 

Secure a generator for City Hall to allow it 
to be used as a place for respite from high 
temperatures or wildfire smoke. 

 
H 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD 

 
City of Scotts Mills 

 
New 

Source: City of Scotts Mills addendum update interview, April 4, 2022 
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14 City of Stayton Addendum 
14.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Stayton’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide 
the implementation of mitigation actions by Jurisdiction to improve the resilience of the 
community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that 
requires broad internal involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, 
please refer to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III 
(Appendices) of this HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding 
participation and mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

14.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including the City of Stayton, to update 
their addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 
2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the City of Stayton will retain eligibility for FEMA Hazard 
Mitigation Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient 
Infrastructure & Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant 
program, Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance 
(FMA) program. This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL- 
10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Stayton joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on February 2, 2022. On January 11, 2022, City 
of Stayton Police Chief Dave Frisendahl, and City Manager – Interim Alissa Angelo, 
Marion County Emergency Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, and DLCD Planner 
Katherine Daniel conducted a risk assessment meeting with the city that included a Hazard 
Vulnerability Assessment ranking. City staff met again with DLCD on April 8, 2022, to 
update this addendum. 
City of Stayton staff attended HMP Steering Committee meetings on August 3, 2021, 
March 1, 2022, April 5, 2022, and May 4, 2022. The city’s staff promoted the HMP survey 
and outreach efforts throughout the plan update, including public posts on the city’s 
website and Facebook and Next-Door pages beginning on February 15, 2022, to distribute 
the plan update public survey to interested parties in the City of Stayton. 
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14.3 Risk Assessment 

A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce loses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 

14.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city-specific assets. For additional information on the 
characteristics of the City of Stayton, in terms of geography, environment, population, 
demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing and transportation see 
Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these community characteristics 
can affect how hazards impact communities and how communities choose to plan for 
hazard mitigation. Considering the city-specific assets during the planning process can 
assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard mitigation. 

14.4.1 Community Characteristics 
The City of Stayton is in Marion County, Oregon, at the confluence of the Santiam 
Canyon and Willamette Valley. Located roughly 15-miles east of Salem, the city is 
bordered to the north and east by Highway 22, the south and east by the Santiam River, 
and the west by agricultural lands. Stayton is in Oregon’s Willamette Valley, which 
experiences a moderate climate. In August, the average high temperature is 82 degrees, 
and the average low temperature is 51 degrees. Wintertime temperatures in January range 
from an average high of 46 degrees to an average low of 33 degrees. The average annual 
precipitation is 39.9 inches. Stayton is relatively flat, except at the terminus of Santiam 
canyon in the northeast portion of the city. 
The US Census lists Stayton’s 2020 population at 8,244. This represents a 6.72% increase 
from 2015. For more demographic information, refer to Volume III, Appendix B, 
Community Profile 

14.4.2 Economy 
Stayton was founded as a mill city. Its location near a plentiful water source made it 
attractive for water-powered industry. Several mills, from timber to flour, operated in 
Stayton following its establishment. In the early part of the 20th century, Stayton 
transitioned to an emphasis on agricultural – the NORPAC Foods, Inc. processing plant is 
currently the city’s largest employer. Today, Stayton benefits from a relatively diverse 
local economy. The average household income in Stayton is $41,432. For more economic 
information, refer to Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile 
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Figure 14-1, City of Stayton Zoning Map 
 

 
Source: City of Stayton, Oregon (staytonoregon.gov) Interactive Map on city website 

636

https://www.staytonoregon.gov/page/docs_interactive_city_map


City of Stayton 2023 14-4 | P a g e  

14.5 Critical and Important Facilities 

The City of Stayton’s critical and important facilities include: 
14.5.1 Transportation 

Bridges 
Table 14-1, Stayton Bridge Inventory 

 
Stayton Bridge Inventory 

Water 
Body 

Street Owner Inspection 
Date 

Co-Located Utility 
Sewer Water Electricity Natural 

Gas 
Telecomm 

Salem 
Ditch 

N. First 
Ave. Stayton 8/10/2016 Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Salem 
Ditch 

N. Second 
Ave. Stayton 8/10/2016 No No No No No 

Salem 
Ditch 

N. Third 
Ave. Stayton 8/10/2016 No Yes No No No 

Salem 
Ditch 

W. 
Washington 

St. 

 
Stayton 

 
8/10/2016 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

Stayton 
Ditch 

N. Holly 
Ave. Stayton 8/10/2016 No Yes No No No 

Stayton 
Ditch Jetters Way Stayton 8/10/2016 Yes Yes No No No 

Stayton 
Ditch 

E. Water 
St. Stayton 8/10/2016 No No No No No 

Stayton 
Ditch 

N. Fourth 
Ave. Stayton 8/10/2016 No No No No No 

Stayton 
Ditch N First Ave Marion N/A No Yes No No No 

Salem 
Ditch 

N Fourth 
Ave. Stayton N/A No No No No No 

Salem 
Ditch 

N. 
Evergreen 

Ave. 

 
Stayton 

 
N/A 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
No 

 
No 

Salem 
Ditch Wilco Rd. Marion N/A Yes Yes No No No 

Salem 
Ditch UPRR UPRR N/A No No No No No 

Salem 
Ditch Shaff Rd. Marion N/A No No No No No 

Mill 
Creek 

Golf Club 
Rd. Marion N/A No No No No No 

Mill 
Creek 

Cascade 
Highway Marion N/A No No No No No 

Source: City of Stayton 
 

Note: Access to the water treatment plant requires crossing two bridges: 1 over the N 
Santiam R, 1 over the Stayton Canal. This could cause problems in the event of an 
earthquake that disables the bridges. 
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Note: Access to the wastewater treatment plant requires crossing two bridges: 1 bridge on 
Jetters Way and one bridge over Salem Ditch on Wilco Rd. This could cause problems in the 
event of an earthquake that disables the bridges. 

 
Note: Pacific Power employees would have to cross three bridges to reach the Pacific Power 
plant. 

 
Main Roads through Town: 
➢ State Highway 22 (North Santiam Highway) 
➢ Golf Club Rd/Wilco Rd. 
➢ Stayton Rd./Washington Rd. 
➢ 1st St/Cascade Hwy (leads to water treatment plant) 
➢ Shaff Rd./Fern Ridge Rd. 

Public Transit 
➢ Cherriots Regional Transportation 

14.5.2 Energy 
Gasoline: Marc Nelson Oil Products (MNOP) local cardlock fueling center is the city’s 
primary fuel source.  It provides fuel when needed. The amount of diesel fuel needed 
during the 2020 wildfires increased to 8,000 gallons. 
The county fuel assessment for 2022 reflects the Stayton Public Works Director’s 
assessment of fuel needs for 190 gallons of unleaded fuel per week and 65 gallons of 
diesel fuel per week to run generators at the following locations for emergency service 
operation: 
➢ Police 
➢ Wastewater Treatment Plant 
➢ Sanitary Sewer Collections 
➢ Storm Sewer Collections 
➢ Water Treatment Plant 
➢ Water Collections 

Police have a natural gas generator that won’t run on any other fuel The Fire District has 
a generator. 
Electricity: Pacific Power 
Natural Gas: NW Natural 
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14.5.3 Water / Wastewater 

Water: 
Drinking Water – There is a current project underway to identify a backup water source. 
➢ Source: N Santiam River via the Stayton Power canal. 
➢ One shallow well – just supplemental 
➢ There are a very small number of residents on wells. 
➢ Water treatment plant from 1st Ave. utilizes slow sand filtration system. 
➢ Water storage: 

o Pine St. = 1 million gallons 
o Regis St. = .5 million gallons 
o Old, decommissioned storage tank on Holly 

Note: Stayton has access to Salem’s system and can buy from Salem, if necessary, but 
there is no other water back-up source. 
Note: There are pump stations throughout the city, the pump station lines would likely 
not survive an earthquake. 
Wastewater: 
➢ The wastewater treatment facility is located on Jetters Way which has a backup 

generator. 
➢ Most of the sewer system is 50-year-old concrete pipe. 
➢ Very, very few residents are on septic systems. 
➢ NORPAC has its own wastewater treatment ponds on Jetter’s Way. 

14.5.4 Communications 
Communication Towers: 
➢ Regis St. Reservoir – Police, Sprint 
➢ Pine St. Reservoir has cell antennas – Fire, T-Mobile 
➢ High school athletic field cell tower – Verizon (with a generator) 
➢ Cell tower south of Shaff and west of Wilco 
➢ Backup tower on the Police Department 

The city relies on cell phones to communicate. 
Auxiliary radio access for Police (portable). 

Landline – SCTC (Stayton Cooperative Telephone Company). Problems occur when 
Stayton Cooperative shuts down one portion of their service area; it typically impacts the 
city’s system. 
CERT has a radio system. 
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911 Communications, provided by METCOM, is old in the area. The city finds that  they 
need the new county radio communication system to be implemented as soon as possible. 

14.5.5 Emergency Services 
Fire: 
Stayton Rural Fire Protection District, 1988 W. Ida Street, Stayton, Oregon (503) 769- 
2601. 
Police: 
Police Department, 386 N. 3rd Ave. Stayton, Oregon (503) 769-3423. 
Public Works: 
City of Stayton, 311 N. 3rd Ave. Stayton, Oregon (503) 769-2919. 
Municipal Services: 
City Hall, 362 N. 3rd Ave. Stayton, Oregon (503) 769-3425. 
Shelter: Community Center, 400 Virginia St. Stayton, Oregon (503) 769-2919. 
Medical: 
Santiam Memorial Hospital, 1401 N. 10th Ave. Stayton, Oregon (503) 769-2175. 

14.5.6 Cultural / Historical Resources 
Properties on the National Registry of Historic Places: 
➢ Deitrich Building (3rd and Florence) 
➢ Gehlens-Sims Building (2nd) 
➢ The city has a preliminary listing of downtown buildings that would qualify for 

the national registry. 
Properties: 
➢ “The Brown House” Santiam Heritage Foundation (425 N. 1st Ave.) 
➢ Library (515 N 1st Ave.) 
➢ Community Center and City Swimming Pool (all next to library) 

Events that may have large crowds: 
➢ July: SummerFest and Car show– last Saturday of July, approx. 500 to 1,000 

visitors 
➢ July: 4th of July – 1,000-2,000 visitors 
➢ July: Stampede – at Sublimity fair grounds (slight impact to traffic in town) 
➢ September: Harvest Festival –at Sublimity fair grounds (slight impact to traffic in 

town) 
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14.5.7 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 

Schools – enrollment ~2,400: 
Stayton High School (757 W. Locust St.) 
Stayton Middle School (1021 Shaff Rd. SE) 
Stayton Elementary School (875 N. 3rd Ave.) 

Regis St. Mary’s School (550 W. Regis St. and 1066 N. 6th Ave.) 
Daycares/preschools: 
Rise and Shine Day Care (2350 Martin Dr.) 
Tree House Day Care (287 E Washington St.) 
Tiny Hands Day Care (451 Hobson St.) 

Highland Pre-school (1450 Fern Ridge Rd.) – First United Methodist Church 
All Star Pre-school (975 Fern Ridge Rd.) – Foothills Church 

Assisted living: 
Brookdale Senior Living Solutions (2201 3rd Ave.) 
Other Facilities: 
Santiam Senior Center (41818 Kingston Jordan Rd.) 
Apartment complexes for seniors: 
Elder Manor (900 W Ida) 
Stayton Manor (3rd and Washington) 
Oak Apartment (10th and Santiam)  
Additional Information: 

Some Spanish-speaking residents, but most also speak English. 
Stayton has a small Somali population, but most also speak English. 
Low-income: 47% of Stayton’s housing stock are rental properties. 

 
Table 14-2, Government Subsidized Housing Developments from Stayton’s Comprehensive Plan 

 

 
 

See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 
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14.6 Plans and Policies 

Table 14-3, Plans and Policies of the City of Stayton 
 

Document Name Year 

City of Stayton Comprehensive Plan, Comp Plan Map 2021 
Facilities Master Plan 2007 
Local Wetland and Riparian Inventory 1999 
Emergency Operations Plan  

Transportation System Plan – Vol 1, Vol 2 2004 
Sublimity Interchange Area Management Plan 2006 
Downtown Transportation and Revitalization Plan 2007, 

amende 
d 2010 

Park and Recreation Master Plan 2005 
Water Master Plan 2006 
Wastewater Master Plan 2006 
Stormwater Master Plan 2009 

Source: City of Stayton website, consulted June 2022 http://www.staytonoregon.gov/page/planning_master_plans. 
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https://www.staytonoregon.gov/page/open/840/0/2021%20Amended%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf
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Table 14-4, City of Stayton Hazard Profile and Critical Facilities 
 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Stayton 7,880 3,043 12 1,546,547,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 1 0.0% 2 0 33,000 0.0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
62 

 
0.8% 

 
150 

 
0 

 
64,343,000 4.2% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

 
97 

 
1.2% 

 
32 

 
0 

 
13,290,000 

 
0.9% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
866 

 
11% 

 
379 

 
2 

 
157,134,000 

 
10% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

 
50 

 
0.6% 

 
22 

 
2 

 
9,114,000 

 
0.6% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Regis High School     X  
Santiam Memorial Hospital - Stayton       
St Mary's Catholic School       
Stayton Christian School       
Stayton City Shops       
Stayton Elementary School       
Stayton Emergency Services       
Stayton High School     X  
Stayton Middle School       
Stayton Police Department    X   
Stayton RFPD       
Stayton Water Treatment Plant    X   
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14.7 Hazard Analysis 

The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief 
description  is below. To complete the risk assessment, the HMP update team first 
updated the description, type, location and extent of each hazard. Next, the team updated 
the Hazard  Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the 
community using a calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by 
BOLD Planning. This assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk 
from the range of hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event. 
2. Magnitude of event. 
3. Expected warning time before event. 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 
 

 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk 
from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; 
major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, 
EOC and shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical 
impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 

 
 

 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 14-5, City of Stayton Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary City of Stayton Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural 

Hazard 
Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Wildfire 4 4 3 4 3.7 High 
Earthquake 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 
Tornado* 3 4 3 4 3.3 High 
Extreme Weather 
- High 
Temperature 

 
3 

 
1 

 
4 

 
4 

 
3.1 

 
High 

Drought 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Severe 
Weather/Storm 3 2 2 3.5 2.6 Moderate 

Flood** 3 1 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Volcanic Eruption 2 2 2 4 2.2 Moderate 
Landslide 2 1 2 3 2.0 Moderate 
Avalanche*** NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and City of Stayton on 
April 8, 2022. *Split out of Severe Weather in 2021; ** Includes Dam failures; ***New in 2022 

645



City of Stayton 2023 14-13 | P a g e  

Table 14-6, City of Stayton Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Stayton Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Fire - Residential / 
Commercial 
(Arson) 

 
3 

 
4 

 
2 

 
4 

 
3.0 

 
High 

Hazardous 
Materials – Non- 
Transportation 

 
3 

 
4 

 
2 

 
4 

 
3.0 

 
High 

Public Health 
Emergency 
(pandemic, water 
toxin) 

 
4 

 
1 

 
2 

 
4 

 
3.0 

 
High 

Hazardous 
Materials Release - 
Transportation 

 
3 

 
4 

 
2 

 
3.5 

 
2.9 

 
Moderate 

Agricultural 
Terrorism 2 1 4 4 2.7 Moderate 

Unauthorized 
Entry 2.5 4 2 3 2.6 Moderate 

Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
Moderate 

Cyberterrorism 2 4 2 2 2.3 Moderate 
Civil Disturbance 2 2 2 3.5 2.2 Moderate 
Chemical, 
Biological, 
Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive 

 
1 

 
1 

 
3 

 
4 

 
1.9 

 
Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and City of Stayton on 
April 8, 2022 
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14.8 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Stayton. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section identifies 
vulnerabilities specific to the City of Stayton, recent localized hazard events and impacts, 
and illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

14.8.1 Avalanche 
Events: None 
Vulnerability: Not ranked because there is no risk of this hazard in the City of Stayton. 

14.8.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Governor Kate Brown declared a drought emergency for all of Marion County in 
September 2015. Stayton was close to local drought conditions during that event. 
Vulnerability:  The probability of drought in Stayton is likely, the same as for the county. 
Stayton relies on surface water from the North Santiam River via the Stayton Power 
canal. Raw water is directed into the City’s slow sand filtration system. Once treated, 
finished potable water is delivered to residential, commercial, and industrial customers 
through 44 miles of water distribution pipes. Stayton also maintains a shallow well for 
supplemental water supply. Finally, Stayton maintains an intertie with the City of Salem 
and can purchase water from Salem if needed. The city has a water curtailment plan that 
they never had to use. 

14.8.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.6, Risk Level: High 
Events: None in the past five years. 
Vulnerability: Stayton’s assessment of probability for a earthquake event without 
differentiating between a Crustal Earthquake event and a Cascadia Subduction Zone 
earthquake was “Likely” and their vulnerability to a Crustal Earthquake event was 
assessed as “Catastrophic”. 
An active earthquake fault located northwest of the city exists within five miles of the 
Stayton City Limit. Other active faults exist within ten miles to the west. The 1993 Scott 
Mills quake caused $28 million in damage to cities throughout Marion County. 
The City of Stayton is working with Marion County to complete a seismic retrofit project 
on the North First Avenue (Stayton-Scio Road) bridge over the Santiam River. Stayton 
expects that this project will increase transportation redundancy, allowing travel north 
and south post-earthquake. 
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The Stayton steering committee identified earthquake damage to the downtown central 
business district as a primary concern. Most of the buildings are old and constructed of 
masonry. The City’s police department is also at risk of collapsing during an earthquake. 
The City’s priority actions reflect these concerns. 
Additional local concerns include: 
➢ Questions about the hospital’s seismic condition. Historically, the city and 

hospital have had limited communication or coordination related the earthquake 
vulnerability. 

➢ The police department is the highest priority critical facility for retrofit. Notably, 
it houses all the city’s computers. 

➢ Stayton Community Center is the primary EOC (400 Virginia); secondary 
location is at the old 911 dispatch center. 

➢ Pacific Power building will probably be standing (Wilco Rd. south end, across 
from Circle K) – this is their back up center for what operates the whole 
northwest. 

In 2007, the Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) conducted a 
seismic needs assessment for public school buildings, acute inpatient care facilities, fire 
stations, police stations, sheriffs’ offices, and other law enforcement agency buildings. 
Buildings were ranked for the “probability of collapse” due to the maximum possible 
earthquake for any given area. Within the City of Stayton, the following buildings 
received a “high” or “very high” probability of collapse: 
➢ Stayton Elementary: high (> 10%) 
➢ Stayton Middle School: very high (100%) 
➢ Stayton High School: very high (100%) 
➢ Stayton Police Department: very high (100%) 
➢ Stayton Memorial Hospital: high (> 10%) 
➢ Stayton Fire (west Ida): very high (100%) 

Please review the Risk Assessment (Volume I, Section 2) for additional information on 
this hazard. 

14.8.4 Extreme Weather - Heat 
CPRI = 3.1, Risk Level: High 
Events: Several Extreme Heat events have occurred in Stayton and other areas of the 
Willamette Valley and Cascade foothills during the past five years. 
8/9 thru 8/12/2021-Excessive heat; Hot weather began to develop August 9, peaking 
August 11-12, but temperatures continued above normal into the weekend. Peak 
afternoon temperatures of 100 to 105 degrees drove people to seek relief in or near bodies 
of water. Cooling shelters were opened in several counties. 
6/26/2021-Excessive Heat; temperatures across the area warmed into the 100s to mid- 
110s over a three-day period. Record breaking temperatures up to 117 degrees were 
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recorded in Salem, OR. A total of 18 heat related deaths were reported, including two 
middle aged men who drowned in the Willamette River on Saturday, June 26. 
8/1/2017-Excessive Heat; the record-breaking heat led people to seek relief at local 
rivers. 
Vulnerability: The city’s representatives ranked the magnitude of an Extreme Heat event 
as “Catastrophic” due to the limited use of air conditioning equipment by residents. 

14.8.5 Flood (including dam failure) 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None during the past five years. 
Vulnerability: The city’s probability for riverine flood is likely and their vulnerability to 
flood is limited. The city representatives for the City of Stayton are, however, concerned 
about the risks associated with dam failure. 
Portions of Stayton have areas of flood plains (special flood hazard areas). These include 
areas along the Santiam River in the south and Mill Creek in the north. Overall, Stayton 
has relatively limited development in the mapped 100-year flood plain. However, the 
City’s water and wastewater treatment plants are located adjacent to the Santiam River. 
Past flood events have threatened those critical facilities. The Santiam water treatment 
plant almost flooded during a 2006 flood event. 
Stayton has two irrigation canals that go through town. Those canals have head gates that 
can be closed. However, those gates have been breached at least once during historical 
flood events (e.g., 1996). The city has successfully worked with the county to clear 
ditches along Shaff Road. This mitigation effort has reduced localized nuisance flooding 
through that corridor. 
The Steering Committee specifically identified the following areas as subject to nuisance 
urban flooding: 
➢ Silvan Springs subdivision has a small area of street that floods periodically, but the 

homes have not been impacted. 
➢ Undersized storm pipes cause localized flooding issues throughout town. 

o Intersection of 6th and Pine is a prime example of this issue. 
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Figure 14-2, Special Flood Hazard Area 
 

 
Source: Oregon HazVu: Statewide Geohazards Viewer (DOGAMI) 

With respect to the risk of dam failure, the National Inventory of Dams is a resource that 
provides information on dams and inundation mapping for a range of scenarios. The 
image below (Figure 14-4) represents the inundation for a maximum height breach of the 
Detroit Dam, a sort of worst-case scenario. The city may consider the information 
contained in the NID for locating of new emergency response services. 
The city has installed a siren on the water tower, however, whether the siren is functional 
is in question. 
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Figure 14-3, Inundation map from the National Inventory of Dams (Maximum Height Breach scenario for Detroit Dam) 
 

 
Source: National Inventory of Dams, National Inventory of Dams (army.mil) 

14.8.6 Landslide 
CPRI = 2.0, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None during the past five years. 
Vulnerability: Stayton has a relatively flat topography, except for the area north of East 
Santiam Road at the terminus of Santiam Canyon. DOGAMI does not currently identify 
existing landslides on the statewide inventory in Stayton. 

14.8.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 2.6, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: 
Windstorm: December 11, 2021, saw strong winds (gusts up to 60 mph) through the 
Willamette Valley. Several reports of downed trees and branches as well as power 
outages for thousands of customers. 
Winter Storm: On January 7-8, 2017, a broad shortwave trough brought multiple rounds 
of precipitation, including a wintry mix of snow and ice for many locations across 
Northwest Oregon. 
Ice Storm: February 11-15, 2021, Disaster Declared (DR-4599) 
Vulnerability: The city’s representatives assessed probability for severe weather events 
including windstorm and winter storms as highly likely and that their vulnerability to 
these Sever Weather events as “Limited” with durations of about a day. Once or twice per 
year 
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the city will experience a windstorm event that will interrupt services, experience downed 
trees, or cause power outages. Because windstorms typically occur during winter months, 
they are sometimes accompanied by ice, freezing rain, flooding, and very rarely, snow. 
Major winter storms can and have occurred in the Stayton area. While these events do not 
typically cause significant damage, they are frequent and have the potential to impact 
economic activity. The most recent winter storms (December 2016 – January 2017) 
included snow and ice. Transportation and power interruptions combined with 
government office and school closures. 

14.8.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 3.3, Risk Level: High 
Events: None in the past five years 
Vulnerability: The city’s representatives identified the probability of a tornado as 
“Likely” and the magnitude of the impact as “Catastrophic”. With little warning and 
potential effects lasting more than a week, this hazard rated highly with the City of 
Stayton representatives. 

14.8.9 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.7, Risk Level: High 
Events: The City of Stayton experienced an influx of people who were forced to evacuate 
their homes due to the Beachie Creek fire in the Santiam Canyon during September 2020. 
This natural disaster was federally declared DR-4562 for Wildfire and Straight-line 
Winds and the Beachie Creek Fire was also declared a fire Management Assistance 
disaster FM- 5356-OR) 
Vulnerability: Stayton has limited exposure to wildfire. Likely origination would be on 
agricultural lands outside the city limit or in wooded areas of Pioneer Park. Due to its 
location and limited fuels within the city, Stayton faces minimal risk of experiencing 
wildfires. There is no history of wildfire events in Stayton. 
The County updated the Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) in 2016 and 
portions of Stayton are listed as having wildland urban interface (WUI) with areas of 
concern, see figure (14-5, City of Stayton-Wildfire Areas of Concern). depicts the areas 
near Stayton that the CWPP identifies as areas of concern. These areas were affected 
during the 2020 wildfires and should continue to be targeted for fire suppression 
activities. 
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14.8.10 Volcano Eruption 

CPRI = 2.2, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: None in the past five years. 
Vulnerability: The city’s representatives determined that the city’s probability for 
volcanic event is “Possible”, and the magnitude of a volcanic event is “Limited”, 
however the effects would last more than a week. 
Stayton’s location at the terminus of Santiam Canyon makes it susceptible to impacts 
from lahar flows originating at Mount Jefferson. 

14.9  Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and City of Stayton Addendum 
update process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and the City of 
Stayton representatives reviewed the list of priority and Action Item Pool actions. Relevant 
updates and new actions were developed to address the city’s current priorities. These 
actions were reviewed internally by staff and by the city council during the plan 
development process. 

14.9.1  Mitigation Actions 
The table below (Table 14.7) shows the City of Stayton mitigation actions. 
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Table 14-7, City of Stayton Mitigation Actions (Note: The first 4 actions items are “Priority Actions”) 
 

# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 
 

2022-FL-1 

 

Flood 

Upsize stormwater pipes at 6th and Pine, 
at the north end of Silvan Springs, and 
other streets with chronic localized 
flooding issues. 

 

H 

 

1-2 Years 

 

Unknown 

 

City of Stayton Public Works 

 

Ongoing 

 
 
 

2022-MH-1 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Assess the wastewater and water  
treatment plants’ ability to function during 
different hazard scenarios and begin to 
mitigate issues. This could include 
assessing and gathering supplies that will 
allow the plants to operate under 
emergency conditions and upgrading the 
facilities, so they are more resilient. 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

1-2 Years 

 
 
 

Unknown 

 
 
 

City of Stayton Public Works 

 
 
 

Ongoing 

 
 

2022-EQ-1 

 
 

Earthquake 

Purchase two portable temporary bridges 
to facilitate redundant transportation 
access to the wastewater treatment plan 
(via Wilco Rd. and Jetters Way) and 
downtown (via N. First Ave.). 

 
 

H 

 
 

1-2 Years 

 
 

TBD 

 
 

City of Stayton Public Works 

 
 

Ongoing 

 
2022-EQ-2 

 
Earthquake 

Acquire portable water filtration system(s) 
to improve water redundancy. The city’s 
sand bed filtration method is likely to be 
impaired after an earthquake. 

 
H 

 
1-2 Years 

 
TBD 

 
City of Stayton Public Works 

 
Ongoing 

 
 
 

2022-MH-2 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Work with the county to create 
memoranda of understanding with fuel 
stations that allows emergency responders 
first access to fuel. The county EM 
Coordinator has initiated a fuel inventory 
to address the need for fuel throughout the 
county under a power outage scenario. 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

1-2 Years 

 
 

Staff 
Time 

 
 

City of Stayton Public Works, and 
Police Department 

 
 
 

Ongoing 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
 
 

2022-MH-3 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Work with fuel stations to understand 
their storage capacity and backup power 
capabilities. The city is working at the 
county’s direction to provide an inventory 
of fuel resources in the county. The city 
can work with Pacific Pride to anticipate a 
need for access to fuel in an emergency. 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

1-2 Years 

 
 

Staff 
Time 

 
 

City of Stayton Public Works and 
Police Department 

 
 
 

Ongoing 

 
2022-MH-4 Multi- 

Hazard 

Develop an agreement with the City's fuel 
distributor around providing fuel to 
backup generators during a disaster event. 

 
H 

 
1-2 Years Staff 

Time 

 
City of Stayton 

 
Ongoing 

 
 
 

2022-MH-5 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Implement 2006-2007 water, wastewater, 
and stormwater master plan facility 
improvement recommendations. Include 
hazard vulnerabilities and mitigation 
measures for reducing infrastructure 
vulnerability. Consider hazards in all 
future facilities master plan updates. 

 
 
 

M 

 
 
 

3-5 Years 

 
 
 

TBD 

 
 
 

City of Stayton Public Works 

 
 
 

New 

2022-MH-6 Multi- 
Hazard 

Acquire multi-band radios for public 
works. H 1-2 Years TBD City of Stayton Public Works New 

 

2022-MH-7 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop memoranda of understanding 
with a port- o-potty company to establish 
"relief stations" throughout town post- 
event. 

 

H 

 

1-2 Years 

 

TBD 

 

City of Stayton 

 

New 

 
 
 
 
 

2022-MH-8 

 
 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the City's Emergency Operations 
Plan. Invite more critical partners to 
participate in the plan update, including 
the hospital and private sector 
representatives. Update should cover: 
*Formalizing emergency shelter locations 
*What supplies to acquire for shelters 
*How to acquire supplies for shelters 
*Stronger relationship with the Red Cross 
- more official shelters and a Red Cross 
wagon 

 
 
 
 
 

M 

 
 
 
 
 

3-5 years 

 
 
 
 

Staff 
Time 

 
 
 
 
 

City of Stayton Police Department 

 
 
 
 
 

New 

 

2022-MH-9 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the City's Continuity of 
Operations Plan. Consider conducting the 
COOP update in parallel with the EOP 
update. 

 

M 

 

3-5 Years 

 
Staff 
Time 

 

City of Stayton Police Department 

 

New 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
 
 
 

2022-MH-10 

 
 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Provide mitigation and preparedness 
information and resources to residents via 
schools, faith organizations, utility 
billings, and special events such as 
SummerFest. Use social media (Facebook 
, Next Door and digital             
newsletter) to provide this information. 
Educate businesses about the importance 
of continuity of operations plans to make 
them more resilient to hazards 

 
 
 
 

L 

 
 
 
 

Annually 

 
 
 
 

Staff 
Time 

 
 
 
 

City of Stayton Police 
Department 

 
 
 
 

On-going 

 
2022-MH-11 Multi- 

Hazard 

Create a hazard resilience section on the 
City's website that provides mitigation 
and preparedness resources. 

 
H 

 
1-2 Years Staff 

Time 

 
City of Stayton 

Completed, 
Ongoing 
updates 

 
2022-MH-12 Multi- 

Hazard 

Outreach to residents to increase 
participation in the Everbridge 
communication system. 

 
H 

 
Annually Staff 

Time 
City of Stayton Police 

Department 

 
On-going 

 
 

2022-MH-13 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Partner with Marion Co. to provide city 
staff with emergency management and 
response training City is anticipating 
opportunities from the county and will 
participate provided time and personnel 
are available. 

 
 

M 

 
 

Annually 

 
 

Staff 
Time 

 
 

City of Stayton Police 
Department 

 
 

On-going 

 
2022-MH-14 Multi- 

Hazard 

Install automated shutoff valve to limit 
impact of spills on highway to surface 
water resource. 

 
H 

 
1-3 Years 

 
TBD 

 
City of Stayton Public Works 

 
New 

2022-MH-15 Multi- 
Hazard 

Replace the aging generator at the Police 
Department. H 1-3 Years TBD City of Stayton Police 

Department New 

 

2022-MH-16 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Obtain and install a generator at the radio 
tower to power radio communications 
that support police, fire, and ambulance 
services. 

 

H 

 

1-3 Years 

 

TBD 

 

City of Stayton 

 

New 

2022-MH-17 Multi- 
Hazard 

Establish a city owned fuel storage 
facility. M 2-5 Years TBD City of Stayton New 

 
2022-MH-18 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Improve the ability of the city to access 
grant funding and training by providing 
additional capacity such as assistance in 
grant application through state agencies. 

 
M 

 
2-5 Years 

 
Staff 
Time 

 
City of Stayton 

 
New 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 

2022-DR-1 

 

Drought 

Participate in the Marion Co. Drought 
Contingency Plan. Provided this is still 
an ongoing effort, the city staff would 
participate to the best of their ability. 

 

H 

 
12 

months 

 
Staff 
Time 

 

City of Stayton 

 
Starting in 

2023 

 
2022-EQ-3 

 
Earthquake 

Host outreach events aimed at teaching 
residents how to turn off their gas and 
water valves. 

 
M 

 
Annually Staff 

Time 

 
Stayton Fire District 

 
Ongoing 

 
 

2022-EQ-4 

 
 

Earthquake 

Encourage residents to prepare and 
maintain two- week (at minimum) 
survival kits. Part of city’s messaging; 
staff have done posts in September about 
preparedness 

 
 

M 

 
 

Annually 

 

Staff 
Time 

 
 

City of Stayton 

 
 

Ongoing 

 
2022-EQ-5 

 
Earthquake 

Determine whether the City's water tanks 
(Pine St. and Regis St. locations) are 
seismic resilience. 

 
M 

 
3-5 Years 

 
TBD 

 
City of Stayton Public Works 

 
New 

 
2022-FL-2 

 
Flood 

Work with Marion Co. public works to 
clear and maintain ditches on county 
roads. 

 
M 

 
Annually Staff 

Time 

 
City of Stayton Public Works 

 
Ongoing 

 
2022-FL-3 

 
Flood 

Create a memorandum of understanding 
with Knife River so they will supply 
sandbags during a flood. 

 
M 

 
1-2 Years Staff 

Time 

 
City of Stayton 

 
Ongoing 

 
 

2022-SW-1 

 
 

Severe 
Weather 

Meet with utility companies to build 
relationships. Outcome should be an 
understanding of where infrastructure is 
located, who to contact in an emergency, 
and strategies for doing more outreach to 
the community. 

 
 

M 

 
 

1-2 Years 

 
 

Staff 
Time 

 
 

City of Stayton Public Works and 
Police Department 

 
 

Ongoing 

2022-SW-2 Severe 
Weather 

Work with Pacific Power to encourage 
them to upgrade old infrastructure. M 1-2 Years Staff 

Times City of Stayton Ongoing 
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15 City of Sublimity Addendum 
15.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Sublimity’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide 
the implementation of mitigation actions by the City of Sublimity to improve the resilience 
of the community. Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that 
requires broad internal involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, 
please refer to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III 
(Appendices) of this HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding 
participation and mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

15.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including Sublimity, to update their 
addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the City of Sublimity will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard 
Mitigation Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient 
Infrastructure & Communities (BRIC), formerly Pre-Disaster Mitigation, the Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program. 
This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 
FY19 Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Sublimity joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on 11-15-21. On November 8, 2021, City of 
Sublimity staff including, Alan Frost, Public Works Director, and Jason Devine, Senior 
Maintenance Operator, Marion County Emergency Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, 
and DLCD Planner Tricia Sears conducted a risk assessment meeting with the City of 
Sublimity that included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment ranking. Director Frost and 
Mayor James Kingsbury met again with DLCD’s Pam Reber on March 29, 2022, to update 
this addendum. 
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15.3 Risk Assessment 

A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023).  This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 

15.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of City of Sublimity, in terms of geography, 
environment, population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing 
and transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these 
community characteristics can affect how hazards impact communities and how 
communities choose to plan for hazard mitigation. Considering the city specific assets 
during the planning process can assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard 
mitigation. 

15.4.1  Community Characteristics 
The City of Sublimity is a rural residential community about 15 miles east of Salem. It is 
situated on the western low foothills of the Oregon Cascades, on a plateau, amid gently 
rolling hills dropping down all around into grassy valleys. Sublimity is in Oregon’s 
Willamette Valley, which experiences a moderate climate. The Santiam River flows 
nearby, through the neighboring community of Stayton, to the south. 
The Population Research Center at Portland State University lists the City of Sublimity’s 
2020 population at 3,050. This represents a 60.9% increase from 2000 (Portland State 
University, Population Research Center, 2021). This small rural community was one of the 
earliest settlements in the Willamette Valley and had a population of 1,500 before the Civil 
War. A post office, school district, and a college were established in the 1850s. 
Median household income in Sublimity during the period 2015-2019 was $73,997, a 
27.7% increase from the previous 5-year period (U.S. Census Bureau, 2022). Significant 
representations of the community in terms of demographics include Marian Estates, a 
retirement village, and St. Boniface, a Catholic Church. 
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Figure 15-1, City of Sublimity Map 
 

 
 
 
 
 

15.5 Critical and Important Facilities 
City of Sublimity’s critical and important facilities include: 

15.5.1 Transportation 
➢ Two overpasses serve the City of Sublimity; they connect to Hwy 22 and to the 

City of Stayton. These have bridge structures that would be at risk in a Cascadia 
earthquake event. 

➢ Hwy 22 cut off Golf Club Road one connection Burn Ridge Boone Hammer East 
Southeast part of town if bridge culverts mill creek and golf club road North 
Beaver creek 1.5 mi out of town then Hwy 22 if bridge out mill creek has a 
culvert then there is high water norther and south would be impacted. 

➢ Bridge underground water, fiber, gas. Some might be connected to the bridge at 
Mill Creek (N/S). 

➢ No rail 
➢ Cascade Highway 213 runs through Sublimity bypass the 1-5 corridor Marion Co 

maintains the Hwy 213. 
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15.5.2 Energy 

➢ Pacific Power-West 
➢ Consumer Power- Old Mehama Road substation East of Sublimity Fern Ridge 

feed for the water tank gravity fed 8388 Bodenheimer Rd 
➢ Fuel- City gasoline and diesel locations. 

15.5.3 Water / Wastewater 
➢ 4 well sites 
➢ 376 SE Church St no backup power or portable generator. 
➢ 245 NW Johnson St no backup power portable generator 
➢ 538 SE Oak Grove Ave Sublimity Water Master Plan 2021 will have backup 

power installed in approximately two years, if not sooner.x` 
➢ 8388 Bodenheimer Rd Water Reservoir 500k gallon reservoir to be removed; 

750k gallon reservoir to be installed. 
➢ New well in next year at Public Works Facility 542 NE Berry St. 
➢ Water testing, well house building, installing distribution line to get it to the 

system. 2021 ARPA funds. 
➢ Lift stations: 693 NE Berry street & 100 SW sublimity Blvd. 
➢ 1970’s concrete and asbestos cement pipe infrastructure systems. Could isolate 

system but 700-800 residents in the 70’s new sub-division could be impacted. 
➢ Two (2) of the wells are originals. 

15.5.4 Emergency Services 
Fire: 
Sublimity Rural Fire Protection District, 115 NW Parker St. Sublimity, Oregon (503) 
769-3282. 
Police: 
Marion County Sheriff’s Office, 100 High Street NE Salem, Oregon (503) 588-5094. 
Public Works: 
City of Sublimity Public Works, 542 N. Berry St. Sublimity, Oregon (503) 769-2860. 
CERT: Not Reported 
Medical: Not Reported 
Emergency Operations Center: Not Reported 

City Hall: 
City of Sublimity, 245 NW Johnson St. Sublimity, Oregon (503) 769-5475. 
Shelter: Not Reported 
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15.5.5 Cultural / Historical Resources 

➢ St. Boniface Catholic Church, 375 SE Church St. Sublimity, Oregon (503) 769- 
5664. 

15.5.6 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 
➢ Schools: Not Reported 

See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 
 
15.6 Plans and Policies 

Table 15-1, Plans and Policies of the City of Sublimity 
 

Document Name Year 
Comprehensive Plan: Development Code Update 2020 
Parks Analysis and Sublimity Parks Master Plan 2022 
Transportation System Plan 2023 
Sublimity Water Master Plan 2021 
Sublimity Drinking Water Emergency Operations Plan  
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15.7 Hazard Profile 
Table 15-2, City of Sublimity Hazard Profile 

 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Sublimity 3,050 1,157 4 546,449,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
6 

 
0.2% 

 
19 

 
0 

 
7,850,753 1.4% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1000 to 

15000 – Year) 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Not Reported       
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15.8 Hazard Analysis 

The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief 
description is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first 
updated the description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the 
Hazard Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community 
using a calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning5. 
This assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of 
hazards identified: 
1. Probability (frequency) of event 
2. Magnitude of event 
3. Expected warning time before event 
4. Expected duration of event 
The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 
High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at risk 
from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; 
major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities (hospital, police, fire, 
EOC and shelters). 
Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate physical 
impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of functionality to 
essential facilities. 
Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical impacts. 

 

 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 15-3, City of Sublimity Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary City of Sublimity Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural 

Hazard 
Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Severe 
Weather/Storm 4 4 4 4 4.0 High 

Wildland Interface 
Fire 4 4 3 4 3.7 High 

Earthquake 3 4 3 4 3.3 High 
Drought 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Extreme Weather - 
High Temperature 3 2 2 3 2.6 Moderate 

Tornado* 1 4 3 4 2.4 Moderate 
Volcanic Eruption 1 1 2 4 1.6 Low 
Avalanche** 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 
Flood 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 
Landslide 1 1 1 1 1.0 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and Sublimity on 
11/8/21. *Split out from Severe Weather in 2022; **New in 2022; ***Including dam failures. 
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Table 15-4, City of Sublimity Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Sublimity Using BOLD Planning Analysis Scoring 
Non-Natural Hazard Probability Warning 

Time 
Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 

Planning 
Significance 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   
Cyberterrorism 4 4 3 4 3.7 High 
Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

 
2 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
3.1 

 
High 

Hazardous Materials 
Release - 
Transportation 

 
3 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
3 

 
3.0 

 
High 

Chemical, 
Biological, 
Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
4 

 
2.7 

 
Moderate 

Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 2 4 2.5 4 2.7 Moderate 

Public Health 3 1 2.5 4 2.7 Moderate 
Hazardous Materials 
- Non- 
Transportation 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
3 

 
2.6 

 
Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 2.5 2.5 2.5 Moderate 
Agricultural 
Terrorism 2 1 2.5 4 2.2 Moderate 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management and Sublimity on 
11/8/21. 
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15.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Sublimity. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics 
of hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section identifies 
vulnerabilities specific to City of Sublimity, recent localized hazard events and impacts, 
and illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

15.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: No events 
Vulnerability: Not reported 

15.9.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Governor Kate Brown declared a drought emergency for all of Marion County in 
September 2015. Stayton was close to local drought conditions during that event. 
Vulnerability: An extreme drought could result in a water shortage. 

15.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.3, Risk Level: High 
Events: None in the past five years. 
Vulnerability: The City is updating their Transportation System Plan in part to identify 
other evacuation routes and evaluate the overpasses on Hwy 22 in case the overpasses 
fail. 

15.9.4 Flood (Includes Dam Failure) 
 

 

Events: N/A 
Vulnerability: Low flood risk within the city. Some risk near the southern city limits as 
seen in the FEMA flood map. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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Figure 15-2, FEMA flood map for Sublimity 
 

 
Source: FEMA Map Service Center,7/25/2022. https://msc.fema.gov/ 

15.9.5 Landslide 
 

 

Events: N/A 
Vulnerability: Sublimity is very flat, there is no landslide risk. 

CPRI = 1.0, Risk Level: Low 
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15.9.6 Severe Weather 

CPRI = 4.0, Risk Level: High 
Events: Ice storm in 2021 resulted in 4 days without power and communication (cell, 
internet, regular phone). 
Vulnerability: Significant wind events occur in Sublimity each year, sometimes 
interrupting services, downing trees, and causing power outages. Because windstorms 
typically occur during winter months, they are sometimes accompanied by ice, freezing 
rain, flooding, and very rarely, snow. 

15.9.7 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.4, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: A tornado touched down in nearby Aumsville on December 14, 2010. 
Vulnerability: In December 2010, a tornado touched down in Aumsville, causing around 
$1.2 million dollars in damage. 

15.9.8 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.7, Risk Level: High 
Events: None Reported 
Vulnerability: Sublimity is surrounded by agricultural lands which are highly managed 
and pose low risk for wildfire. 

15.9.9 Volcanic Eruption 
 

 

Events: 1980 Mount St Helens eruption. 
Vulnerability: Impacts from ash from an eruption of Mt. Hood could impact the 
community. 

CPRI = 1.6, Risk Level: Low 
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15.10 Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and the City of Sublimity 
Addendum update process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and 
the City of Sublimity developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized and 
then reviewed internally by staff and city council during the spring of 2022. 

15.10.1 Mitigation Actions 
The table below (Table 1-5) shows the City of Sublimity mitigation actions. 

670



City of Sublimity 2023 15-14 | P a g e  

 
Table 15-5, Sublimity Priority Action Items 

 
# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
 
 

2022-MH-1 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Install a backup generator and fuel storage 
at Berry St Lift Station. Two sewer lift 
stations do not have on site backup power, 
they rely on portable generators. This 
poses the risk of an overflow during a 
power outage. 
Funding: FEMA, City sewer revenue, 
possibly SDC funding. 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 
 

$50-100k 

 
 
 

City of Sublimity 

 
 
 

New 

 
 
 

2022-MH-2 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Install backup power at Well 3 at 1.5- 
million-gallon storage reservoir. City 
engineer to evaluate the fuel type and 
project design to ensure it is appropriate 
for this site. 
Funding: FEMA, water revenue, possibly 
SDC funding. 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 
 

$50-100k 

 
 
 

City of Sublimity 

 
 
 

New 

 
 
 
 

2022-EQ-1 

 
 
 
 

Earthquake 

Improve the seismic resilience of the 
city’s water storage by replacing 500k 
with a 750k water reservoir. The City has 
embarked upon a multi-year effort to 
improve water resilience to address 
growth and water reliability. The tank is 
elevated which will increase the pressure 
in the distribution system. 

 
Funding: ARPA, City SDC funding 

 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 
 
 

$1.3 
million 

 
 
 
 

City of Sublimity 

 
 
 
 

New 

 
 

2022-MH-3 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Install a backup generator and fuel storage 
at Sublimity Blvd Lift Station. Can go 
longer due to ability to surcharge into 
system; serves a smaller area. 
Funding: FEMA, City sewer revenue. 

 
 

M 

 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 

$25-75k 

 
 

City of Sublimity 

 
 

New 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
 
 

2022-MH-4 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop debris storage capability at 
Public Works facility for winter storm 
debris storage. 542 NE Berry Street site 
recently expanded. 
10.5-acre site, 1.5 acres are for PW use. 
This site would be developed to conduct 
staging and storing of materials. Debris 
management equipment needed. 

 
 
 

M 

 
 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 
 

$50-100k 

 
 
 

City of Sublimity 

 
 
 

New 

 
 
 
 

2022-MH-6 

 
 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Support Marion County Emergency 
Management in their work with Marion 
Estates to address backup power and other 
resilience activities. Marion Estates is the 
sole facility with a large population of 
potentially vulnerable community 
members; Marion Estates has several 
buildings that are unreinforced masonry. 
Assisted living facility with Alzheimer’s 
unit. 

 
 
 
 

M 

 
 
 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 
 
 

Staff 
Time 

 
 
 
 

City of Sublimity 

 
 
 
 

New 

Source: City of Sublimity HMP Steering Committee, 3/29/22 
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16 City of Turner Addendum 
16.1 Purpose 

This document serves as the City of Turner’s Addendum to the Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this addendum is to guide the 
implementation of mitigation actions by Turner to improve the resilience of the community. 
Please note that mitigation planning is a long-term endeavor—one that requires broad 
internal involvement and community engagement to be successful. Finally, please refer to 
the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III (Appendices) of this 
HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding participation and 
mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

16.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In 2021 and early 2022, Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including the City of Turner, to update 
their addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which expired August 16, 
2022. 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the Turner will gain eligibility for FEMA Hazard Mitigation 
Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: Building Resilient Infrastructure 
& Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant program, Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program. 
This project is funded through the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 
FY19 Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
The City of Turner joined the Marion County HMP update by executing an 
intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on October 19, 2021. On October 5, 2021, 
Turner Fire District staff Rebecca Shivers Singleterry, Business Manager, and Jordan 
Donat, Fire Chief, joined Marion County Emergency Preparedness Coordinator Mike 
Hintz, and DLCD Planner Tricia Sears conducted a risk assessment meeting that included 
a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment ranking. The City of Turner provided a revision to 
their addendum on January 5, 2022. City staff met again with DLCD on June 15, 2022, to 
update this addendum. 
The City of Turner Steering Committee is comprised of representatives from the following 
departments: 
➢ Convener, City Administrator 
➢ Mayor 
➢ Turner Police Department 
➢ Turner Fire District 
➢ Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) Members 
➢ Community Members 
➢ Turner Public Works 
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Turner used multiple approaches to engage the public. First, the City established steering 
committee representatives from across the city. Next, the city actively participated in 
countywide community engagement activities described in Volume I, Section 4 and in 
Appendix B. City staff also presented the draft plan to the City Council during an open 
public council session. City of Turner staff attended HMP Steering Committee meetings in 
August, September, and November 2021. The City of Turner maintains a Hazard 
Mitigation webpage at https://www.cityofturner.org/hazard_mitigation. 

16.3 Risk Assessment 
A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023). This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 
Figure 16-1, City of Turner Map 
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16.4 Community Profile 

This section provides information on city specific assets and populations. For additional 
information on the characteristics of the City of Turner, in terms of geography, 
environment, population, demographics, employment and economics, as well as housing 
and transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, Community Profile. Many of these 
community characteristics can affect how hazards impact communities and how 
communities choose to plan for hazard mitigation. Considering the city specific assets 
during the planning process can assist in identifying appropriate measures for hazard 
mitigation. 

16.4.1 Community Characteristics 
The City of Turner is in Marion County, about six miles south of Salem, and 
approximately 54 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean. The topography within the city is 
characterized by a flat landscape, with the exceptions of two hills to the east and west of 
the city, which reach a maximum elevation of about 600 feet above sea level. 
Turner is bisected by Mill Creek, which is the primary stream that runs through the city’s 
limits. Mill Creek has an average annual flow rate of about 180 cubic feet per second and 
flows north through the city. The stream meanders through or adjacent to the city’s limits 
for nearly three miles. Additional waterways within the city include the Mill Creek Bypass 
and the Perrin Lateral, both of which are significantly smaller than Mill Creek. 
Like most of the Willamette Valley, Turner experiences a modified marine climate with 
cool and wet winters and moderately warm and dry summers. The average annual 
precipitation is approximately 39.28 inches with the heaviest rainfall in late fall and winter. 
While major snow falls are rare, Turner experiences an average annual snowfall of 
approximately 7.1 inches. 
The Population Research Center at Portland State University lists Turner’s 2020 
population at 2,410. This represents a 107.8% increase from 2000 (Portland State 
University, Population Research Center, 2021). For more demographic information, refer 
to Appendix C. 

16.4.2 Economy 
Like most cities in Oregon, industry in Turner has fluctuated greatly since the founding of 
the city in the mid-1800s. In the late 1800s the primary industries were a flour mill and 
granaries (City of Turner, N.d.). However, these industries eventually gave way to the 
more dominant lumber industry that arose in the late 1900s. These early industries owe 
their success in large part to the construction of the railroad, which runs through the middle 
of the city. 
Due to Turner’s small population and the city’s proximity to Salem, many of Turner’s 
residents commute to work outside of the city. Median household income in Turner 2015- 
2019 was $82,689, a 45.2% increase from the previous 5-year period (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2022). 
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Figure 16-2, Turner Fire District Map 
 

 
Source: Marion Co. GIS 

 

16.4.3 Turner Fire District 
The Turner Fire District is in the Mid-Willamette Valley just southeast of the capital city 
of Salem and shares borders with the following fire agencies: Aumsville Fire District, 
Jefferson Fire District, Stayton Fire District, Salem Suburban Fire District, Salem Fire 
Department and Marion County Fire District #1. Our community is made up of fifty-six 
square miles of rural residential, farm and agricultural properties and includes the City of 
Turner which is located within the boundaries of our fire district. We serve a population 
of over 6,500 people (Turner Fire District, 2018). 

676



City of Turner 2023 16-5 | P a g e  

16.5 Critical and Important Facilities 

Critical facilities include buildings, their internal components, and trained personnel, and 
m a y also include certain mobile units, such as those of first responders. For example, 
many vehicles of the police department, fire department (including ambulances), and public 
works  department are key and essential components of the functions provided by these 
critical facilities. The interruption or destruction of any of these facilities would have a 
debilitating effect on incident management and long-term recovery. Not all critical  
facilities are of equal importance and are therefore subject to prioritization of criticality. 
The steering committee identified key critical facilities, listed in the “Hazard Profile”. 
This plan also documents important infrastructure and facilities by lifelines, including 
transportation, energy, water, communication, emergency services, and cultural/historical 
resources. We also include a preliminary list of populations/locations that may be 
particularly vulnerable to hazards. 
City of Turner Critical Facilities 

 

Facility Name Type 

Turner Fire District Emergency Services 

Turner City Hall Governance 

Turner Police Department Emergency Services 

Turner Public Works Emergency Services 

Turner Retirement Homes Care Facility 

Cherriots Bus – Santiam Route 30X Transportation 

Turner Christian Church Food Bank Food Services 

Turner Elementary School Miscellaneous 

Cascade School District Office Miscellaneous 

Post Office Communication 

Aldersgate Youth Camp 

Source: City of Turner. http://cityofturner.org/ 
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16.5.1 Transportation 

➢ Delaney Rd is the link to I-5 – this would be under water in a major flood. 
o This road is the most vulnerable link – water on the road would be very 

destructive and block access. 
➢ Third St (Turner Rd.) is the link to Hwy 22 – this would be under water in a major 

flood. 
➢ Witzle Rd. would become the exit if the other roads were blocked. 
➢ There are a few backroads that exist that don’t involve bridges. 
➢ Cherriots Bus – Santiam Route #30X provides public transportation services for 

residents. 
Bridges: 

Table 16-1, City of Turner Bridge Inventory 
 

Turner Bridge Inventory 
Road Over Owner Construction Co-Located Utility 

Sewer Water Electricity Natural 
Gas 

Telecomm 

Mill Creek 
Rd. / Denver 
St.* 

Mill 
Cr. 

Marion 
County 

Concrete 
continuous 

Yes Yes No Yes No 

Delaney Rd. 
SE 

Mill 
Cr. 

Marion 
County 

Prestressed 
Concrete 

No No No No No 

Wipper 
Rd.** 

Bypass 
Canal 

Marion 
County 

Prestressed 
Concrete 

No No No No No 

55th Ave. SE Bypass 
Canal 

Marion 
County 

Wood Nail 
Laminated 

No No No No No 

3rd St. SE*** Mill 
Cr. 

Marion 
County 

Prestressed 
Concrete 

No Yes**** No Yes No 

5th St. ***** Mill 
Cr. 

City of 
Turner 

Prestressed 
Concrete 

Yes Yes No No No 

Source: City of Turner (2022). *Rebuilt in 2016; **Rebuilt in 2014; ***This bridge has a lower deck and debris collects on it 
during high water events; ****The water line is 8” diameter pipe; *****Rebuilt between 2021-2022. 

 
16.5.2 Energy 

➢ PGE provides the city with power and has a sub-station on 5TH Street by Mill 
Creek. 

➢ NW Natural provides the city with natural gas and has distribution mains 
connected to the Third street and Denver Street bridges. 

➢ The city gets fuel in town from Pratum Co-op and from Pacific Pride (by I-5). 
o Fuel access could be difficult if Delaney Road were not passable. 

➢ Fuel storage: there are tanks at the gas station at 5235 Denver Street. 
➢ Back-up power and fuel storage: 

o Fire has two 6kw diesel generators on engines E955 and E957 and keeps 
15 gallons of gas and diesel at the fire station. 
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o The city has a 2kw, 3kw and 7.5kw gas portable generators and keeps 15 
gallons of gas stored. 

 

Location Owner Fuel Type Capacity (in gallons) 
City Hall / Public Works – Fuel Storage City Above ground 

diesel tank 
55 Gal. 

Generators – Top of the hill pump 
station 

City Diesel 150 kw, 200 Gal. 

Generator – Lower Pump City Diesel 100 kw, 150 Gal. 
Generator – Main sewer pump station, 
in 5th St. Park 

Salem Diesel 35 kw, 50 Gal. tank 

Generator – 1952 station generator Fire Diesel 60 kw 
Mobile generator Fire Gas (1)  2000 W portable on rescue 

unit 
 

16.5.3 Water / Wastewater 
Water: 
➢ Turner purchases wholesale water from the City of Salem. 
➢ The city has a storage and distribution system – 100,000-gallon water tank 

(redwood, that is in great shape); 400,000-gal water tank (only 6 years old and 
built with modern technology). 

➢ The city currently does not have back-up water sources. 
➢ Val View pump station can be accessed in two different ways. 
➢ 3rd St pump station is on the main street so it should be accessible in an 

earthquake. 
Wastewater: 
➢ Turner contracts for the treatment of wastewater by the City of Salem. 

o Lift stations bring sewage to a forced main station on Kuebler Rd. – lift 
stations have emergency generators. 

o There are 2.5 miles of forced main sewer pipe that takes wastewater to the 
intersection of Kuebler and Turner Roads – this pipe would probably not 
withstand an earthquake. 

o If this pipe broke, there would be a sewer overflow into Mill Creek. 
➢ Franzen Reservoir stores 100 million gallons of water for Salem. The reservoir is 

part natural, part constructed. 
o Salem was required by the Department of Water Resources to reevaluate 

the reservoir. As part of this, they had to do outreach about the inundation 
potential from the reservoir if it failed. 
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16.5.4 Communications 

➢ The redwood water tank on Val View has some police radio equipment to connect 
with the dispatch center, METCOM. 

➢ The police department has radio capabilities as a back-up if cell service is down. 
➢ The water distribution system has its own radio system. 

o This system only requires a minimal amount of power, and it is possible to 
run the system without the radios. 

➢ The city recently purchased a satellite phone (service provided by Global Star). 
➢ The Fire station has a base radio, mobile in the trucks – dispatch connection 

infrastructure is outside the city – all of this is backed up. 
➢ Wave Broadband provides cable internet. 
➢ Turner Elementary School has fiber, and the new subdivision at Crawford Lake 

does have fiber provided by Viser, a fiber company based in Aumsville. 
➢ Fiber optic cable runs along the railroad (the Seattle to San Francisco line). 
➢ Cell towers: 

o AT&T Tower on private property – this has a generator. 
o Verizon and T-Mobile on the tower in 5th Street Park – this has a 

generator. 
16.5.5 Emergency Services 

Fire: 
Turner Rural Fire Protection District, 7605 3rd St. Turner, Oregon (503) 743-2190.  Also 
provides Emergency Medical Services that includes transport by ambulance. 
Police / Public Works / City Hall: 
City of Turner, 5255 Chicago St, SE Turner, Oregon (503) 743-2155 
Emergency Operations Center: 
7250 3rd St. Turner, Oregon, the City also has a local CERT team. 
Medical: 
➢ No medical locations within the City of Turner. 
➢ Aumsville has a health clinic; Stayton has a hospital. 

16.5.6 Cultural / Historical Resources 
➢ Turner Memorial Tabernacle and Camp Meeting Grounds; Pioneer Lodge 
➢ Masonic Hall 
➢ Ball Brothers Grange and Dance Hall (old) 
➢ Ball Brothers Grange (current) 
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➢ Davis Hall (at Turner Retirement Home) 
➢ Events that may draw large crowds: 

o Lamb and Wool festival – 1st Saturday in June. This includes a parade 
with approximately 1,500 people passing through town. 

o 4th of July Fireworks drawing approximately 2000-3000 people. 
16.5.7 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 

Schools: 
➢ Turner Elementary School (Cascade School District) 
➢ Aldersgate (youth camp) 
➢ Cradle to Crayons (Daycare) at 7920 2nd St. – this is in the floodplain. 

Assisted living: 
➢ Turner Retirement Homes 

Non-English speaking: 
➢ There is still only a small non-English speaking community. 
➢ Many Spanish speakers work at the local mill. 

Access: 
➢ People who live up the hill (in the Eastwood area) might find it hard to access in 

bad weather (for example, the roads were not passible during the last ice storm – 
too steep and slippery). 

➢ Flooding impacts people in the lowlands. 
See hazard sections below for potential hazard-related vulnerabilities to these facilities. 

16.6 Plans and Policies 
Table 16-2, City of Turner Plans and Policies 

 

Document Name Year 
Water Systems Master Plan 2013 
City of Turner Comprehensive Plan  

Turner Transportation System Plan 1999 
Stormwater Master Plan  

Floodplain Ordinance  
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16.7 Hazard Profile 
 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Turner 2,410 1,365 3 421,185,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost 
Estimate ($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 596 24.7% 347 1 5,849,000 1.4% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
9 

 
0.4% 

 
55 

 
0 

 
11,885,560 

 
2.8% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

 
300 

 
13% 

 
149 

 
0 

 
42,486,000 

 
10% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

 
50 

 
2.1% 

 
28 

 
0 

 
6,515,452 

 
1.5% 

Lahar Medium 
Zone (1000 
to 15000 – 

Year) 

 

0 

 

0% 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Source: DOGAMI (2022) 
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16.8 Hazard Analysis 
The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief 
description  is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first 
updated the description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the 
Hazard Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community 
using a calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning6. 
This assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of 
hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event. 
2. Magnitude of event. 
3. Expected warning time before event. 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 

 
 
 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 

High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at 
risk from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and 
infrastructure; major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities 
(hospital, police, fire, EOC and shelters). 

Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate 
physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of 
functionality to essential facilities. 

Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical 
impacts. 

 

 
 
 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 16-3, City of Turner, including Turner Fire District, Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary City of Turner including Turner Fire District Using BOLD 
Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural 
Hazard 

Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 
Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Flood (riverine) 4 4 3.5 2.5 3.7 High 
Earthquake 3 4 3.5 4 3.4 High 
Severe 
Weather/Storm 

4 1 3 3 3.2 High 

Flood* 3 2 2.5 2.5 2.7 Moderate 
Wildland Interface 
Fire 

3 2 2.5 2.5 2.65 Moderate 

Drought 3 1 2.5 3 2.6 Moderate 
Extreme Weather 
- High 
Temperature 

3 1 2.5 3 2.6 Moderate 

Tornado** 2 4 2 2 2.3 Moderate 
Landslide 2 2 2 3 2.1 Moderate 
Avalanche*** 1 2 2 2.5 1.6 Low 
Volcanic Eruption 1 1 2 2.5 1.5 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management, Turner Fire District, and 
DLCD on 10/5/21.*Includes dam failures; **Split from Severe Weather in 2021; ***New in 2021. 
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Table 16-4, City of Turner, including Turner Fire District, Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary City of Turner including Turner Fire District Using BOLD 
Planning Analysis Scoring 

Non-Natural 
Hazard 

Probability Warning 
Time 

Magnitude Duration CPRI 2022 Local 
Planning 

Significance 
Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Chemical, 
Biological, 
Radiological, 
Nuclear, Explosive 

 
2 

 
4 

 
3.5 

 
4 

 
3.0 

 
High 

Public Health 3 1 3.5 4 3.0 High 
Terrorism/Active 
Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 

 
2 

 
4 

 
3.5 

 
4 

 
3.0 

 
High 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 3 3 2.7 Moderate 
Cyberterrorism 2 4 2.5 4 2.7 Moderate 
Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 2 4 2.5 3.5 2.6 Moderate 

Hazardous 
Materials - Non- 
Transportation 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
2.5 

 
2.5 

 
Moderate 

Hazardous 
Materials Release - 
Transportation 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2.5 

 
2.5 

 
2.5 

 
Moderate 

Agricultural 
Terrorism 2 1 2.5 2.5 2.1 Moderate 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management, Turner Fire District, and 
DLCD on 10/5/21. 
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16.9 Hazard Characteristics 

Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Turner. Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of 
natural hazards, as well as the location and extent of potential events. This section 
identifies vulnerabilities specific to Turner, recent localized hazard events and impacts, and 
illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

16.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: Not Reported 
Vulnerability: Not Reported 

16.9.2 Flood (Dam Failure) 
CPRI = 2.7, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: There is no history of dam failure in the City of Turner. 
Vulnerability: Dams are impervious structures that block the flow of water in a river or 
stream, capturing water behind the dam. Dams can fail for a variety of reasons, such as 
erosion, overtopping, structural failure, ground motion or unusual hydrodynamic forcing. 
The City of Salem has a water reservoir in Turner city limits—the Franzen Reservoir. 
Turner coordinates with City of Salem on development review for any projects near the 
reservoir. 
Figure 16-3, Franzen Reservoir Partial Inundation Map 

 

 
Source: City of Turner 

CPRI = 1.6, Risk Level: Low 
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The Franzen Reservoir poses a “high hazard” dam threat to the city of Turner. In 2014, 
the  Oregon Dam Safety Program Engineer reclassified Franzen Reservoir as a HIGH 
hazard dam following a review by a local hydraulic engineer and US Army Corps of 
Engineers. The reservoir is 31-feet high and stores 300-acre feet of water. According to 
the Oregon Dam Safety Engineer, there are several dwellings located directly below the 
reservoir inundation  area. In addition, the area of Delaney Road SE and North 3rd Street 
would be impacted by a reservoir breach. 
The primary Army Corps of Engineers controlled dam threat to the City of Turner is the 
Detroit Dam. Contact the local Army Corps office for more information about specific 
dam failure and inundation impacts that could result from a failure at Detroit Dam. 

16.9.3 Drought 
CPRI = 2.6, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Due to a cool, wet climate, past and present weather conditions have generally 
spared Marion County communities from the effects of drought; however, Marion County 
was included in Presidential Drought Declarations in 1992 and 2015. 
Vulnerability: Turner receives water from the City of Salem under contract. Turner 
maintains  two water tanks for local storage, with 100,000- and 400,000-gallon capacities 
respectively. The larger tank was constructed in 2011 using modern engineering and 
construction methods. The city also maintains a water distribution system. The city does 
not have a secondary water source. Additional, drought-related community impacts are 
described within the county’s Drought Hazard Annex. 

16.9.4 Earthquake 
CPRI = 3.4, Risk Level: High 
Events: The 1993 Scott Mills quake caused $28 million in damages to cities throughout 
Marion County. No damaging earthquake events occurred during the previous five years. 
Vulnerability: Turner is about one mile from several active faults: a string of faults run to 
both the north and south of Turner. 
Turner’s probability for a Crustal Earthquake event is “possible” and their vulnerability 
to a Crustal Earthquake event is “limited”. The county steering committee determined 
that the  probability for a Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) Earthquake event is “highly 
likely” and that the vulnerability to a Cascadia Earthquake event is “catastrophic”. This 
hazard was not rated  as distinct CSZ and crustal events in the previous HMP. 
Earthquake-induced damages are difficult to predict, and depends on the size, type, and 
location of the earthquake, as well as site-specific building and soil characteristics. 
Presently,  it is not possible to accurately forecast the location or size of earthquakes, but 
it is possible to predict the behavior of soil at any site. In many major earthquakes, 
damage has primarily been caused by the behavior of the soil. 
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The Turner steering committee identified earthquake damage to bridges and nearby dams 
as a primary concern. Transportation isolation and inundation due to dam failure could 
both have significant impacts on the city. The City’s priority actions reflect these 
concerns. 

16.9.5 Flood 
CPRI = 3.7, Risk Level: High 
Floodplain Management: Turner conducts very active floodplain management. A 
floodplain permit is required for all applications for development; the city retains a 
floodplain manager on staff. In 2022, this is the City Manager. Recently an old building 
met the substantial improvement criteria and was removed and replaced with an elevated 
manufactured home. A local church in town bought a commercial building and they were 
required to elevate the floor. The city now owns “Turner Lake,” a gravel pit deeded to the 
city, to which a park was added. However, this is not a flood risk, simply a change in 
development. 
Events: The last large flood event in Turner was in 2012. In January of 2012, heavy rains 
caused extensive flooding throughout the city, with an estimated $500,000 in overall 
damage. During a five-day period starting on January 16th, the city received as much as 
9.1inches of rain. Runoff from the heavy rainfall was intensified by the melting of three 
to six inches of snow that had fallen in higher elevations the previous week. On March 2, 
2012, the President issued a major disaster declaration (DR-4055). 
The preliminary damage assessment from the January 2012 flood revealed 13 residences 
and three businesses with major damage, 14 residences and three businesses with minor 
damage, and two residences with other damage. Later, the city documented more than 80 
homes that had suffered flood damage. In addition, damage from the sewer system 
resulted in more than 100 households using portable toilets set up in the street. 
The flood event stretched local resources well beyond capacity, putting the entire town at 
risk. Issues confronted included: fire hydrants and water valve box piping were 
destabilized by the flood and ready to break; structural damage to bridges and road 
shoulders making use of narrow road corridors dangerous; all of the roads in and out of 
Turner were closed at one point with 75% remaining closed for multiple days; hundreds 
of individual evacuations; heavy flood waters directly impacted two businesses forcing 
one to close permanently; all downtown businesses were closed off to customers due to 
road closures, including the major mill complex in town; shut-off and later re-activation 
of the natural gas system created risk for potential explosions and fires. 
Since the major flood in January 2012, Turner has experienced other near-floods and 
high- water events. Mill Creek, which runs through the middle of town, presents the 
greatest flood risk to residents and travelers. Many residences and businesses are located 
within the 100-Year Floodplain. 
Vulnerability: The very large floodplain of Mill Creek (near Salem) and its tributaries 
from City of Turner to Salem corresponds to high levels of urban development. This area 
is at high risk to flood hazard. In the City of Turner, nearly a third of the buildings 
exposed to flooding are elevated above the base flood elevation (State of Oregon, 
Department of Land Conservation and Development, N.d.). 
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Figure 16-4, Special flood hazard area 
 

 
Source: FEMA Map Service Center, https://msc.fema.gov/ 

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 

The NFIP has two types of loss classifications, Repetitive Loss (RL) Property and Severe 
Repetitive Loss (SRL) Property. RL, property is any insurable building for which two or 
more claims of more than $1,000 were paid by the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) within any rolling ten-year period, since 1978. A RL property may or may not be 
currently insured by the NFIP. SRL, property is a single family property (consisting of 1 to 
4 residences) that is covered under flood insurance by the NFIP and has incurred flood- 
related damage for which 4 or more separate claims payments have been paid under flood 
insurance coverage, with the amount of each claim payment exceeding $5,000 and with 
cumulative amount of such claims payments exceeding $20,000; or for which at least 2 
separate claims payments have been made with the cumulative amount of such claims 
exceeding the reported value of the property. 
FEMA modernized the Turner Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) in January of 2003. 
Table  shows that as of October 2016, Turner has 71 National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) policies in force. Of those, 26 are for properties that were developed before the 
development of the initial FIRM. The last Community Assistance Visit (CAV) for Turner 
was on February 6,  2012. Turner is not a member of the Community Rating System 
(CRS). The table shows that most of the flood insurance policies are for single-family 
residential homes. There  have been 21 paid flood claims in Turner totaling $588,084. The 
Community Repetitive Loss record for Turner identifies one Repetitive Loss Property (a 
residential parcel near Mill  Creek) and no Severe Repetitive Loss Properties. 
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Table 16-5, Flood Insurance Detail 
 

Effective 

FIRM and Initial 

Jurisdiction FIS FIRM Date 

 
Total Pre-FIRM 

Policies Policies 

Policies by Building Type Minus 

Rated 

A Zone 

Minus 

Rated 

V Zone 

Single 2 to 4 Other Non- 

Family Family Residential Residential 

Marion County - - 2,067 1,239 1,614 115 105 232 97 0 

Turner 1/2/2003 4/2/1979 71 26 65 3 0 3 1 0 

 
Insurance 

Jurisdiction in Force 

Substantial 

Total Pre-FIRM Damage 

Paid Claims   Claims Paid Claims 

 
Total Paid 

Amount 

Repetitive Severe 

Loss Repetitive 

Structures Loss 

 
CRS Class 

Rating 

Last 

Community 

Assistance 

Marion County $      514,268,700 298 226 16 $ 5,732,543 11 2 - - 

Turner $ 17,010,300 21 18 3 $ 588,084 1 0 N/A 2/6/2012 

Source: Information compiled by Department of Land Conservation and Development, October 2016. 
 
 
 

Figure 16-5, Turner's Flood Vulnerability 
 

 
Source: City of Turner 2012 NHMP Steering Committee. 
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16.9.6 Landslide 

CPRI = 2.1, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: n/a 
Vulnerability: Turner has a relatively flat topography, except for the Eastwood area in the 
northeastern part of the town, near the Franzen Reservoir, and directly to the east between 
Turner and I-5. Turner’s probability for landslide is unlikely and their vulnerability to 
landslide is limited. 

16.9.7 Severe Weather 
CPRI = 3.2, Risk Level: High 
Windstorm: 
The city’s probability for windstorm is highly likely and their vulnerability to windstorm 
is critical. 
Significant wind events occur in Turner each year, usually between October and March. 
Damaging wind events are only slightly less common; once or twice per year the city will 
experience a windstorm event that will interrupt services, experience downed trees, and 
cause power outages. The F-2 tornado that touched down in Aumsville in December 
2010, only four miles from Turner, did not cause damage to Turner. 
Because windstorms typically occur during winter months, they are sometimes 
accompanied by ice, freezing rain, flooding, and very rarely, snow. 
Winter Storm (Snow/Ice): 
Severe winter storms can consist of rain, freezing rain, ice, snow, cold temperatures, and 
wind. They originate from troughs of low pressure offshore that ride along the jet stream 
during fall, winter, and early spring months. Severe winter storms affecting the city 
typically originate in the Gulf of Alaska or in the central Pacific Ocean. These storms are 
most  common from November through March. 
Major winter storms can and have occurred in the Turner area, and while they typically 
do  not cause significant damage, they are frequent and have the potential to impact 
economic activity. It becomes difficult to access the Eastwood area in the northeast of 
the city because ice can make the steep roads impassable. The most recent winter storms 
(December 2016 – January 2017 and February 2021) included snow and freezing rain and 
ice, transportation and power interruptions, loss of all internet service, loss of all cellular 
phone service and government office and school closures. 

16.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.3, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: The F-2 tornado that touched down in Aumsville in December 2010, only four 
miles  from Turner, did not cause damage to Turner. 
Vulnerability: Risk of damage to buildings, power outages, and road closures. 
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16.9.9 Wildfire 

CPRI = 2.65, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Turner is surrounded by open farmland, forests, or waterways. Although Turner 
has some forested areas within the city limits, there is no history of wildfire events in 
Turner. 
Vulnerability: The County updated the Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) in 
2016 and portions of Turner are listed as having wildland urban interface (WUI) with 
areas of concern. Figure depicts the areas near Turner that the CWPP identifies as areas 
of concern. These areas should be targeted for fire mitigation activities. 

 
Figure 16-6, Wildfire areas of concern near Turner 

 

 
Source: Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (2016). 

 

16.9.10 Volcanic Eruption 
 

 

Events: Not Reported 
Vulnerability: Ashfall only 

CPRI = 1.5, Risk Level: Low 
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16.10 Mitigation Strategy 

During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan and Turner Addendum update 
process, Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development and the City of 
Turner developed a list of priority actions. These actions were prioritized and then 
reviewed internally by staff and city council during the spring of 2022. 

 

 
 
 

16.10.1 Mitigation Successes 
➢ Stormwater Infrastructure Upgrades: The City has invested about $15,000 in 

building and upgrading storm water systems where rainwater has historically 
damaged property and threatened roadway stability. 

➢ Turner Elementary School received $1.2 million for seismic retrofits from the 
State. 

➢ The Mid-Willamette Valley High Water Watch https://hww.onerain.com/ is a live 
data tool which is the result of long-term coordination with Turner, regional 
partners, and the City of Salem who have a full-time staff person that maintains 
the website. 

➢ Completed 17-MH-02: Implement an automated notification system for disaster 
alerts and preparedness. 

➢ Regional flood mitigation initiative: Mill Creek flood detention study. 
➢ PGE requires undergrounding of power lines so new development in Turner has 

reduced risk from power outages and wildfire. 
 

 

 
Mitigation Success Story: Stormwater Infrastructure Upgrades 

 
Since Turner’s 2012 Hazard Mitigation Plan, the City has invested about $15,000 
in building and upgrading storm water systems where rainwater has historically 
damaged property and threatened roadway stability. These projects have helped 
minimize localized flooding, improving the city’s ability to remain functional 
during  storm and high-water events. 

 
Mitigation Success Story: Regional Flood Mitigation Initiative 

 
Starting with flood early warning system, the City of Turner has built a coalition of 
partners that are committed to implementing flood mitigation strategies. These 
partners include Marion County, the City of Salem, Aumsville, the Beaver Creek 
Watershed Board, the Santiam Water Control District, and the State of Oregon. In 
December, this coalition applied for a $400,000 grant to study flood detention 
possibilities in Mill Creek. In the future, these partners will continue working 
together to find and implement flood mitigation projects in the Middle Willamette 
watershed. 
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Mitigation Success Story: Flood Monitoring Infrastructure 

After a 2012 storm caused a severe flood in Turner, the City partnered with the State 
and the City of Salem to implement a rain and stream gauge monitoring system to 
provide early warning for future floods. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The jurisdictions used $200,000 from the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program to build 
the infrastructure and website that make up the early warning system. 

As pictured below, residents can visit the Mid-Willamette Valley High Water Watch 
website at https://hww.onerain.com/ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The website features a map with real-time data about stream levels in and around 
Salem. 

694

https://hww.onerain.com/


City of Turner 2023 16-23 | P a g e  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Mitigation Success Story: Flood Early Warning System 
To complement the flood monitoring system (see Mitigation Success Story: 
Flood Monitoring Infrastructure), Turner has also been actively working to 
improve communication with residents regarding floods and other hazard events. 

 
The City purchased a contract with Everbridge (an emergency mass 
communication tool) and has been collecting cell phone numbers for entire 
community. This “reverse 911” system allows the city to send out notifications 
about hazards. For example, the city can send a text alert about flood warnings 
when the flood monitoring systems indicates high water may be on the way. 

 
In addition to the Everbridge system, the city actively uses Facebook for 
weather- and flood- related notices and advisories. Residents actively engage 
with the City’s Facebook page, sharing notifications with their networks and 
quickly spreading the word about potential hazards that may affect the 
community. Additionally, the Facebook page helps the city advertise for 
upcoming preparedness events (see post below.) 
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16.10.2 Ongoing Actions 

➢ Meet with City of Salem flood and emergency management staff on an annual basis 
to identify and implement collaborative flood mitigation project opportunities. 

➢ Provide public outreach and education to vulnerable populations (such as Turner 
retirement homes, the Christian Convention, Aldersgate, and others, as identified in 
this plan) regarding hazards. 

➢ Partner with existing community organizations to disseminate hazard preparedness 
information. 

➢ Use existing city public engagement tools (such as monthly utility bills, public reader 
boards, Facebook pages, etc.) as means of disseminating information to residents 
regarding hazard preparedness. 

➢ Support annual emergency management tabletop exercises that include hazardous 
material release scenarios (in addition to other hazard scenarios). 

➢ Meet with the City of Salem each year to receive updates on the Franzen Reservoir 
and notify the public of any changes to safety. 

➢ Maintain & cultivate partnerships with other government agencies, both local and 
regional, to plan for flood hazard events. 

➢ Develop MOUs with private businesses and citizens around equipment and resource 
sharing during severe weather events. 

➢ Monitor the trees in the public right-of-way and maintain to minimize damage during 
wind or winter storms. 

➢ Support the wildfire prevention outreach to residents in areas where wildfire is a 
potential concern (e.g., hillside neighborhoods in NE Turner). 

16.10.3 City of Turner Mitigation Action Table 
The table below (Table 16.6) shows the City of Turner mitigation actions. 
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Table 16-6, City of Turner Priority Mitigation Actions 
 

2023-2027 City of Turner Priority Mitigation Actions 
# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
 
 

20223-FL-1 

 
 
 

Flood 

Pursue and complete remapping of City 
floodplain. Turner was recently 
remapped, but as a part of their floodplain 
management plan it is possible the need 
for remapping will arise again. 
A new neighborhood was added due to 
uncertified railroad 

 
 
 

M 

 
 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 
 

$100,000 

 
 
 

City of Turner 

 
 
 

Started 

 
2022-FL-2 

 
Flood 

Widen the Perrin bypass and reinforce 
levee to accommodate flood flows. 
Funding: Advanced Assistance, FMA 

 
H 

 
2-5 Years 

 
$2,000,000 

 
City of Turner 

 
New 

2022-MH-1 Multi- 
Hazard 

Purchase a portable water filtration 
device. Was 17- P-3 from the 2017 HMP M 1-3 Years $10k City of Turner Started 

 
 

2022-MH-2 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Encourage documentation of the 
vulnerable populations listed in the Plan, 
including the creation and maintenance 
of a list of residents with special medical 
needs. Was 17 M-H 3 in the 2017 HMP 

 
 

M 

 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 

Staff Time 

 
 

City of Turner 

 
 

Started 

 

2022-MH-3 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Support the retrofit the fire station to 
withstand flood and earthquakes. Lead: 
Turner Fire. In the design stage. Plans in 
the works to elevate the station. 

 

H 

 

2-5 Years 

 

Staff Time 

 

Turner Fire District 

 

Started 

 
 
 
 

2022-LS-1 

 
 
 
 

Landslide 

Implement the Eastwood Drive 
Stabilization Plan and continue ongoing 
monitoring of conditions. Alternatives 
have been identified; the preferred 
containment option is being assessed. 
Additional work could include tree 
removal and bank stabilization using 
various methods. 
Funding: City budget for landslide 
barriers along the roadway in 2022. 

 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 
 
 

$50,000 

 
 
 
 

City of Turner 

 
 
 
 

Started 
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zation Status 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

r Started 

#  Hazard Mitigation Action/Description  Priority Timeline Cost Coo rdinating Orga nization Status 
 
 

2022-MH-4 

  
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Support annual emergency management 
tabletop exercises by Marion County 
that include hazardous material release 
scenarios (in addition to other hazard 
scenarios). Was 17-MH-5 in the 2017 
HMP. 

  
 

M 

 
 

1-3 Years Staff Time 

 
 

City of Turner 

 
 

Ongoing 

 

2022-WF-1 
  

Wildfire 

Support fire mitigation outreach 
throughout the Fire District including 
defensible space and fire-resistant 
materials. 

  

M 

 

1-3 Years Staff Time 

 

City of Turner 

 

New 

2017-2022 City of Turner Action Items Status Update 
#  Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organi   

 
2017-P-1 

  
Flood 

Add water level monitoring equipment 
to the Marion Road Bridge, south of 
Mill Creek. 

  
City of Turner CERT, Mill Cr. Basi 

Mgmt. agencies 
n Flood  

Discontinue 

 
 
 

2017-P-2 

  
 
 

Flood 

Meet with City of Salem flood and 
emergency management staff on an 
annual basis to identify and implement 
collaborative flood mitigation project 
opportunities. City of Salem 
stormwater/utility funded. Discuss and 
maintain monitoring equipment; 
frequent meetings 

   
 

Turner Public Works, City of 

City of Turner Salem, Marion Co., OEM, City of 
Aumsville, Beaver Cr WSC, 

Santiam WSC 

 
 
 

Ongoing 

2017-P-3  Multi- 
Hazard 

Purchase a portable water filtration 
device. City of Turner Public Works City of Turne   

 
 

2017-P-4 

  
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Provide public outreach and education 
to vulnerable populations (such as 
Turner retirement homes, the Christian 
Convention, Aldersgate, and others, as 
identified in this plan) regarding 
hazards. 

   
 
City of Turner Turner Police, Turner Fire 

District, Marion County 

 
 

Ongoing 

 

2017-P-5 
  

Multi- 
Hazard 

Partner with existing community 
organizations to disseminate hazard 
preparedness information. 

  Turner Police, Turner Fire, Turner 

City of Turner Christian Church, Cascade School 
District, Church of God, Turning 

Point 

 

Ongoing 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organization Status 
 
 

2017-MH-1 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Use existing city public engagement tools 
(such as monthly utility bills, public 
reader boards, Facebook pages, etc.) as 
means of disseminating information to 
residents regarding hazard preparedness. 

 
 

City of Turner Police 

City Administrator; Public 
Works; Turner Fire; Turner 
Christian Church, Portland 
General Electric; North Marion 
School District; MCEM 

 
 

Ongoing 

 
2017-MH-2 Multi- 

Hazard 

Implement an automated notification 
system for disaster alerts and 
preparedness. 

 
City of Turner 

Turner Police Dept., Turner Fire 
District, Community Emergency 
Response Team (CERT), MCEM 

 
Complete 

 
 

2017-MH-3 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Encourage documentation of the 
vulnerable populations listed in the Plan, 
including the creation and maintenance of 
a list of residents with special medical 
needs. 

 
 

City of Turner 

 

Turner Police Dept., Turner Fire 
District 

 
 

Started 

 
 
 

2017-MH-4 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Retrofit the fire station to withstand flood 
and earthquakes or construct a new, 
seismically-sound fire station outside the 
flood zone in a location at minimal risk to 
natural and man-made hazards. Lead: 
Turner Fire. In the design stage. Plans in 
the works to elevate the station. 

 
 
 

Turner Fire District 

 
 

City Administrator, OEM, 
Business Oregon Seismic Rehab 
Grant Program 

 
 
 

Started 

 

2017-MH-5 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Support annual emergency management 
tabletop exercises that include hazardous 
material release scenarios (in addition to 
other hazard scenarios). 

 

Turner Fire District 
Community Emergency Response 
Team (CERT), MCEM, 
Union Pacific 

 

Ongoing 

 
2017-DF-1 

 
Dam 

Failure 

Coordinate with Marion County 
Emergency Management to develop an 
evacuation plan for the City of Turner in 
the event of a dam failure. 

 
City of Turner 

Marion County Emergency 
Management, Marion County 
Sheriff’s Office 

 
Started 

 
 

2017-DF-2 

 

Dam 
Failure 

Coordinate with Marion County 
Emergency Management and the Army 
Corps of Engineers to develop a dam 
failure notification procedure for the City 
of Turner. 

 
 

City of Turner 

  
 

Started 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organization Status 
 

2017-DF-3 

 
Dam 

Failure 

Meet with the City of Salem each year to 
receive updates on the Franzen Reservoir 
and notify the public of any changes to 
safety. 

 

City of Turner 

 

City of Salem 

 

Ongoing 

 

2017-DF-4 

 
Dam 

Failure 

Actively engage with the County’s 
efforts to work with the Army Corps of 
Engineers to assess dam failure 
likelihood and risks. 

 

City of Turner Police 
Turner Fire, City Administrator, 
Army Corps of Engineers, 
MCEM 

 

Started 

 
2017-EQ-1 

 
Earthquake 

Perform seismic assessments of critical 
infrastructure as resources become 
available. 

 
City of Turner 

 
N/A 

 
Started 

 
2017-EQ-2 

 
Earthquake 

Send city staff and other to the County’s 
ATC 2.0 structural assessment training 
when the course is offered. 

 
City of Turner 

 
N/A 

 
Started 

 
 
 

2017-FL-1 

 
 
 

Flood 

Provide more training on flood 
insurance. Funded by City budget. 
Nearly complete. Brought in an 
insurance specialist to help community 
members understand the best way to 
improve their flood vents and other flood 
insurance reduction efforts. 

 
 
 

City of Turner 

 
 

Oregon DLCD, OEM, FEMA, 
FEMA trainers. 

 
 
 

Completed 

 
2017-FL-2 

 
Flood 

Identify and prioritize properties to be 
retrofitted against flood damage. 
Coordination with 17-FL-01 

 
City of Turner 

 
DLCD Not 

Started 

 
2017-FL-3 

 
Flood 

Have City Council evaluate pursuing 
certification in the Community Rating 
System (CRS). 

 
City of Turner 

DLCD, FEMA, 
City of Salem, Marion Co Public 
Works 

 
Started 

 
 

2017-FL-4 

 
 

Flood 

Implement annual flood vent inspection 
program for all residential properties in 
areas at risk of chronic flooding (inside 
and outside of the mapped floodplain). 
Continue if CERT is involved, maybe 
discontinue if not 

 
 

City of Turner Planning/Building 

 
 

CERT, DLCD 

 
 

Started 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organization Status 
 

2017-FL-5 

 

Flood 

Work with owners of repetitive loss 
buildings in the city to identify cost 
effective mitigation strategies including 
consideration of elevation or buy-out. 

 

City of Turner 

 

DLCD, OEM 

 

Not Started 

 
 
 

2017-FL-6 

 
 
 

Flood 

Pursue and complete remapping of City 
floodplain. Turner was recently 
remapped, but as a part of their 
floodplain management plan it is 
possible the need for remapping will 
arise again. 
A new neighborhood was added due to 
uncertified railroad. 

 
 
 

City of Turner 

 
 
 

DLCD, OEM, FEMA 

 
 
 

Started 

 
 
 
 

2017-FL-7 

 
 
 
 

Flood 

Provide annual public information 
materials to Turner residents regarding 
flood safety practices, including detailed 
information about sandbagging. General 
public information on a regular basis. 
During events, targeted information and 
support for sandbagging stations is 
provided. Specific messaging to 
residents in the floodway to deter debris 
mobilizing in flood events. 

 
 
 
 

City of Turner 

 
 
 
 

City of Turner, CERT 

 
 
 
 

Ongoing 

 
2017-FL-8 

 
Flood 

Maintain & cultivate partnerships with 
other government agencies, both local 
and regional, to plan for flood hazard 
events. 

 
City of Turner 

Marion Co., Salem, MWVCOG, 
Mill 
Creek Basin flood mgmt. 
agencies. 

 
Ongoing 

 

2017-FL-9 

 

Flood 

Pursue hiring a flood coordinator to 
address flood-related action items. 
These duties are managed by the City 
Administrator. 

 

City of Turner 
 

MWVCOG 

 

Discontinue 

 
 
 

2017-LS-1 

 
 
 

Landslide 

Implement the Eastwood Drive 
Stabilization Plan and continue ongoing 
monitoring of conditions. Alternatives 
have been identified; the containment 
option is being implemented. Additional 
work could include tree removal and 
bank stabilization using various 
methods. Funding: City budget for 

 
 
 

City of Turner Public Works 

  
 
 

Started 
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  landslide barriers along the roadway ‘22.    

# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organization Status 
2017-SW-1 Severe 

Weather 
Develop MOUs with private businesses 
and citizens around equipment and 
resource sharing during severe weather 
events. MOUs with Police, Fire, Marion 
Co. Public Works, local contractors. 
Refresh and keep up to date 

City of Turner Marion Co Public Works, Turner 
Public Works, Police, Fire 

Ongoing 

2017-SW-2 Severe 
Weather 

Monitor the trees in the public right-of- 
way and maintain to minimize damage 
during wind or winter storms. 

City of Turner Public Works PGE, Turner Fire District Ongoing 

2017-WF-1 Wildfire Support the wildfire prevention outreach 
to residents in areas where wildfire is a 
potential concern (e.g., hillside 
neighborhoods in NE Turner). As 
outlined in the Marion County 
Community Wildfire Protection Plan 
(CWPP), Marion County and Turner 
Fire are lead on wildfire outreach. 
Marion County CWPP update is 
underway; and Turner is participating. 
The city works closely with Turner 
RFPD. 

Turner Fire District Marion County Fire Defense 
Board, Marion County 
Emergency Management, Oregon 
State Fire Marshal’s Office 

Ongoing 

2017-WF-2 Wildfire Support fire suppression mitigation 
outreach throughout the Fire District 
including defensible space and fire- 
resistant materials. 

Turner Fire District Marion County Fire Defense 
Board, Marion County 
Emergency Management, Oregon 
State Fire Marshal’s Office 

Ongoing 

Source: City of Turner, 1/5/22 and 6/15/2022 
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17 City of Woodburn and Woodburn Rural Fire Protection District 
Addendum 

17.1 Purpose 
This document serves as a shared addendum for the City of Woodburn and the Woodburn 
Rural Fire Protection District (Woodburn Fire District or WFD) to the Marion County 
Multi- Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The purpose of this shared 
addendum is to guide the implementation of mitigation actions by Woodburn and 
Woodburn Fire District to improve the resilience of the community. Mitigation planning is 
a long-term endeavor—one that requires broad internal involvement and community 
engagement to be successful. 
Finally, please refer to the information contained in Volume I (Basic Plan) and Volume III 
(Appendices) of this HMP, which provides additional information (particularly regarding 
participation and mitigation strategy) and forms the basis of this addendum. 

17.2 Plan Process, Participation, and Adoption 
In the summer and fall of 2021 Marion County partnered with the Oregon Department of 
Land Conservation and Development and the Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM), and Marion County cities, including Woodburn and Woodburn Fire 
District, to update their addendum to the Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan, which 
expired August 16, 2022. This project is funded through the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency’s (FEMA) FY19 Pre-Disaster Mitigation Competitive Grant 
Program (PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-003). 
By developing this addendum to the Marion County HMP, locally adopting it, and having 
it approved by FEMA, the Woodburn and Woodburn Fire District will gain eligibility for 
FEMA Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) funding that includes three programs: 
Building Resilient Infrastructure & Communities (BRIC), formerly the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation grant program, the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the Flood 
Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program. 
Woodburn and Woodburn Fire District joined the Marion County HMP update by 
executing an intergovernmental agreement with DLCD on November 25, 2021, and 
January 30, 2022, respectively. On November 23, 2021, City of Woodburn Police Chief 
Marty Pilcher, Marion County Emergency Preparedness Coordinator Mike Hintz, and 
DLCD Planner Tricia Sears conducted a risk assessment meeting with the City of 
Woodburn that included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment ranking. On January 12, 2022, 
Woodburn Fire Chief Joe Budge, Marion County Emergency Preparedness Coordinator 
Mike Hintz, and DLCD Planner Pamela Reber conducted a risk assessment meeting with 
the Woodburn Fire District that included a Hazard Vulnerability Assessment ranking. 
Chief Pilcher and Chief Budge met again with DLCD Planner Pamela Reber on July 13, 
2022, to update this addendum. 
Woodburn and Woodburn Fire District staff attended HMP Steering Committee meetings 
in October 2021 and March 2022. 
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The City of Woodburn/ Woodburn Fire District Steering Committee is comprised of the 
following representatives: 
➢ Co-Convener, City of Woodburn Police Chief 
➢ Co-Convener, Woodburn Fire District Fire Chief 
➢ City of Woodburn Public Works Director 
➢ City of Woodburn Building Official 
➢ City of Woodburn Community Development Director 
➢ City of Woodburn Senior Planner 
➢ City of Woodburn Associate Planner 
➢ City of Woodburn Police Executive Assistant 
➢ Woodburn Police Department Patrol Division 
➢ Woodburn Fire District Fire Marshal 
➢ Woodburn Fire District CERT Coordinator 

Woodburn used multiple approaches to engage the public. First, the City established 
steering committee representatives from across the city. Next, the city actively participated 
in countywide community engagement activities such as the community hazards survey. 
Both jurisdictions promoted the HMP survey and outreach efforts throughout the plan 
update, including public posts on the city’s website, and messages sent out via the weekly 
e- blast in January 2022.Woodburn Fire District and their CERT volunteers shared and 
filled out the survey as well. City staff also presented the draft plan to the City Council 
during an open public council session. (See Appendix C for more information). 

17.3 Risk Assessment 
A risk assessment is intended to provide the “factual basis for activities proposed in the 
strategy to reduce losses from identified hazards” (Department of Homeland Security, 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2023).  This section of the HMP addendum can 
serve as the factual basis for addressing Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas 
Subject to Natural Hazards. 

17.4 Community Profile 
This section provides information on city and district specific assets and populations. For 
additional information on the characteristics of Woodburn and Woodburn Fire District, in 
terms of geography, environment, population, demographics, employment and 
economics, as well as housing and transportation see Volume III, Appendix B, 
Community Profile. Many of these community characteristics can affect how hazards 
impact communities and how communities choose to plan for hazard mitigation. 
Considering the city specific assets during the planning process can assist in identifying 
appropriate measures for hazard mitigation. 
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Woodburn Fire District 
The Woodburn Fire District was established in 1901. The current district contains 4 
stations, 16 full time staff, and provides fire suppression, fire prevention services, and 
emergency medical assistance to residents located within its 75-square-mile boundary. 
The fire district boundary includes the city of Woodburn, the city of Gervais, and a large 
area of unincorporated northern Marion County (see figure 2 below). 
Woodburn Fire District – Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) 
Woodburn has a very active Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) of 40-70 
members. Woodburn Fire District funds the CERT Coordinator and office for the chapter; 
the  main fire station serves as a volunteer operations center. WFD CERT is organized 
under Woodburn Fire District. 
WFD CERT provides the Woodburn, Gervais, Hubbard areas and portions of Marion 
County with an Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) based on a variety of volunteer skills 
for  emergency tactical, administrative, communications and logistics among the Cities 
and their agencies, and among the Cities and county government (Operational Area). The 
purpose of the emergency operations plan is to provide authority for the participation of 
CERT in  providing essential services during periods of national, state, or local 
emergency. The CERT  COMTEAM is intended to augment agency and public safety 
operations. The number of participants is limited only by available, trained resources and 
will be based on the specific need and the availability of responders. A declaration of an 
emergency is not required to mobilize the CERT resources, but an activation will require 
approval from the WFD. 
CERT provides many other services, including medical triage and first-aid, light search 
and  rescue, damage assessment, firefighter rehabilitation, crowd control, flood response, 
spontaneous volunteer management, and other duties that fall within its scope of training 
and mandate. CERT also engages in community service work: food drives, deliveries, 
and Cascadia earthquake preparedness education. 

17.4.1 Community Characteristics 
The city of Woodburn is in the Willamette Valley in Marion County, Oregon, 
approximately 31 miles south of the city of Portland. Woodburn experiences a moderate 
climate with an average high temperature of 82 degrees and low of 54 degrees in August, 
and an average high temperature of 47 and low of 35 in January. The city receives an 
average annual precipitation of 40.7 inches.4 Major bodies of water in Woodburn include 
Senecal Creek and Mill Creek. Woodburn is located on a flat area, with farmland 
surrounding the city on all sides. 
The Population Research Center at Portland State University lists Woodburn’s 2020 
population at 25,882. This represents a 24.1% increase from 2000 (Portland State 
University, Population Research Center, 2021).  For more demographic information, refer 
to Volume III, Appendix B-Community Profile. 
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17.4.2 Economy 

Historically, the city of Woodburn was a commercial, agricultural, and industrial 
community that grew around the railroad that currently runs through the center of town 
(City of Woodburn, N.d.).  Today, Woodburn’s economy is still largely based on 
manufacturing, agriculture, construction, and retail trade. Woodburn’s proximity to I-5 
allows for an auto-oriented service economy to exist along the interstate corridor. The 
Woodburn Premium Outlets are a large shopping attraction for out-of-town visitors. 
Changes in development include an Amazon distribution center coming in, necessitating 
city infrastructure improvements like a new fire hydrant system. Similarly, a 2,500 
residential unit development has been proposed. If built, this would add 10% more 
housing to the city of Woodburn.  Median household income in Woodburn from 2015 to 
2019 was $50,093, a 7.3% increase from the previous period (U.S. Census Bureau, 2022). 
For more economic information, refer to Appendix C. 

 
Figure 17-1, City of Woodburn Map 
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Figure 17-2, Woodburn Fire District 
 

 
Source Marion County GIS 

 
17.5 Critical and Important Facilities 

Woodburn and Woodburn Fire District’s critical and important facilities include the 
following: 

17.5.1 Transportation 
➢ Interstate-5 runs north-south through western Woodburn. 
➢ Highway 99E runs parallel to I-5 through eastern Woodburn. 
➢ Highway 214 runs east-west through Woodburn (Highway 211 also runs east- 

west and merges with Highway 214 when it reaches Woodburn) 
➢ The Union Pacific Railroad runs parallel to I-5 through the middle of Woodburn. 
➢ The Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad runs north-south just west of 

Woodburn. 
➢ Woodburn Transit Service. 
➢ Woodburn Amtrak Station. 

17.5.2 Energy 
➢ PGE – electricity (2079 Progress Way) 

o PGE operates a maintenance facility and three sub-stations in or near 
Woodburn. 
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17.5.3 Water / Wastewater 

Water: 
➢ Above-ground storage tank: 750,000 gallons 
➢ Underground storage reservoir: 4.7 million gallons 
➢ Seven active wells (according to the 2005 Public Facilities Plan) 
➢ Three water treatment plants (National Wy., Country Club Rd., and Parr Rd.) 

Wastewater 
➢ Wastewater Treatment Plant and Collection System (located off of Highway 211) 

o Approximately 140 acres of land 
o Ten lift stations for sanitary sewer services 

17.5.4 Emergency Services 
Police Department: 
City of Woodburn, 1060 Mt. Hood Ave., Woodburn, Oregon (503) 982-2345 
Fire Department: 
Woodburn Fire District, 1776 Newberg Hwy., Woodburn, Oregon (503) 982-2360 

Station 22 – 1650 James St., Woodburn, Oregon 

Station 24 – 11484 River Rd., Gervais, Oregon 97026 
Station 25 – 18676 Butteville Rd., Hubbard, Oregon 97032 

Medical: 
➢ BestMed Urgent Care (2902 Tom Tennant Dr.) 
➢ Legacy Health / Woodburn Specialist Center (1475 Mount Hood Ave.) 
➢ Salem Health Clinic (105 N. Arney Rd.) 
➢ Salud Medical Center (1175 Mount Hood Ave.) 
➢ Woodburn Pediatric Clinic (2050 Progress Way) 
➢ Note: Major hospitals are in Silverton and Salem 

City Administration: City Hall, Public Works, Finance, Planning, Municipal Court 
City of Woodburn, 270 Montgomery St., Woodburn, Oregon (503) 982-5228 
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17.5.5 Cultural / Historical Resources 

➢ Buildings listed on the National Register of Historic Places: 
o Bank of Woodburn 
o Old Woodburn City Hall 
o Jesse H. Settlemier House 

➢ Woodburn also has an Historic Downtown district. 
➢ Events/amenities that may have large crowds: 

o March and April: Woodburn Tulip Festival 
o Woodburn Premium Outlets (particularly around Black Friday and the 

holiday season) 
o Fiesta Mexicana in Legion Park 
o Relay for Life in July 
o Drag Racing NHRA (National Hot Rod Association) from March to 

November 
o Bauman’s Fall Festival in Gervais (impacts traffic in Woodburn) 
o Oktober Fest in Mt. Angle (impacts traffic in Woodburn) 
o St. Paul Rodeo (impacts traffic in Woodburn) 

17.5.6 Functional and Access Needs (Vulnerable Populations) 
➢ Schools: 

o Heritage Elementary (440 Parr Rd.) 
o Lincoln Elementary (1041 N. Boones Ferry Rd.) 
o Nellie Muir Elementary (1800 W. Hayes St.) 
o Washington Elementary (777 E. Lincoln St.) 
o French Prairie Middle (1025 N. Boones Ferry Rd.) 
o Valor Middle (450 Parr Rd.) 
o Academy of International Studies (1785 N. Front St.) – high school 
o Success Alternative High School (610 Young Street) 
o Wellness, Business and Sports School (1785 N. Front Street) – high 

school 
o Woodburn Academy of Art, Science and Technology (1785 N. Front St.) – 

high school 
o Woodburn Arts and Communications Academy (1785 N. Front St.) – high 

school 
o St. Luke’s Parochial School (529 Harrison St.) 
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o Head start (950 N. Boones Ferry Rd.) 
o Oregon Child Development Coalition (OCDC) (540 North Settlemier 

Avenue) 
o – Infant services 
o Chemeketa Community College (120 E. Lincoln Street) – community 

college 
o Pacific University Campus (24 W Lincoln St) – college 
o Woodburn Arthur Academy (575 Gatch St.) – K- 5th Grade. 

See hazard sections below and Section 2, Risk Assessment, for potential hazard 
vulnerabilities to these facilities. 

 
17.6 Plans and Policies 

Table 17-1, Plans and Policies of the City of Woodburn & Woodburn Fire District 
 

Document Name 
with Hyperlink if the document is available online 

Year 

Woodburn Comprehensive Plan 2019 
Woodburn Comp Plan Map Explorer (link here) 2022 
Woodburn Transportation System Plan (TSP webpage) 2019 
Woodburn Public Facilities Plan 2005 
Woodburn Stormwater Master Plan (chapters 7 and 11) 1996 
Woodburn Fire District CERT Emergency Operations Plan 2022 

710

https://woodburn.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=1c9086dbdca64567817131e69cb8487a
https://www.woodburn-or.gov/dev-planning/page/transportation-system-plan-tsp-2019-2039
https://www.woodburn-or.gov/sites/default/files/fileattachments/public_works/page/5231/storm_drainage_master_plan_chapters_7_and_11.pdf


City of Woodburn & Fire District 2023 17-9 | P a g e  

17.7 City of Woodburn Hazard Profile 
 

Community Overview 
Community Name Population # Of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building 

Value ($) 
Woodburn 25,185 7,332 17 3,446,910,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

Lost Estimate 
($) 

Loss 
Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual 
Chance 41 0.2% 8 0 266,000 0.0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel 
Mw 6.8 

Deterministic 

 
4,595 

 
18.2% 

 
3,270 

 
4 

 
1,287,042,534 37.3% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
Hazard Scenario Potentially 

Displaced 
Residents 

% 
Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

Exposed 
Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 
Facilities 

Building 
Value ($) 

Exposure 
Ratio 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

 
15 

 
0.1% 

 
5 

 
0 

 
1,224,000 

 
0.0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0.0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate 

Risk 

 
87 

 
0.3% 

 
20 

 
0 

 
8,217,418 

 
0.2% 

Lahar Medium 
Zone (1000 
to 15000 – 

Year) 

 

0 

 

0.0% 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0.0% 

1 Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2 No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood 
elevation). 

Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

French Prairie Middle School  X     
Gethsemane Christian Academy  X     
Heritage Elementary School  X     
Legacy Medial Group-Woodburn  X     
Lincoln Elementary School  X     
Nellie Muir Elementary School       
Salud Medical Center       
Silverton-Woodburn Immediate 
Care and Family Medicine 
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Critical Facilities 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 
1% 

Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate 

to 
Complete 
Damage 

Landslide 
High and 

Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Hazard 

Silverton-Woodburn Internal 
Medicine 

      

St. Luke’s School       
Valor Middle School       
Woodburn Arthur Academy       
Woodburn Family Medicine       
Woodburn High School       
Woodburn Police Department       
Woodburn Public Works       
Woodburn Fire District #21       
Woodburn Fire District #22       
Woodburn Success High School       

Source: DOGAMI (2022) 
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17.8 Hazard Analysis 

The methodology for assessing risk was the same for all jurisdictions and a detailed 
description of the BOLD planning methodology can be found in Volume I, a brief 
description  is below. To complete the risk assessment, the jurisdiction representatives first 
updated the description, type, location, and extent of each hazard. Next, they updated the 
Hazard Vulnerability Analysis based on each hazard’s potential impact on the community 
using a calculated priority risk index (CPRI) methodology developed by BOLD Planning6. 
This assessment method ranks the following factors to determine risk from the range of 
hazards identified: 

1. Probability (frequency) of event. 
2. Magnitude of event. 
3. Expected warning time before event. 
4. Expected duration of event. 

 

 
 
 

The assessment identifies three levels of risk: High, Moderate and Low. 

High - High probability of occurrence; at least 50 percent or more of population at 
risk from hazard; significant to catastrophic physical impacts to buildings and 
infrastructure; major loss or potential loss of functionality to all essential facilities 
(hospital, police, fire, EOC and shelters). 

Moderate - Less than 50 percent of population at risk from hazard; moderate 
physical impacts to buildings and infrastructure; moderate potential for loss of 
functionality to essential facilities. 

Low - Low probability of occurrence or low threat to population; minor physical 
impacts. 

 

 
 

A summary of the risk assessment findings and rankings is presented below. 
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Table 17-2, Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Natural Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Woodburn/Woodburn Fire 
District Using Bold Planning Analysis Scoring 

 
Natural Hazard 

 
Probability Warning 

Time 

 
Magnitude 

 
Duration 

 
CPRI 

2022 Local 
Planning 

Significanc 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Earthquake 4 4 4 4 4.0 High 
Severe Weather/Storm 4 1 3 4 3.3 High 
Wildland Interface Fire 3 2 3 4 3.0 High 
Drought 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Flood (including dam failure) 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Extreme Weather - High 
Temperature 3 1 3 3  

2.7 Moderate 

Tornado 1 4 3 3 2.3 Moderate 
Avalanche (new in 2021) 1.5 1 2 3 1.7 Low 
Volcanic Eruption 1.5 1 2 3 1.7 Low 
Landslide 1 4 1 3 1.7 Low 

Source: BOLD Planning Risk Assessment Method; Analysis by Marion County Emergency Management, the City 
of Woodburn, and Woodburn Fire District on 11/23/22 and 1/12/22. 
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Table 17-3, Hazard Vulnerability Assessment – Other Hazards 
 

Hazard Profile Summary for the City of Woodburn/Woodburn Fire 
District Using Bold Planning Analysis Scoring 

 
Other Hazard 

 
Probability Warning 

Time 

 
Magnitude 

 
Duration 

 
CPRI 

2022 Local 
Planning 

Significanc 

Weight Factor 0.45 0.15 0.3 0.1   

Hazardous Materials – Non- 
Transportation 3 4 4 4 3.6 High 

Hazardous Materials Release - 
Transportation 2.5 4 4 4 3.3 High 

Terrorism/Active Shooter/Workplace 
Violence 2.5 4 3 4 3.0 High 

Cyberterrorism 3 4 2.5 3 3.0 High 
Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear, Explosive 2 4 3 4 2.8 Moderate 

Public Health 3 1 3 4 2.8 Moderate 
Agricultural Terrorism 2 2 3 4 2.5 Moderate 
Fire - Residential / 
Commercial (Arson) 2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 

Unauthorized Entry 2 4 2 3 2.4 Moderate 
Source: Marion County Emergency Management the City of Woodburn, and Woodburn Fire District on 11/23/22 
and 1/12/22. 
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17.9 Hazard Characteristics 
Hazard History, Characteristics and Extent for Marion County apply also to the City of 
Woodburn and Woodburn Rural Fire Protection District. Volume I, Section 2, Risk 
Assessment, adequately describes the characteristics of hazards, as well as the location and 
extent of potential events. This section identifies vulnerabilities specific to the City of 
Woodburn and Woodburn Rural Fire Protection District, recent localized hazard events and 
impacts, and illustrates the basis for the city’s HVA scores. 

17.9.1 Avalanche 
 

 

Events: Not Reported 
Vulnerability: Not Reported 

17.9.2 Drought 
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate 

Events: Governor Kate Brown declared a drought emergency for all of Marion County in 
September 2015, but according to the steering committee, Woodburn has not implemented 
water curtailment measures. 

 
Vulnerability: The City’s water supply comes exclusively from subsurface sources, making 
vulnerability to drought moderate. Due to a cool, wet climate, past and present weather 
conditions have generally spared Marion County communities from the effects of drought. 
According to Woodburn’s Public Facilities Plan, the city has seven active wells which pump 
water through three neighborhood treatment plants. This water is then pumped into two 
storage facilities – an above ground tank and a larger underground storage reservoir. From 
here, water is distributed out to residential, commercial, and industrial customers. 
Woodburn has a Water Management and Conservation Plan, released in January 2010. The 
Plan contains a “Water Curtailment Element.” 

17.9.3 Earthquake 
CPRI = 4.0, Risk Level: High 
Events: On March 25, 1993, a Mw 5.7 earthquake occurred with an epicenter 
approximately 3 miles east of the City of Scotts Mills, Oregon. Many buildings were 
damaged from the event, including the capitol building in Salem. The many unreinforced 
buildings in the area were significantly damaged due to intense shaking. The preliminary 
damage estimate was $28.4 million ($50 million in 2022) (Black, 1996). 
Vulnerability: The Mt. Angel Fault is an active fault located near the Cities of Mt. 
Angel, Woodburn, and Silverton. 
The DOGAMI results indicate that Marion County could incur moderate to significant 
losses (11%) due to a Mt. Angel fault Mw 6.8 earthquake. These results are strongly 
influenced by proximity to the Mt. Angel Fault and ground deformation from 
liquefaction. The communities in the northeast part of the county (Gervais, Hubbard, Mt. 
Angel, Scotts Mills, Silverton, and Woodburn), close to the Mount Angel Fault all have 

CPRI = 1.7, Risk Level: Low 
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higher levels of estimated losses compared the rest of the county. This is consistent with 
the damage that occurred from the 1993 Scotts Mills earthquake. In addition, high 
liquefaction susceptibility exists within most of the floodplains throughout the county 
which increases the risk from earthquake. Areas near the epicenter of the simulated 
earthquake scenario are likely to incur a significant amount of damage. The communities 
of Mt. Angel, Scotts Mills, Silverton, and Woodburn have higher estimated loss ratios 
compared to other communities in the study due to the level of shaking likely to occur. 

 
Figure 17-3, Earthquake Risk to Building Value 

 

 
Source: DOGAMI (2022) 

 
17.9.4 Severe Weather – Heat 

CPRI = 2.7, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: The temperature in the summer of 2021 reach 116 degrees. This extreme heat 
emergency event resulted in the city developing temperature refuge capability. 
Vulnerability: Seniors and low-income families are at risk of extreme heat events. City 
program work in this area has designated trigger temperatures and locations identified. 
CERT volunteers support these efforts. 
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17.9.5 Flood (Includes Dam Failure)  
CPRI = 2.8, Risk Level: Moderate  
Events: Not Reported 

Vulnerability: Portions of Woodburn have areas of flood plains (special flood hazard 
areas).  These include areas along Mill Creek and Senecal Creek (see Figure WB-4). The 
Pudding River, just to the east of Woodburn, is also a major source of flooding. 
Historically,  Woodburn has experienced major floods in 1986 and 1996 on the Pudding 
River. Since then,  no major floods have affected the population, but Woodburn 
continues to experience regular localized flooding during the wet season. According to 
the steering committee, localized flooding occurred in 2013 along several drainages. The 
steering committee also  indicated that Boones Ferry Rd. regularly experiences localized 
flooding issues. 

17.9.6 Landslide 
 

 

Events: Not Reported 
Vulnerability: Landslide risk in Woodburn is low to moderate in most populated areas, 
with some small areas of high along Mill and Senecal Creeks. 

17.9.7 Severe Weather / Storm 
CPRI = 3.3, Risk Level: High 
Events: In February 2021, Woodburn experienced a severe winter storm event – a 50- 
year ice storm. In some areas, power was out for two weeks, as it was the largest outage 
in the history of PGE. This event initiated closer coordination with local nursing homes 
by WFD. This event also identified the need for better fuel and water supply 
coordination. 
Significant wind events occur in Woodburn each year, sometimes interrupting services, 
downing trees, and causing power outages. Since 1957, five reported tornadoes have 
struck Marion County, however none have touched down near Woodburn. More recently, 
two windstorms in 2015 toppled trees, with one tree causing damage to a house. 
According to the Woodburn steering committee, Woodburn experiences at least one 
severe wind event each year, often resulting in power outages. During a storm in May 
2014, lightening caused an estimated $75,000 in damage to property, including a house. 
The most recent winter storms (December 2016 – January 2017) included snow and ice 
and resulted in transportation and power interruptions combined with government office 
and school closures. 
Vulnerability: Severe winter storms can consist of rain, freezing rain, ice, snow, cold 
temperatures, and wind. They originate from troughs of low pressure offshore that ride 
along the jet stream during fall, winter, and early spring months. Severe winter storms 
affecting Woodburn typically originate in the Gulf of Alaska or in the central Pacific 
Ocean. These storms are most common from November through March. 

CPRI = 1.7, Risk Level: Low 

718



City of Woodburn & Fire District 2023 17-17 | P a g e  

Major winter storms can and have occurred in the Woodburn area, and while they 
typically do not cause significant damage, they are frequent and have the potential to 
impact economic activity. 

17.9.8 Tornado 
CPRI = 2.3, Risk Level: Moderate 
Events: Since 1957, five reported tornadoes have struck Marion County, however none 
have touched down near Woodburn. 
Vulnerability: According to the Woodburn steering committee, Woodburn experiences at 
least one severe wind event each year, often resulting in power outages. 

17.9.9 Volcanic Eruption 
 

 

Events: Previous occurrences are well-documented within the county’s plan. When Mt. 
Saint Helens erupted in 1980, the city was impacted only by ashfall. 
Vulnerability: The causes and characteristics of a volcanic event are appropriately 
described within the county’s plan, as well as the location and extent of potential hazards. 
Woodburn is very unlikely to experience anything more than volcanic ash during a 
volcanic event. 

17.9.10 Wildfire 
CPRI = 3.0, Risk Level: High 
Events: There is no history of wildfire events occurring within the City of Woodburn and 
the Woodburn Fire District. However, both jurisdictions provided support to Marion 
County jurisdictions during the 2020 wildfires. 
Vulnerability: Due to Woodburn’s isolation from the majority of at-risk areas, Woodburn 
is unlikely to be affected directly by wildfires. Should they occur nearby, however, the 
city could be affected by smoke, impacting people with respiratory problems, and 
potentially the elderly or very young. 

CPRI = 1.7, Risk Level: Low 
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17.10 Mitigation Strategy 
During the 2022 Marion County Hazard Mitigation Plan Addendum update process, 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation & Development developed a list of priority 
actions in a joint meeting with the City of Woodburn and the Woodburn Fire District. The 
two jurisdictions are both plan holders in this update but are sharing an addendum due to 
the integrated nature of their local planning efforts that includes the school district, 
community- based organizations, and a very active CERT team coordinated by Woodburn 
Fire District. 

17.10.1Mitigation Success 
➢ Woodburn Fire District (WFD) has been working with nursing homes and care 

facilities (12-15) to ensure these facilities have the proper equipment and supplies 
in an emergency. WFD coordination includes water, backup power, and fuel— 
both natural gas and liquid fuel. WFD CERT supports this with canvassing and 
volunteering. 

➢ WFD applied for a SPIRE grant for refueling. The SPIRE grant will allow WFD 
to provide fuel to the cities of Gervais, Woodburn, Canby, and Hubbard (and the 
nursing homes mentioned above) by using a 500-gallon fuel tank on a trailer to 
refuel. 

➢ WFD CERT has established a HAMM radio link with Marion County Emergency 
Management in Salem as a redundant emergency communication method. 

➢ The city provides cold and hot weather shelters to address the risk of temperature 
extremes on community members. CERT volunteers provide support for this. In 
addition, the city is coordinating with Arches and setting aside $60k/yr to provide 
temperature refuge assistance for the houseless population. 

➢ WFD has implemented a community CPR program since 2017 by providing first- 
aid and CPR classes to members of the public. 

➢ Culvert widening projects for Wyffel Park and Gatch Street between Lincoln St. 
and Hardcastle Ave. were included in upcoming Capital Improvement Plans 
(2017-P-1). 

➢ The Stormwater Master Plan was updated to include important flood mitigation 
projects (2017-P-2). 

➢ Woodburn and Woodburn Fire have ensured that all critical facilities have backup 
power and emergency operations plans to deal with power outages (2017-MH-7). 

➢ The city computer system, network, and website have been evaluated for the 
ability to function during an emergency (2017-MH-8). 

➢ The city has completed and maintains an inventory of high-risk buildings, critical 
facilities, and infrastructure that may be particularly vulnerable to earthquake 
damage (2017-EQ-2). 

➢ Update the city’s Comprehensive Plan to reflect the latest information on seismic 
hazards(2017-EQ-7). 

720



City of Woodburn & Fire District 2023 17-19 | P a g e  

17.10.2 Ongoing Actions 

➢ Coordination on improving communications is an ongoing action item that includes 
equipment costs—at a local and countywide scale. The countywide communications 
equipment upgrade will result in a significant success when implemented in 2024 
(2017-P-3 and 2017-P-4). 

➢ WFD use and maintenance of their fueling and water distribution trailers is an 
ongoing disaster resilience action item. 

➢ Encourage residents to prepare and maintain 2-week survival kits through education, 
coordination, and training in preparation for a large regional disaster. 

➢ Provide periodic first aid and CPR classes to members of the public. 
➢ Participate in Marion County's post-disaster recovery planning efforts. 
➢ Encourage residents and commercial businesses to purchase earthquake insurance 

(2017-EQ-8). 
➢ Continue compliance with the National Flood Insurance Program through the 

enforcement of local floodplain ordinances (2017-FL-3). 
➢ Educate homeowners about choosing ice and windstorm-resistant trees and 

landscaping practices to reduce tree-related hazards in future ice storms. 
➢ Educate citizens about safe emergency heating equipment and the importance of 

installing carbon monoxide detectors (WFD). 
17.10.3City of Woodburn and Woodburn Fire District Mitigation Action Table 

The table below (Table 17.4) shows the City of Turner mitigation actions. 
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Table 17-4, City of Woodburn and Woodburn Fire District Mitigation Action Items 

 
City of Woodburn & Woodburn Fire District Priority Mitigation Actions 2022-2027 

# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 
 
 
 

2022-MH-1 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Work to streamline the communication 
systems between all emergency 
responders. This might include 
purchasing additional equipment for 
some units. County-Wide 800 MHz 
Radio System; Subscriber cost will apply 
to Woodburn, but County is funding the 
majority. 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 
 

$100k 

 
 
 

City of Woodburn Police 
Department 

 
 
 

Ongoing 

 
 

2022-MH-2 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Establish an emergency fuel site at the 
new Gervais Fire Station, just south of 
Woodburn. Purpose: Fuel for 10-14 days. 
In design/ pre- implementation phase in 
July 2022. 

 
 

H 

 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 

$25k 

 
 

Woodburn Fire District 

 
 

New 

 
 
 
 

2022-MH-3 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Establish a storage building for a 500- 
gallon portable fuel trailer and a 500- 
gallon portable water trailer in the 
Gervais area. Fuel trailer will be used to 
fill generators, fire apparatus and heavy 
equipment working in the field following 
a regional disaster. Water trailer will 
provide emergency potable water in the 
event of water system interruption. 

 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 
 
 

$250k 

 
 
 
 

Woodburn Fire District 

 
 
 
 

New 

 
 
 
 

2022-MH-4 

 
 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop and equip emergency shelters to 
take care of residents and vulnerable 
populations such as the elderly, the 
medically fragile, children, people who 
speak English as a second language, low- 
income residents, etc. City Council 
allocated budget, contract with Arches, 
Inc. for houseless temperature refuge. 
Partners: CERT, WFD, Red Cross, 
Marion County, School Districts. 

 
 
 
 

H 

 
 
 
 

0-18 
months 

 
 
 
 

$60,000 

 
 
 
 

Staff Time 

 
 
 
 

Ongoing 

 
 
 
 
 

 

722



City of Woodburn & Fire District 2023 17-21 | P a g e  

 
# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
 
 

2022-MH-5 

 
 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Educate the community about the risk of 
ammonia release; work with Marion Co. 
to provide a series of trainings for 
emergency responders about dealing with 
hazardous materials. 2017-MH-10 
revised Cold storage facilities have 
ammonia on site. Ammonia release risk 
education is a priority 

 
 
 

H 

 
 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 

Staff Time 
and 

Training 
Budget 

 
 
 

City of Woodburn and Woodburn 
Fire District 

 
 
 

Started 

 
 

2022-MH-6 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Create agreement to jointly access an 
emergency fuel site just south of the city; 
continue discussions to ensure adequate 
fuel supply in case of disaster. 
Woodburn vehicles have a lower need for 
diesel than WFD. 

 
 

H 

 
 

1-3 Years 

 
 

Staff Time 

 
 

City of Woodburn Police and 
Woodburn Fire District 

 
 

New 

 

2022-MH-7 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a traffic management plan for 
redirecting traffic in the event of a major 
incident that cuts off roads. 2017-MH-9 
Partners: Planning, WFD 

 

M 

 

1-3 Years 

 

Staff Time 

 

City of Woodburn Public Works 

 
Not 

Started 

 
 

2022-EQ-1 

 
 

Earthquake 

Require new city facilities to exceed the 
minimum structural requirements for 
seismic loading. 2017-EQ-1 Revised 
Partners: Emergency Manager, CERT, 
WFD 

 
 

H 

 
 

2-5 Years 

 
Staff Time 
& Capital 

Budget 

 

City of Woodburn Building 
Inspection & Permitting 

 

Not 
Started 

 
2022-EQ-2 

 
Earthquake 

Install automatic shut-off valves in all 
city facilities that use natural gas. Was 
2017-EQ-9. 

 
H 

 
2-5 Years 

 
Staff Time 

 
Building Official 

 
Started 

 

2022-DR-1 

 

Drought 

Partner with Marion County to support 
local agencies’ training on water 
conservation measures. Was 2017-DT-1 
Partner: Environmental Services 

 

M 

 

2-5 Years 

 

Staff Time 

 

City of Woodburn 

 
Not 

Started 

 
 

2022-VC-1 

 
 

Volcanic 
Eruption 

Identify critical facilities and equipment 
that can be damaged by ashfall and 
develop mitigation activities to prevent 
damage to these facilities. Partners: 
Public Works, Marion County, 
DOGAMI, USGS 

 
 

M 

 
 

2-5 Years 

 
 

Staff Time 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 

Not 
Started 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Priority Timeline Cost Coordinating Organization Status 

 
2022-SW-1 Severe 

Weather 

Require new city facilities to exceed 
the minimum structural requirements 
for wind loading. 

 
M 

 
2-5 Years Staff 

Time 
City of Woodburn Building 

Department 

 
Not Started 

2017-2022 City of Woodburn and Woodburn Fire District Action Status Updates 
# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organizations Status 

 
 

2017-P-1 

 
 

Flood 

Include culvert widening projects for 
Wyffel Park and Gatch Street between 
Lincoln St. and Hardcastle Ave. in 
upcoming Capital Improvement Plans. 

 
 

City of Woodburn Public Works 

 
 

Non-Reported 

To be 
completed 
after item 

2017-P-2 is 
completed 

 
2017-P-2 

 
Flood 

Update the Stormwater Master Plan to 
include important flood mitigation 
projects. 

  Completion 
in 2023 

 
 

2017-P-3 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Improve communication equipment in 
City Hall and in city vehicles and 
identify additional radio operators to 
serve as communication backup in an 
emergency. 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
City of Woodburn Police, 
Woodburn Fire District, 

Marion County Public Works 

 
 

On-going 

 
 

2017-P-4 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Work to streamline the communication 
systems between all emergency 
responders. This might include 
purchasing additional equipment for 
some units. 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
City of Woodburn Police, 
Woodburn Fire District, 

Marion County Public Works 

 
 

On-going 

 
2017-MH-1 Multi- 

Hazard 

Develop a voluntary registry of 
populations that may need assistance 
in an emergency. 

 METCOM 911, Adult Family 
Services, Hospitals 

 
Suspended 

2017-MH-2 Multi- 
Hazard 

Provide periodic first aid and CPR 
classes to members of the public. City of Woodburn Woodburn Fire District Ongoing 

2017-MH-3 Multi- 
Hazard 

Participate in Marion County's post- 
disaster recovery planning efforts. 

 Marion County Ongoing 

 
2017-MH-4 Multi- 

Hazard 

Continue development of CERT teams 
to ease the load on emergency services 
following a disaster. 

 
Woodburn Fire District 

 
Marion County 

 
Ongoing 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

724



City of Woodburn & Fire District 2023 17-23 | P a g e  

 
# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organizations Status 

 
 
 

2017-MH-5 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop and equip emergency shelters 
to take care of residents and 
vulnerable populations such as the 
elderly, the medically fragile, children, 
people who speak English as a   
second language, low-income 
residents, etc. 

 
 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 

CERT, Red 
Cross, Marion County, School 

Districts 

 
 
 

Ongoing 

 

2017-MH-6 

 
Multi- 
Hazard 

Educate businesses and governmental 
organizations about the importance of 
continuity of operations plans to make 
them more resilient to natural hazards. 

 

City of Woodburn 

 
Marion County, SEDCOR, 

Chamber of Commerce 

 

Discontinue 

 
 

2017-MH-7 

 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Ensure that all critical facilities have 
backup power and emergency 
operations plans to deal with power 
outages. WFD is ensuring that care 
facilities are addressed. 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 

Woodburn Fire District 

 
 

Completed 

 
2017-MH-8 Multi- 

Hazard 

Evaluate the city computer system, 
network, and website for the ability to 
function during an emergency. 

 
City of Woodburn 

 
Non-Reported 

 
Completed 

 
2017-MH-9 Multi- 

Hazard 

Develop a traffic management plan for 
redirecting traffic in the event of a 
major incident that cuts off roads. 

 
City of Woodburn Public Works Marion County, Woodburn 

Fire District 

 
Completed 

 
 

2017-MH-10 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard 

Work with Marion Co. to provide a 
series of trainings about dealing with 
hazardous material. Cold storage 
facilities have ammonia on site. 
Ammonia release risk education is a 
priority 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 

Marion County, County Fire 
Defense Board, Woodburn Fire 

District 

 
 

Discontinue 

 
2017-DR-1 

 
Drought 

Partner with Marion County to 
support local agencies’ training on 
water conservation measures. 

 
City of Woodburn 

 
Marion County 

 
Not Started 

 
 

2017-EQ-1 

 
 

Earthquake 

Encourage reduction of nonstructural 
and structural earthquake hazards in 
homes, schools, businesses, and 
government offices through public 
education. 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
Woodburn Fire District 

including CERT 

 
 

Ongoing 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organizations Status 
 
 

2017-EQ-2 

 
 

Earthquake 

Complete and maintain an inventory 
of high-risk buildings, critical 
facilities, and infrastructure that may 
be particularly vulnerable to 
earthquake damage. 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 

Marion County 

 
 

Completed 

2017-EQ-3 Earthquake Send city employees to the County's 
ATC 20 training. 

City of Woodburn Building and 
Engineering Non-Reported Not Started 

2017-EQ-4 Earthquake Evaluate the structural integrity of 
city-owned buildings. 

City of Woodburn Building and 
Engineering Non-Reported Not Started 

 

2017-EQ-5 

 

Earthquake 

Require new city facilities to exceed 
the minimum structural requirements 
for seismic loading. Current code; 
Pending construction of new buildings 

 
City of Woodburn Building 

Inspection 

 

City Council 

 

Not Started 

 
 
 

2017-EQ-6 

 
 
 

Earthquake 

Seek funding to further assess the 
“probability of collapse” for Lincoln 
Elementary School, Washington 
Elementary School, French Prairie 
Middle School, Nellie Muir 
Elementary School, and Woodburn 
High School. Outside of City/WFD 
authority. 

 
 
 

Woodburn School District 

 
 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 
 

Discontinue 

 
2017-EQ-7 

 
Earthquake 

Update the city’s Comprehensive Plan 
to reflect the latest information on 
seismic hazards 

 
City of Woodburn Planning 

 
Non-Reported 

 
Not Started 

 
2017-EQ-8 

Earthquake Encourage residents and commercial 
businesses to purchase earthquake 
insurance. 

City of Woodburn Building and 
Engineering 

 
City’s PIO 

 
Ongoing 

2017-EQ-9 Earthquake Install automatic shut-off valves in all 
city facilities that use natural gas. City of Woodburn Building City Council Not Started 

2017-EQ-10 Earthquake Encourage residents to prepare and 
maintain 2-week survival kits. City of Woodburn Woodburn Fire District, 

CERT, Marion County Ongoing 

2017-FL-1 Flood Implement mitigation action items in 
the Public Facilities Plan. City of Woodburn Public Works Non-Reported Complete 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organizations Status 
 
 
 
 

2017-FL-2 

 
 
 
 

Flood 

Partner with Marion County to 
conduct workshops for target 
audiences on National Flood 
Insurance Programs, mitigation 
activities, and potential assistance 
from FEMA’s Flood Mitigation 
Assistance and Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Programs. The city ensures 
NFIP compliance and updated maps 
via their floodplain manager. 

 
 
 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 
 

Marion County Public Works; 
DLCD NFIP 

Coordinator; FEMA 

 
 
 
 

Not Started 

 

2017-FL-3 

 

Flood 

Continue compliance with the 
National Flood Insurance Program 
through the enforcement of local 
floodplain ordinances. 

 

City of Woodburn 
Marion County Public Works; 

DLCD NFIP 
Coordinator; FEMA 

 

Ongoing 

 
2017-FL-4 

 
Flood 

Update the City's Flood Insurance 
Rage Maps (FIRMs) - FEMA should 
be releasing updates soon. 

 
City of Woodburn 

 
FEMA 

 
Discontinue 

 
 

2017-VC-1 

 
Volcanic 
Eruption 

Identify critical facilities and 
equipment that can be damaged by 
ashfall and develop mitigation 
activities to prevent damage to these 
facilities. 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 

PIO, CERT 

 
 

Ongoing 

 
 

2017-SW-1 

 
 

Severe 
Weather 

Educate the public about the benefits 
of proper tree pruning and care in 
preventing damage during 
windstorms. Outreach outlets include 
Arbor Day and passing out tree 
maintenance brochures. 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 

PIO, CERT 

 
 

Ongoing 

 
 

2017-SW-2 

 

Severe 
Weather 

Educate the community about the risk 
of downed power lines, aerial power 
lines in the vicinity of trees, and 
preparedness measures to take in the 
event of a power outage. 

 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 

PGE, CERT 

 
 

Ongoing 

 
2017-SW-3 

Severe 
Weather 

Require new city facilities to exceed 
the minimum structural requirements 
for wind loading. 

City of Woodburn Building 
Department 

 
Non-Reported 

 
Not Started 
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# Hazard Mitigation Action/Description Coordinating Organization Partnering Organizations Status 
 

2017-SW-4 

 
Severe 

Weather 

Educate homeowners about choosing 
ice and windstorm- resistant trees and 
landscaping practices to reduce tree- 
related hazards in future ice storms. 

 

City of Woodburn 

 

PIO, CERT 

 

Ongoing 

 
 
 

2017-SW-5 

 
 

Severe 
Weather 

Educate citizens about ways to 
weatherize their homes, as well as safe 
emergency heating equipment. WFD 
began educating about safe heating 
equipment during 2021 event;  
installed CO detectors during and after 
event. 

 
 
 

City of Woodburn 

 
 

Marion County, Woodburn 
Fire District, CERT, PGE 

 
 
 

Ongoing 

Source: Woodburn, Woodburn Fire District, and DLCD, July 13, 2022 
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The 2023 Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP)is a living 
document that will be reviewed and updated periodically to address the requirements contained 
in 44 CFR 201. It will be integrated with existing plans, policies, and programs. The Disaster 
Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA2K) and the regulations contained in 44 CFR 201 require that 
jurisdictions maintain an approved mitigation plan to receive federal funds for hazard 
mitigation grants. This plan meets those requirements as evidenced by FEMA approval which 
is effective per the cover date range of this plan. 
 

Cover photos: (clockwise from top left): Marion County post-fire scene (2020); City of 
Detroit post-fire scene 10/20/2020; Tanker tipped on Hwy 22. Photos courtesy of Marion 
County. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments, suggestions, corrections, and additions are encouraged to be submitted from all 
interested parties. 

 
 For further information and to provide comments, contact: 
 

  
Marion County Emergency Management  
5155 Silverton Road NE  
Salem, OR 97305 
Phone: 503-588-5108  
Email: mcem@co.marion.or.us 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Mission: 
Create a more resilient Marion County by partnering with the whole community. 
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Interested Parties 

 
Cherriots 

Randy Navalinski 
 

Consumer Power 
Jeff Carlson, Kelley Bruneau, Billy 
Terry 

Linn County 
Alyssa Boles, Ric Lentz 

METCOM 911 
John Thompson, Mark Spross 

City of Silverton 
Jim Anglemier 

Aumsville Fire District 
Roy Hari, Brad McKenzie 

 
Aurora Fire District 

Joshua Williams, Mike Corless 
Hubbard Fire District 

Joe Budge, Michael Kahrmann 
 

Jefferson Fire District 
Levi Eckhardt 

Marion County Fire District 1 
Ron Lee, Sam Phillips 

Pacific Gas & Electric 
John Plechinger 

 

Salem Electric 
JB Phillips, Britni Davidson-
Cruikshank 

Salem Health 
Christina Bunnell, Nathan Streight 

Salem-Keizer School District 
Ryan Mikesh 

 
Santiam Hospital 

Adam Mauer 
U.S. Forest Service 

Shawn Rivera, Duane Bishop 
 

Santiam Water Control District 
Brett Stevenson 

 

Agency Partners 
 
Oregon Department of Geology and 
Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) 

Matt C. Williams, Ian P. Madin 
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Federal Guidance and Review Team 
 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency Region X, Mitigation Division 

Edgar Gomez 

Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM) 

Stephen Richardson, Joseph Murray, 
Jason Gately 

  
Project Managers 

Marion County 
Kathleen Silva, County Emergency 
Manager 
 
Mike Hintz, Emergency Preparedness 
Coordinator 

Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development 

Katherine Daniel, Natural Hazard 
Planner Pamela Reber, Natural Hazard 
Planner Tricia Sears, Natural Hazard 
Planner Marian Lahav, Natural 
Hazards Mitigation Planning Program 
Coordinator 

 
In 2019, the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD)  
applied for and received a Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant.  
PDMC-PL-10-OR-2019-005 from FEMA 
through the Oregon Department of Emergency Management (OEM)  
to assist Marion County. 
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The Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) is comprised of 
four (4) volumes.  These volumes include: 
 
 Volume 1: Basic Plan 
 Volume 2: City Addenda 
 Volume 3: Appendices 
 Volume 4: DOGAMI 

 
To assist the viewer of this plan, each volume as its own table of contents. 
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1 Appendix A: Marion County Priority Actions 
The following list presents the 2022 priority mitigation actions for Marion County. The 
action item forms that follow present specific information for each priority action item. Also 
in this document are a list of ongoing mitigation actions, mitigation successes, the 2022 
action item pool, and the 2017 priority action item status updates. 
Action items identified through the planning process are an important part of the mitigation 
plan. Action items are detailed recommendations for activities that local departments, 
citizens, and others could engage in to reduce risk. For a more strategic approach, Marion 
County is listing a set of high priority actions to focus attention on an achievable set of high 
leverage activities over the next five-years. Detailed implementation information for each 
priority action is listed in Appendix A-1. A pool of additional action items is presented in 
Appendix A-2. This plan identifies priority actions based on an evaluation of hazards, 
resource availability, and FEMA identified best practices. 
 Multi-Hazard # 1: Develop a countywide evacuation plan through an approved 

FEMA grant. 
 Wildfire # 1: Update/revise 2017 Community Wildfire Protection Plan. 
 Wildfire # 2: Implement identified "Action/Tasks" within the 2022-2027 CWPP 

related to wildland fire reduction. 
 Multi-Hazard # 2: Develop an all-hazard recovery plan. 
 Multi-Hazard # 3: Begin preliminary process to examine the potential of adding an 

all-hazard siren warning system within the Santiam Canyon communities. 
 Drought #1: Participate in the Drought Contingency Plan update. 
 Flood #1: Identify flood prone areas and develop storm water plans to target specific 

drainage areas to encourage community floodplain management. These actions 
support the county's FEMA CRS (Community Rating System) rating. 

 Multi-Hazard # 4: Provide and support all-hazard public outreach campaigns. 
 Earthquake #1: Promote Great Oregon Shakeout Awareness month in October. 

Participate in activities for schools, business, and industry. 
 

SPECIAL NOTE: There are many funding sources that might be available to assist in funding 
hazard mitigation projects.  Funding sources include local government general budgets, state and 
federal grants, and foundations to name just a few. For additional information on the variety of 
grants visit https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/learn-grants/grants-101.html. FEMA’s Building 
Resilient Infrastructure, and Communities (BRIC), Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), 
Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA), and other Hazard Mitigation Specific Grants are the most 
common funding sources used for hazard mitigation projects. 
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1.1 2022-2027 Priority Action Item Forms 

Marion County Priority Action  1 Alignment with Plan Goals: 1,2,3,5,7 
Hazard Classification: Multi-Hazard Action Item Tracking # 2022-MH-1 
Proposed Action Title: Develop a countywide evacuation plan through an approved FEMA grant. 
Alignment with Existing Plans & Policies: 
Emergency Operations Plan and any other County Plan that pertains to Transportation Critical 
Infrastructure Systems. 
Rationale for Proposed Action Item: 
Following the 2020 Beachie Creek Wildland Fire, the County realized that a county wide evacuation 
plan is needed. With 346,000 residents throughout Marion County, the evacuation plan would provide 
the guidance for the whole community should a mass evacuation is needed again. The plan would be 
developed using an all-hazard approach. 
Ideas for Implementation: 
Maps by unincorporated areas; identify assembly areas; inventory mass care capabilities and needs. 
Coordinating Organization: Marion County Emergency Management 

Internal Partners External Partners 
Emergency Management, Marion County Sheriff’s 
Office, Marion County Health and Human 
Services, Public Works, and GIS 

Cities, Special Districts (i.e., fire districts), State, 
Law Enforcement, Public Transportation, 
PSAPS, and Hospitals 

Potential Funding Source: Estimated Cost: Timeline: 

FEMA BRIC and/or 
HMGP  $200k+ 

☐ Ongoing 
☐ Short Term (0-2 Years) 
☐ Mid Term (2-5 Years) 
√ Long-Term (5+ Years) 

Action Item Status: New in 2022 
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Marion County Priority Action  2 Alignment with Plan Goals: 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 11 
Hazard Classification: Wildfire Action Item Tracking # 2022-WF-1 
Proposed Action Title: Update Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) 
Alignment with Existing Plans & Policies: 
County HMP, EOP 
Rationale for Proposed Action Item: 
Wildland fire is a high-risk hazard in Marion County. The development of the Community Wildfire 
Protection Plan (CWPP) provides information and guidance in helping residents and local governments 
in developing a community that is resistant to the impacts of wildland fires. The CWPP provides 
project ideas such as defensible space, fire reduction projects, development of Firewise communities, 
and possible funding sources to assist communities with mitigation actions. 
Ideas for Implementation: 
County NHMP, EOP 
Coordinating Organization: Marion County Emergency Management 

Internal Partners External Partners 
Sheriff’s Office, Public Works-Ops, GIS, Public 

Health 
 

Fire Defense Board, Fire Districts, Fire 
Departments, OSFM, USFS, BLM, Cities 

Potential Funding Source: Estimated Cost $: Timeline: 

General Fund, ODF & 
OSFM Grants Staff Time 

☐ Ongoing 
√ Short Term (0-2 Years) 
☐ Mid Term (2-5 Years) 
☐ Long-Term (5+ Years) 

Action Item Status: Started in 2022 
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Marion County Priority Action  3 Alignment with Plan Goals: 1,2,3,5,7 
Hazard Classification: Wildfire Action Item Tracking # 2022-WF-2 
Proposed Action Title:  Implement identified "Action/Tasks" within the 2023-2028 

CWPP related to wildland fire reduction. 
Alignment with Existing Plans & Policies: 
 County AHHMP, EOP 
Rationale for Proposed Action Item: 
 The County has a history of wildland fires, and with the support of the 2023-2028 Marion County 
CWPP. Find and acquire grant funding to support wildland fire reduction projects throughout the 
County. 
Ideas for Implementation: 
 Grant funding, working with community partners, working with CWPP Advisory Committee 
Members, Public Outreach 
Coordinating Organization:  Marion County Emergency Management 

Internal Partners External Partners 
 Sheriff’s Office, Public Health, GIS, PIO 

 
Fire Defense Board, Fire Districts, Fire 
Department, OSFM, BLM, USFS, Cities 

Potential Funding Source: Estimated Cost $: Timeline: 

ODF and OSFM Grant 
opportunities  TBD 

√ Ongoing 
☐ Short Term (0-2 Years) 
☐ Mid Term (2-5 Years) 
☐ Long-Term (5+ Years) 

Action Item Status:  Started in ‘22 
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Marion County Priority Action  4 Alignment with Plan Goals: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 
11 

Hazard Classification: Multi-Hazard Action Item Tracking #  2022-MH-2 
Proposed Action Title:  Develop an all-hazard recovery plan. 
Alignment with Existing Plans & Policies: 
 County HMP, Comprehensive Plan, Functional Plans, Infrastructure Plans, Emergency Operations Plan 
Rationale for Proposed Action Item: 
After the 2020 Wildland Fires and the 2021 Severe Winter storm, the after-action reports highlighted 
the importance of a County Recovery Plan. A future recovery plan would assist in providing the 
framework for assisting community members and businesses with their “New Normal” following a 
disaster or emergency. A recovery plan that provides guidance for economic, socio-economic, 
individual case management, long term mass care needs, building and planning innovative projects, 
debris management, damage assessment, and recovery funding strategies. Further, the NDRF is guided 
by eight principles: Individual and Family Empowerment; Leadership and Local Primacy; Pre-
Disaster Recovery Planning; Engaged Partnerships and Inclusiveness; Unity of Effort; Timeliness 
and Flexibility; Resilience and Sustainability; and  Psychological and Emotional Recovery. 
Ideas for Implementation: 
 Recovery Planning team, the BOC, Business Services, and Community Services leading this project 
Coordinating Organization:  Marion County Emergency Management 

Internal Partners External Partners 
BOC, Community Services, GIS, Business 
Services  

 

 Whole Community (i.e., local cities, state, 
private, non-profit, and faith-based partners). 

Potential Funding Source: Estimated Cost $: Timeline: 

FEMA BRIC  150-200k 

☐ Ongoing 
☐ Short Term (0-2 Years) 
☐ Mid Term (2-5 Years) 
√ Long-Term (5+ Years) 

Action Item Status:  New Item 2022 
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Marion County Priority Action  5 Alignment with Plan Goals: 1,3,5,10 
Hazard Classification: Multi-Hazard Action Item Tracking #  2022-MH-3 
Proposed Action Title:  Begin preliminary analysis to examine potential project to add an all-

hazard siren warning system within the Santiam Canyon communities. 
Alignment with Existing Plans & Policies: 
 Emergency Operations Plan 
Rationale for Proposed Action Item: 
Santiam Canyon is an isolated part of Marion County where cell phone and internet are sporadic, 
resulting in challenging emergency alerts and warning notification systems. This project would support 
emergency alerts and notifications, by providing a redundancy alerting system for the communities 
within Santiam Canyon. 
Ideas for Implementation: 
Potentially partner with Fire Districts to either update district sirens, install/upgrade siren systems in 
preidentified locations to augment notification systems already in place, and/or install systems on local 
facilities such as schools, city hall, law enforcement, communication towers, and community centers. 
Coordinating Organization:  Marion County Emergency Management 

Internal Partners External Partners 
 Board of Commissioners, Business Services, 
Public Works, Community Services, Sheriff’s 
Office 
 

 Fire districts within the Santiam Canyon, whole 
community throughout the canyon area. 

Potential Funding Source: Estimated Cost $: Timeline: 

FEMA BRIC and/or 
HMGP  $200k+ 

☐ Ongoing 
☐ Short Term (0-2 Years) 
☐ Mid Term (2-5 Years) 
√ Long-Term (5+ Years) 

Action Item Status:  New, 2022 
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Marion County Priority Action  6 Alignment with Plan Goals: 1,2,3,5,10 
Hazard Classification: Drought Action Item Tracking # 2022-DR-1 
Proposed Action Title:  Participate with the North Santiam Water Control District to update the 

North Santiam Watershed Drought Contingency Plan. 
Alignment with Existing Plans & Policies: 
 County HMP, EOP 
Rationale for Proposed Action Item: 
 The North Santiam Watershed Drought Contingency Plan (DCP) was developed to foster a 
collaborative approach to drought planning and response within the watershed.   The document is 
intended to be a “living plan” and is under consideration to be updated in partnership with North 
Santiam Water Control District, City of Salem, and other community partners. 
Ideas for Implementation: 
The North Santiam Watershed Task Force is coordinating with partners; evaluating the potential for 
funding to support an update to the DCP in 2023. 
Coordinating Organization:  North Santiam Watershed 

Internal Partners External Partners 
Board of Commissioners, Community 
Services, Public Works  

Whole Community (i.e., North Santiam Water 
Control District, City of Salem, USACE, Marion 
County Soil Water Conservation District, 

Potential Funding Source: Estimated Cost $: Timeline: 

General funds TBD 

√ Ongoing 
☐ Short Term (0-2 Years) 
☐ Mid Term (2-5 Years) 
☐ Long-Term (5+ Years) 

Action Item Status:  Started in Feb. 2023 
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Marion County Priority Action  7 Alignment with Plan Goals: 2,3,5,6,7,8,9,10 
Hazard Classification: Flood Action Item Tracking # 2022-FL-1 
Proposed Action Title:  Identify flood prone areas and develop storm water plans to target 

specific drainage areas to encourage community floodplain management. 
These actions support the county's FEMA CRS (Community Rating 
System) rating. 

Alignment with Existing Plans & Policies: 
 County CSR, EOP, HMP 
Rationale for Proposed Action Item: 
 Marion County is threatened by flooding that could occur from any of the numerous waterways the 
county. Marion County continues to participate in the Community Rating System (CRS) of the 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The CRS program recognizes the county’s efforts that go 
beyond minimum floodplain management standards of the NFIP to protect properties from flooding by 
reducing flood insurance premiums for property owners in the county. 
Ideas for Implementation: 
 Outreach, Surveys, economic data analysis, etc. 
Coordinating Organization:  Marion County Planning Division 

Internal Partners External Partners 
Emergency Management, Public Works, GIS  
 

 Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments 

Potential Funding Source: Estimated Cost $: Timeline: 

 FEMA BRIC, HMGP, 
and/or FMA  TBD 

☐ Ongoing 
√ Short Term (0-2 Years) 
☐ Mid Term (2-5 Years) 
☐ Long-Term (5+ Years) 

Action Item Status:  New in 2022 
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Marion County Priority Action  8 Alignment with Plan Goals: This action aligns with 
all goals 

Hazard Classification: Multi-Hazard Action Item Tracking # 2022-MH-4 
Proposed Action Title:  Provide and support all-hazard public outreach campaigns. 
Alignment with Existing Plans & Policies: 
 County CWPP, EOP, HMP 
Rationale for Proposed Action Item: 
An important aspect for any plan is public outreach. Public outreach is not just important for natural 
hazards, but all-hazards.  Public outreach will provide the whole community the relative information 
needed to be informed about all-hazards that could impact our jurisdiction. 
Ideas for Implementation: 
 Annual Public outreach campaign to community members and local partners. 
Coordinating Organization:  Marion County Emergency Management 

Internal Partners External Partners 
 PIO 

 
Whole Community (i.e., Health and Human 
Services, fire, law enforcement, schools, and 
local, state, and federal partners). 

Potential Funding Source: Estimated Cost $: Timeline: 

General Fund, State and 
non-profit (foundations) 

grant Opportunitys 
Staff Time 

√ Ongoing 
☐ Short Term (0-2 Years) 
☐ Mid Term (2-5 Years) 
☐ Long-Term (5+ Years) 

Action Item Status:  Ongoing 
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Marion County Priority Action  9 Alignment with Plan Goals: This action aligns with 
all goals 

Hazard Classification: Earthquake Action Item Tracking # 2022-EQ-1 
Proposed Action Title:  Promote Great Oregon Shakeout Awareness month in October. 

Participate in activities with partners such as schools, business, and 
industry. 

Alignment with Existing Plans & Policies: 
 County HMP 
Rationale for Proposed Action Item: 
 Marion County participates in the National campaign Shakeout Day, which is always the third 
Thursday of October. We encourage our partners to participate in an earthquake drill (i.e., drop cover 
and hold) and share their experience on our Facebook account. 
Ideas for Implementation: 
 Continue to promote the Great Oregon Shake Out drill. 
Coordinating Organization:  Marion County Emergency Management 

Internal Partners External Partners 
 All County Departments and PIO’s 

 
 Whole Community 

Potential Funding Source: Estimated Cost $: Timeline: 

General Fund Staff Time 

√ Ongoing 
☐ Short Term (0-2 Years) 
☐ Mid Term (2-5 Years) 
☐ Long-Term (5+ Years) 

Action Item Status:  Ongoing annual basis. 
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1.2 Mitigation Success 
 Flood Monitoring Infrastructure: The Mid-Willamette Valley High Water Watch 

https://hww.onerain.com/  is a live data tool which is the result of long-term 
coordination with Turner, regional partners, and the City of Salem who have a full-
time staff person that maintains the website. 

 Completion of the Quick Reference Guide to Emergency Management for: 
o Local Cities and Senior Elected 
o Local Partners' 

1.3 Marion County Ongoing Action Items 
 Develop All-Hazard and All County Evacuation Plan- POST DR4562 Hazard 

Mitigation Grant. 
 Participate in updating the North Santiam Watershed, Drought Contingency Plan. 
 Partner with Earthwise and local school districts (Salem, Keizer, Woodburn, and 

Stayton) to implement water conservation strategies to maximize water use in 
schools and educate students about water conservation. 

 Continue implementing the ‘Marion County Water Resource Management Plan’ 
(portion of the Marion County Comprehensive Plan), with yearly review scheduled 
during the third quarter of the fiscal year. 

 Continue to support Great Oregon Shakeout Awareness month in February. 
Participate in activities for schools, business, and industry. Participating with the 
Mid-Willamette Emergency Communications Collective on initiatives that are 
focused on household preparedness. 

1.4 2022 Action Item Pool 
The action item table below presents a pool of mitigation actions. Many of these actions 
carry forward from prior versions of this plan. This expanded list of actions is available for 
consideration as resources, capacity, technical expertise and/or political become available. 
The table includes the hazard, a hazard description, coordinating/partnering agencies, 
proposed timeline, and alignment with plan goals. 
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1.4.1 Ongoing Action Items   
 

Table 1-1, Marion County Ongoing Action Items 
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Multi- 
Hazard 
#2 

 

Continue the community 
education program for 
all- hazards 

 
 

Emergency 
Management 

 
 

Whole Community 

 
 

On-going 

 
 
 

X 

 
 
 

X 

 
 
 

X 

    
 
 

X 

 

Earthquake 
#1 

Promote Great Oregon 
Shakeout Awareness month in 
October. Participate in 
activities for schools, business, 
and industry. 

 

Emergency 
Management 

Public Works, 
Safety Committee, 
Marion County 
Risk, Red Cross, 
OEM and Media 

 
Ongoing 
every 
October 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

   
 

X 
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1.4.2 Short-Term Action Items 
  Table 1-2, Marion County Short-Term Action Items 

 
 
 
 

Action 
Item 

 
 
 
 

Proposed Action Title 

 
 
 
 

Coordinating 
Organization 

 
 
 
 

Partner 
Organizations 

 
 
 
 

Timeline 

Alignment with Plan Goals 
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Drought #1 

Participate in the process to 
update the North Santiam 
Water Control District, Drought 
Contingency Plan. 

North Santiam 
Water Control 
District and the 
City of Salem 

Marion County, North 
Santiam Water Council, 
Emergency 
Management, and 
participating agencies 

 

12-36 
months 

 
 
X 

 
 
X 

 
 
X 

 
 
X 

 
 
X 

 
 
X 

 
 
X 

 
 

Wildfire # 

Implement action items 
contained in the ‘Action Plan’ 
section of the Marion County 
Community Wildfire Protection 
Plan. 

 

Fire Defense 
Board 

Emergency 
Management, Fire 
Marshal, Oregon 
Department of 
Forestry 

 

12-36 
months   

 
 
X 

 
 
X 

  
 
 
X 

 
 

Multi- 
Hazard #1 

 

Develop countywide all-hazard 
evacuation plan through an 
approved FEMA grant 

 
 

Emergency 
Management 

 
 

Whole community 

 
 

36-48 
months 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 
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Action 
Item 

 
 
 
 

Proposed Action Title 

 
 
 
 

Coordinating 
Organization 

 
 
 
 

Partner 
Organizations 

 
 
 
 

Timeline 

Alignment with Plan Goals 
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Wildfire #1 

 

Update 2017 Community 
Wildfire Protection Plan to the 
2022-2027 CWPP 

 
 

Emergency 
Management 

 
County Fire Defense 
Board, Firefighting 
partners, local 
government 

 
 

12-24 
months 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

  
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 
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1.4.3 Long-Term Action Items 
   Table 1-3, Marion County Long-Term Action Items 

 
 
 
 

Action 
Item 

 
 
 
 

Proposed Action Title 

 
 
 
 

Coordinating 
Organization 

 
 
 
 

Partner 
Organizations 

 
 
 
 

Timeline 

Alignment with Plan Goals 
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Multi- 
Hazard #1 

 
Complete a disaster recovery 
plan for Marion County. 

 
Emergency 
Management 

 

Whole Community 

 

60+ months 

 

X 

  

X 

    

X 

 
 
 
 
Flood #1 

Identify flood prone areas and 
develop storm water plans to 
target specific drainage areas, 
which includes the FEMA CRS 
(Community Rating System), to 
encourage community 
floodplain management. 

 
 
 
Planning 
Department 

 

Emergency 
Management, 
Engineering Division, 
Public Works, Whole 
Community 

 
 
 
60-120 
months 

 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

X 
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1.5 Marion County 2017 Action Item Status  
   Table 1-4, Marion County 2017 Action Item Status 

#  Mitigation Action Update Coordinating 
Organization 

Status 

2017 MH-01 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop with private partners a critical 
infrastructure recovery task force that includes the 
four lifelines communication, transportation, 
energy, and water. 

Continue to 22-27 Actions 
County has an established 
EMAC group that brings 
together partners from all 

 

Marion County 
Emergency 
Management 

Started 

2017 MH-02 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a community education program - such 
as an all-hazard community outreach forum. 

Continue to 22-27 Actions 
County has an established 
EMAC group that brings 
together partners from all 

 

Marion County 
Emergency 
Management 

Not 
started/ 
Long term 
10+ years 

2017 MH-03 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop a community education program - such 
as an all-hazard community outreach forum. 

Continue to 22-27 Actions Marion County 
Emergency 
Management 

Revise
d/ 
Started 

2017 MH-04 Multi- 
Hazard 

Conduct an assessment of the short and long term 
needs for sheltering access and functional needs 
populations for all hazards. 

Continue to 22-27 Actions 
Completed a framework for mass 
care/shelter plan with 6 counties 

Marion County 
Emergency 
Management 

Completed 
first stage; 1-
5 years 

2017 MH-05 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop the capability to capture and analyze 
damage assessment data using GIS tools. 

 Marion County 
Emergency 
Management 

Completed 
in 2020 

2017 MH-06 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop an Energy Assurance Plan 
(Fuel Management) 

 Marion County 
Emergency 
Management 

Completed 
in 2020 

2017 MH-07 Multi- 
Hazard 

Update the (EAS) Emergency Alert System Plan 
for 22-27 plan 

Continue to 22-27 Actions; 
combined with MH-8 and 
changed to Marion-Polk 
Emergency Alerts System. 

Marion County 
Emergency 
Management 

Revised; 1–
5- year 
timeline. 

2017 MH-08 Multi- 
Hazard 

Develop all-hazard pre-scripted messaging Continue to 22-27 Actions; 
combined with MH-7 to create 
new action item ever the Marion- 
Polk Emergency Alert System for 
the 22-27 plan 

Marion County 
Emergency 
Management 

Revised/Ne
w; 1–5-year 
timeline. 
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2 Appendix B: Community Profile 
2.1 Community Profile 

The following section provides a comprehensive description of Marion County’s assets 
and context and helps define the county’s sensitivity and resilience to hazards. Known as 
sensitivity factors, the community assets and characteristics listed in this section are 
important components and attributes of Marion County but have varying levels of 
vulnerability to potential hazards. 
Community resilience is defined as a community’s ability to manage risk and adapt to 
hazards. This includes government structure, agency missions and directives, and plans, 
policies, and programs. The information documented in this section, along with the hazard 
assessments located in Volume I, Section 2, is intended to support the risk reduction 
actions identified in Volume I, Section 3 – Mission, Goals, and Action Items. 

   Table 2-1, Understanding Risk 

 
Source: Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience 

2.2 Geography and Climate 
Marion County is in northwest Oregon, covering over 1,000 square miles. The county has 
a diverse geography, ranging from the rainy Willamette Valley in the west to the 
Breitenbush Hot Springs in the east. The western half of the county, located in the 
Willamette Valley, is relatively flat. The eastern portion of the county has a mountainous 
topography and is bordered by the Cascade Mountain Range. 
The average elevation for Marion County is 154 feet and elevations range from 100 feet 
near the Willamette River to 2400 feet in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains 
(Hemesath, Nunez, Roth, Burgoyne, & La Follette, 2002). Forestland covers almost half of 
the eastern portion of the county, and most of the water resources originate in this area 
(Marion County, Oregon, 2022). 
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Marion County spans a wide range of physiographic regions; thus, there is considerable 
variation in precipitation, with elevation as the largest factor in the amount of total 
precipitation. Marion County has a modified marine climate where winters are cool and 
wet, while summers are moderately warm and dry (U.S. Department of Commerce, N.d). 

   Table 2-2, Average Rainfall and Temperatures 

Ecoregion Mean 
Annual 
Rainfall 
Range 
(inches) 

Mean 
Temperature 
Range (oF) 
January 
min/max 

Mean 
Temperature 
Range (oF) 
July min/max 

Willamette Valley 

Gallery Forrest 40-50 33/46 50/85 

Prairie Terraces 40-50 33/46 51/85 

Valley Foothills 45-60 32/46 50/80 

Cascades 

Western 
Cascades 
Lowlands and 
Valleys 

60-90 31/41 47/48 

Western 
Cascades 
Montane 
Highlands 

70-120 16/37 44/75 

Cascade Crest 
Montane Forest 

55-100 21/35 43/72 

Cascade 
Subalpine/Alpine 

75-140 16/31 38/65 

  Source, US EPA. Ecoregions of Oregon 

From 1971 to 2000, the average annual precipitation in Marion County was approximately 
40 inches, with the least amount of precipitation on the Willamette Valley floor, and 
greater amounts near the foothills of the Cascade Range. Table 2.2 shows the average 
annual precipitation in Marion County. 
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Several rivers are in Marion County, including the Willamette River, North Santiam River, 
Pudding River, Little Pudding River, and Mill Creek. The largest reservoir in Marion 
County is Detroit Reservoir, which is 50 miles east of Salem on the North Santiam River 
and covers 5.6 miles. The rivers and their sub-basins are depicted in Figure 3 and 4 below. 

Figure 2-1, Marion County Physiography 
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Figure 2-2, Marion County Average Annual Precipitation 

 
 
 
  
 
 Figure 2-3, River Sub-Basins in Marion County 
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2.3  Population and Demographics 

Marion County is the fifth most populous county in Oregon. Between 2010 and 2020 
Marion County’s population increased by slightly less than 10 percent. In 2020 the total 
population of Marion County was recorded as 345,920 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). 

Table 2-3, Population Estimate and Forecast for Marion County Cities 

  
2000 

 
2010 

 
2020 

Population Change 
2000 - 2020 

Averag
e 

Annual 
Growth 

Rate 

  
 

Pop 

 
% of 

County 

 
 

Pop 

 
% of 

County 

 
 

Pop 

 
% of 

County 

 
Pop 

Change 

 
% 

Change 
Marion County 284,834 100.0% 315,335 100.0% 349,121 100.0% 64,287 22.6% 1.1% 
Outside Urban Growth 
Boundaries 46,237  

16.2% 45,596  
14.5% 

 
61,285 

 
17.6% 

 
15,048 

 
32.5% 

 
1.6% 

Larger Sub Areas      

Keizer 33,143 11.6% 37,335 11.8% 38,590 11.1% 5,447 16.4% 0.8% 
Salem (part)* 149,299 52.4% 164,289 52.1% 177,362 50.8% 28,063 18.8% 0.9% 

Silverton 8,215 2.9% 9,864 3.1% 11,050 3.2% 2,835 34.5% 1.7% 

Stayton 7,260 2.5% 8,151 2.6% 8,159 2.3% 899 12.4% 0.6% 

Woodburn 20,861 7.3% 25,377 8.0% 25,882 7.4% 5,021 24.1% 1.2% 

Smaller Sub-Areas      

Aumsville 3,211 1.1% 3,771 1.2% 4,376 1.3% 1,165 36.3% 1.8% 

Aurora 752 0.3% 1,015 0.3% 1,023 0.3% 271 36.0% 1.8% 

Detroit 272 0.1% 209 0.1% 205 0.1% -67 -24.6% -1.2% 

Donald 632 0.2% 1,013 0.3% 995 0.3% 363 57.4% 2.9% 

Gates (part)* 446 0.2% 447 0.1% 498 0.1% 52 11.7% 0.6% 

Gervais 2,078 0.7% 2,562 0.8% 2,624 0.8% 546 26.3% 1.3% 

Hubbard 2,523 0.9% 3,393 1.1% 3,454 1.0% 931 36.9% 1.8% 

Idanha (part)* 138 0.0% 80 0.0% 90 0.0% -48 -34.8% -1.7% 

Jefferson 2,646 0.9% 3,278 1.0% 3,335 1.0% 689 26.0% 1.3% 

Mill City (part)* 327 0.1% 336 0.1% 312 0.1% -15 -4.6% -0.2% 

Mt. Angel 3,037 1.1% 3,359 1.1% 3,595 1.0% 558 18.4% 0.9% 

Scotts Mills 334 0.1% 373 0.1% 387 0.1% 53 15.9% 0.8% 

St. Paul 368 0.1% 413 0.1% 440 0.1% 72 19.6% 1.0% 

Sublimity 1,896 0.7% 2,558 0.8% 3,050 0.9% 1,154 60.9% 3.0% 

Turner 1,160 0.4% 1,918 0.6% 2,410 0.7% 1,250 107.8% 5.4% 
Source: Population Research Center at the Portland State University College of Urban and Public Affairs. Coordinated 
Population Forecast for Marion County, its Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB), and area outside UGBs 2021 – 2071. June 30, 
2021. 

Marion County has a slightly younger population than the State of Oregon as a whole. 
Between 2015 and 2019 the median age in Marion County was 36.6, this is approximately 
3 years younger than the state median of 39.3 in the same time frame (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2022). 

762



 

Marion County 2023 2-6 | P a g e  
 

 
When compared to the 2000 and 2010 decennial census the portion of the population in the 
younger age group (e.g., those under 18) is projected to decrease in 2030 and 2040. The 
proportion of the population 85 and over increased about 2% in 2010. That same age 
range, 85 and over, is projected to increase slightly over the next two decades. The changes 
can be attributed to a variety of factors including longer life expectancy, lower fertility 
rate, and a higher net migration of the 65 and over population. The high net migration of 
the 65 and over population coupled with a relatively lower migration rate in the population 
that is between 35 and 50 years of age can in turn impact net migration for children under 
18, as they often move with their parents, who tend to be in the 35 – 50 age range (Portland 
State University, Population Research Center, 2021).   
Those under five are particularly vulnerable to natural hazards, as well as residents who are 
85 years and older. Moreover, while residents between the ages of 55 and 64 are not 
currently as vulnerable to potential hazards, this large cohort will be far more susceptible 
in the next five to ten years. Therefore, it is imperative for Marion County to have policies 
in place that protect both young and old residents, as well as encourage them to prepare for 
potential hazards. 
Vulnerability to natural disasters disproportionately impacts those with intellectual and/or 
physical disabilities, particularly children, the elderly, children, people of color, and low-
income families and individuals. 24.3% of people in Marion County are under 18 years 
old. In general, children are more vulnerable to extreme weather, have fewer transportation 
options, and require assistance to access medical help and assistance. Furthermore, 17.6% 
of people in Marion County under the age of 65 are living with a disability, which may 
lead to fewer transportation options, limited access to medicine or medical assistance, 

Graph: Median Age of Marion County Residents 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-year estimates, 2006 – 2010, 2007 – 
2011, 2008 – 2012, 2009 – 2013, 2010 – 2014, 2011 – 2015, 2012 – 2016, 2013 – 2017, 2014 – 
2018, 2015 - 
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mobility impairment, and more. 
In addition, 15.3% of people in Marion County are considered elderly (someone is 
considered elderly when they are 65 years old and over). Elderly individuals may require 
special consideration due to sensitivities to extreme weather, accessibility to medical care 
and medications, mobility impairment, and comparative difficulty in making home 
modifications that reduce risk to hazards. Addressing the needs of vulnerable groups 
through hazard mitigation is important to improve the community’s overall resilience to 
natural hazards. 

2.3.1 Employment and Economic Capacity 
Economic capacity refers to the financial resources and revenue within a community that 
provide a higher quality of life for residents. Income equality, housing, affordability, 
economic diversification, employment, and industry are all measures of economic 
capacity. However, economic resilience to natural disasters is far more complex than 
merely restoring employment or income in the local community. Building a resilient 
economy requires an understanding of how employment sectors, workforce, resources, 
and infrastructure are interconnected within the existing economic picture. 

2.4 Regional Affordability 
The evaluation of regional affordability supplements the identification of socio- 
demographic capacity indicators (like median income) and is a critical tool for analyzing 
the economic status of a community. This information captures the likelihood of 
individuals’ ability to prepare for hazards, such as retrofitting homes or purchasing 
insurance. If a community has high income inequality or housing cost burden levels, the 
potential for homeowners and renters to implement mitigation is drastically reduced. 
Therefore, regional affordability is a mechanism for generalizing the abilities of 
community residents to get back on their feet without significant public assistance. 

2.4.1 Median Family Income and Poverty Status 
The most recent median income in Marion County is $64,880 which is less than the 
median income of Oregon at $70,084 and the United States at$69,021 (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2020) Note: the median income listed here is different than the median income 
for Marion County in table three below, due to a difference in the years. The table below 
uses 5-year estimates from the American Community Survey from 2019-2015 and 2015- 
2019.  Based on 5-year estimates for 2010 – 2014 and 2015 – 2019 the median income 
for Marion County has for the most part increased since 2014. Marion County has seen 
its median income increase at a rate of 16.5% since 2014 which outstrips the median 
income growth rate of Oregon (15.0%) by 1.5%. Of the Marion County cities, only 
Detroit ( -8.3%) had negative growth between 2014 and 2019 with the remaining 18 
included in the table below having greater than 5% growth rate at the same time (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2022). 
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Table 2-4, Median Household Income for Marion County Cities 

Jurisdiction Median Income 2010 - 2014 
 

Median income 
2015 - 2019 

Percent 
Change 

Aumsville $50,319 $61,620 22.4% 
Aurora $72,656 $87,632 20.6% 
Detroit $45,000 $41,250 -8.3% 
Donald $63,015 $71,964 14.2% 
Gates $36,250 $42,250 16.5% 

Gervais $51,172 $74,191 44.9% 
Hubbard $48,479 $59,803 23.3% 
Idanha $33,438 $43,500 30.0% 

Jefferson $45,781 $61,935 35.2% 
Keizer $50,897 $64,638 26.4% 

Mill City $34,472 $53,243 54.4% 
Mt. Angel $41,984 $44,485 5.9% 

St. Paul $64,063 $90,179 40.7% 
Salem $46,273 $55,920 20.8% 

Scotts Mills $42,292 $51,563 20.1% 
Silverton $53,929 $64,296 19.2% 
Stayton $41,432 $63,995 54.4% 

Sublimity $53,611 $73,977 37.9% 
Turner $52,674 $82,689 56.9% 

Woodburn $43,114 $50,093 16.1% 
Marion County $47,360 $59,625 25.8% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (n.d.). 2010-2014 & 2015-2019 S1901 American Community Survey  
5-year estimates (in 2021 inflation-adjusted dollars). 
 
In 2014 23.3% of households in Marion County received Food Stamp or SNAP benefits and 
6.3% received cash public assistance. In 2019 the proportion of households receiving Food 
Stamps or SNAP benefits dropped to 18.2% while the proportion of households receiving 
cash public assistance decreased by 3% from 2014.  
From 2010-2014, 19.1% of the residents in Marion County were below the poverty level. 
From 2015-2019, 14.2% of residents in Marion County were below the poverty level (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2022)..  The numbers indicate that between 2014 and 2019, according to the 
five-year estimates, the proportion of Marion County residents living below the poverty line 
decreased 4.9%. 
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2.5 Housing Authority 
According to HUD, households that pay more than 30 percent of their income on housing 
are cost burdened. Between 2015 and 2019 there were a total of 46,937 households renting 
within Marion County.  Between 2015 and 2019 there were a total of 21,145 renters who 
were more than 30% cost burdened, showing that nearly 45% of all renting households in 
Marion County were cost burdened (U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
2020).  Within the same time frame, there were a total of 71,100 households that were 
homeowners. Among them 15,955 homeowners were more than 30% cost burdened.  
Twenty-two percent of all homeowning households in Marion County were cost burdened. 

2.6 Economic Diversity 
Economic diversity is a general indicator of an area’s fitness for weathering difficult 
financial times. One method for measuring economic diversity is through use of the 
Herfindahl Index, a formula that compares the composition of individual county and 
regional economies with those of states or the nation. Using the Herfindahl Index, a 
diversity ranking of 1 indicates the Oregon County with the most diverse economic activity 
compared to the state, while a ranking of 36 corresponds with the least diverse county 
economy. Marion County ranks extremely high on this index, with an economy that is 
considered the third most diverse out of the 36 counties evaluated. 

  Source, Oregon Employment Department 

2.7 Industry 
Key industries are those that represent major employers and are significant revenue 
generators. Different industries face distinct vulnerabilities to natural hazards, which can 
impact the resiliency of certain sectors and the overall economy of a region. Identifying 
key industries in the region enables communities to target mitigation activities towards that 
industry’s specific sensitivities. 
This is of specific concern when the businesses belong to the “basic sector industry.” Basic 
sector industries are those that are dependent on sales outside of the local community and 
bring revenue into a local community via employment. Agriculture, information and 
technology, and wholesale trade industries are all examples of basic industries. Non-basic 
sector industries are those that are dependent on local sales for their business, such as 
retail, construction, and health services. 

 Table 2-5, Regional Herfindahl Index Scores 
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2.7.1 Employment by Industry 
Economic resilience to natural disasters is particularly important for the major 
employment industries in the region. If these industries are negatively impacted by a 
natural hazard, the impact is felt throughout the regional economy. Thus, understanding 
and addressing the sensitivities of these industries is a strategic way to increase the 
resiliency of the entire regional economy. 
According to 2021 U.S. Census data, Marion County employes 154,291 civilians 16 
years and older. The top five industry sectors in Marion County employing civilians 16 
years and older are retail trade (16,941); manufacturing (16,567); professional scientific, 
and management, and administrative and waste management services (16,530); public 
administration (14,177); and arts, entertainment, and recreation and accommodation and 
food services (13,505).  As of 2014, are 64.3% of civilians 16 years and older are 
employed by private companies, 3.7% are self-employed owning their own business, 
7.1% are employed by private not-for profit wages or are salary workers, 18.2% are 
employed by either local, state, or the federal government, and 6.7% are self-employed, 
but do not own their own business and have unpaid family workers (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2022) 
The table below (Table 2.6) shows the revenue generated by economic sector (Note: not 
all sectors are reported). The top five industry sectors in Marion County with the most 
employees, as of 2014, are Managerial, Professional (30 percent); Sales and Office (24 
percent); Education, Health, and Social Services (30 percent); Service (20 percent); and 
Production and Transport (13 percent). 
While Marion County has some basic industries, such as natural resources and mining 
and manufacturing, none of their five largest employers are basic sector industries. 
Therefore, Marion County’s economy is very dependent on local sales and revenue. The 
three sectors with the highest revenue were Retail Trade, Health Care and Social 
Assistance and Wholesale Trade. The table below shows the revenue generated by each 
economic sector (Note: not all sectors are reported). Together, these three sectors 
generate more than $10 billion in annual revenue for the county. 
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Table 2-6, Employment by Industry in Marion County 

Sector People 
employed 

Employee of 
private 
company 

Self-employed 
in own incorp. 
business 

Private not- 
for-profit 
employee 

Local, state, 
and federal 
government 
employees 

Self- 
employed in 
own not 
incorporated 
business 

Civilian employed population over the age of 16 in Marion County, 
Oregon 2020 

157,530 66.1% 3.3% 7.9% 17.3% 5.4% 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 8,334 87.2% 6.6% 1.0% 1.1% 4.1% 

Construction 14,021 79.1% 6.5% 0.9% 3.3% 10.3% 

Manufacturing 15,722 95.1% 1.4% 1.1% 0.3% 2.15% 

Wholesale Trade 3,596 94.6% 2.1% 0.9% 0.0% 2.3% 

Retail Trade 19,984 92.4% 2.1% 1.6% 0.6% 3.4% 

Transportation and Warehousing, and utilities 6,047 71.1% 6.4% 2.3% 16.4% 3.8% 

Information 1,740 79.6% 2.4% 3.9% 5.7% 8.4% 

Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing 8,452 71.4% 7.0% 12.0% 5.1% 4.6% 

Professional, scientific, and management, administrative and waste 
management services 

12,978 69.1% 7.8% 2.8% 6.8% 13.5% 

Educational services, and health care and social assistance 33,753 41.8% 1.7% 21.3% 31.7% 3.6% 

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food 
services 

13,476 86.4% 2.2% 3.1% 3.7% 4.5% 

Other services, except public administration 6,537 39.1% 2.5% 37.5% 0.7% 20.3% 

Public administration 12,890 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 
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If any of these primary sectors are impacted by a disaster, Marion County may experience a 
significant disruption of economic productivity. The current and anticipated financial 
conditions of a community are strong determinants of community resilience, as a strong and 
diverse economic base increases the ability of individuals, families, and the community to 
absorb disaster impacts for a quick recovery. 
As education and social services, state government and public administration, and 
manufacturing are key to post-disaster recovery efforts, a region is bolstered by its key 
employment sectors. It is important to consider what might happen to the county economy if 
the largest revenue generators and employers are impacted by a disaster. Areas with high 
income equality, increased housing costs, and low economic diversity are factors that may 
contribute to slower recovery from a disaster. 

2.8 Land Use and Development Patterns 
Marion County is the fifth-most populous county in Oregon and contains the state capital, 
Salem, which is also the county seat. The county was originally named the Champooick 
District, after a meeting place on the Willamette River known as Champoeg. This meeting 
place refers to the Kalapuyan word for yampah (an important staple crop of Native 
Americans on the West coast of North American). In 1849, the legislation governing the 
growing territory renamed the county in honor of General Francis Marion, a native of 
South Carolina who served in the American Revolutionary War. 
Marion County has the unique distinction of being one of the first districts of the Oregon 
Country, along with Tuality (now Washington County), Clackamas, and Yamhill counties. 
The vast majority of Marion County is forestland, with smaller areas of agricultural lands. 
Forested lands are located along the western portion of the county, while the eastern 
portion of the county has a dry, Mediterranean climate. Agriculture is concentrated 
throughout the flat regions of the Willamette Valley. Cities and rural residential areas are 
heavily concentrated along the many rivers, creeks, and lakes that make up the county. 
Local and state policies currently direct growth away from rural lands into Urban Growth 
Boundaries and, to a lesser extent, into rural communities. Within the rural areas, 
development radiates outward from the urban areas along rivers in a pattern that is likely to 
continue. 

2.8.1 Regulatory Context 
Oregon land use laws require land outside Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) to be 
protected for farm, forest, and other resources. For the most part, this law limits the 
amount of development in rural areas. However, the land use designation can change 
from resource protection in one of two ways: 
 The requested change could qualify as an exception to Statewide Planning Goals, 

in which case the city or county must demonstrate to the State that the change 
meets requirements for an exception. These lands, known as exception lands, are 
predominantly designated for residential use. 
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 Resource land can also be converted to non-resource use when a city or county 
demonstrates that the land is no longer suitable for farm or forest production. 
 

Local and state policies currently direct growth away from rural lands into UGBs, and, to 
a lesser extent, into rural communities. If development follows historical development 
trends, urban areas will expand their UGBs, while rural unincorporated communities will 
continue to grow, and overall rural residential density will increase slightly. However, the 
bulk of rural lands will remain in farm and forest use. The existing pattern of 
development in the rural areas, which is radiating out from the urban areas along rivers 
and streams, is likely to continue. Most of the “easy to develop” land is already 
developed, in general leaving more constrained land such as land in the floodplains or on 
steep slopes to be developed in the future, perhaps increasing the rate at which 
development occurs in natural hazard areas. 
Since 1973, Oregon has maintained a strong statewide program for land use planning. 
The foundation of that program is a set of 19 statewide planning goals that express the 
state's policies on land use and on related topics, such as citizen involvement, land use 
planning, and natural resources. 
Most of the goals are accompanied by "guidelines," which are suggestions about how a 
goal may be applied. Oregon's statewide goals are achieved through local comprehensive 
planning. State law requires each county and city to adopt a comprehensive plan and the 
zoning and land-division ordinances needed to put the plan into effect. The local 
comprehensive plans must be consistent with the statewide planning goals. Plans are 
reviewed for such consistency by the state's Land Conservation and Development 
Commission (LCDC). When LCDC officially approves a local government's plan, the 
plan is said to be "acknowledged." It then becomes the controlling document for land use 
in the area covered by that plan. 
Goal 7 
Goal 7: Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards intents to “protect people and 
property from natural hazards”. Goal 7 requires local governments to adopt 
comprehensive plans (inventories, policies and implementing measures) to reduce risk to 
people and property from natural hazards. Natural hazards include floods, landslides, 
earthquakes, tsunamis, coastal erosion, and wildfires. 
As part of its compliance with Goal 7, Marion County has adopted land use codes that 
provide standards for development in hazard areas that seek to reduce the risk to life, and 
property for development in hazard areas and to minimize the impact of a hazard on 
property owners and businesses. 

2.9 Housing 
Housing type and age are important factors in hazard mitigation planning. Certain housing 
types tend to be less disaster resistant and warrant special attention. 
Mobile homes, for example, are generally more prone to wind and water damage than 
standard wood-frame construction. Homes built before 1993 may also be more vulnerable 
to earthquakes because they were built prior to the incorporation of strict earthquake 
standards in Oregon’s building codes. Structures built in Oregon after 1993 use earthquake 
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resistant designs and construction techniques (Wang & Burns, 2006). Additionally, in the 
1970s, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) began assisting communities 
with floodplain mapping and communities passed floodplain ordinances to regulate 
floodplain development. 
Marion County has a variety of different housing types. In 2020, 63.2 percent were 
detached single family homes and 22.1 percent were multifamily (3 or more units). Single 
family attached dwelling units, such as townhouses comprised 3.6 percent of the Marion 
County housing stock. A slight increase to 8.3 percent of county residents live in mobile 
homes and less than one percent live in boats, RV, vans, or other forms of housing. Of 
these housing types, 68 percent were built prior to 1990 and therefore are not built to 
current earthquake standards (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). Residents of Marion County 
who live in mobile homes are particularly vulnerable to natural hazards such as floods, 
earthquakes, and windstorms because they may not be secured by a foundation. Given the 
large percentage of County individuals and families who reside in mobile homes, public 
education and outreach efforts should be targeted to these groups.  
In 2020, Marion County had 128,541 housing units. Of those, 4.6 percent were vacant 
(5,955 units). Slightly more than 60 percent of occupied units are owner occupied (73,190 
units) and 39 percent are occupied by renters (47,284 units) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020).  
Typically, renters are less likely than homeowners to prepare for natural hazard events. 
Renters are likely to have higher turnover rate, which limits their exposure to public 
education and outreach around hazards. This is exacerbated by the lack of targeted 
education and outreach on behalf of preparedness campaign that focuses specifically on 
renters, despite Marion County having almost equal numbers of renters and homeowners. 
Moreover, renters tend to have lower incomes and fewer resources to prepare for natural 
disasters, as well as a lack of capacity or knowledge to invest in or request mitigation 
measures for rented property. 

2.10 Critical Facilities 
Critical facilities are those facilities that are essential to government response and recovery 
activities (e.g., hospitals, police, fire and rescue stations, school districts and higher 
education institutions). The interruption or destruction of any of these facilities would have 
a debilitating effect on incident management. 
Critical facilities in Marion County are identified within the Risk Assessment, which can 
be found in Volume I, Section 2, Risk Assessment. 

2.11 Community Connectivity Capacity 
Community connectivity capacity places strong emphasis on social structure, trust, norms, 
and cultural resources within a community. In terms of community resilience, these 
emerging elements of social and cultural capital are drawn upon to stabilize the recovery of 
the community. Social and cultural capitals are present in all communities; however, it 
may be dramatically different from one city to the next as they reflect the specific needs 
and composition of each community’s residents. 

2.12 Social Systems and Service Providers 
Social systems include community organizations and programs that provide social and 
community-based services, such as employment, health, senior and disabled services, 
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professional associations and veterans’ affairs. When planning for hazard mitigation, it is 
important to know what social systems exist within the community because of their 
existing connections to the public. Often, actions identified in a plan involve 
communicating with the public or specific subgroups of a population (e.g. elderly, 
children, low income, etc.). The County can use existing social systems as resources for 
implementing public education and outreach because these service providers typically have 
existing relationships with members of the public. While the presence of these services is 
predominantly in urbanized areas of the county, this is synonymous with the general 
urbanizing trend of residents. 
 
The following is a brief explanation of how the communication process works and how the 
community’s existing social service providers could be used to provide hazard related 
messages to their clients. 
 
There are five essential elements for communicating effectively to a target audience: 
 
 The source of the message must be credible. 
 The message must be appropriately designed. 
 The channel for communicating the message must be carefully selected; 
 The audience must be clearly defined. 
 The recommended action must be clearly stated, and a feedback channel 

established for questions, comments, and suggestions. 
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                           Figure 2-4, Communication Process 

 
Source: Adapted from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Radon Division’s outreach program 

 
Three potential methods for public involvement include: 
 Education and outreach – organization could partner with the community to 

educate the public or provide outreach assistance on hazard preparedness and 
mitigation. 

 Information dissemination – organization could partner with the community to 
provide hazard related information to target audiences. 

 Plan/ project implementation – organization may have plans and/ or policies that 
may be used to implement mitigation activities or the organization could serve as 
the coordinating or partner organization to implement mitigation actions. 

2.13 Civic Engagement 
Civic engagement and involvement in local, state and national politics are important 
indicators of community connectivity other indicators such as volunteerism, participation 
in formal community networks and community charitable contributions are examples of 
other civic engagement that may increase community connectivity. 
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2.14 Cultural Resources 
2.14.1 Historic Places 

Historic and cultural resources, such as historic structures and landmarks, help to define a 
community and potentially create tourism-related revenue. Protecting these resources 
from the impact of disasters is important because they have an important role in defining 
and supporting the community. According to the object adds to the historic associations, 
historic architectural qualities, or archeological values for which a property is significant 
because it was present during the period of significance, related to the documented 
significance of the property, and possesses historical integrity or is capable of yielding 
important information about the period; or it independently meets the National Register 
criteria” (U.S. National Parks, N.d.).  If a structure does not meet these criteria, it’s 
considered to be non-contributing. 
There are 211 eligible/significant (ES) historical sites and 1818 eligible/contributing 
historical sites in Marion County. Overall, there are a total of 2,029 historical sites in 
Marion County. For more information, visit the link below. 
(http://heritagedata.prd.state.or.us/historic/index.cfm?do=reports.dsp_reportMenu) 
Marion County contains the ancestral homelands of the Ahantchuyuk band of the 
Kalapuya, the Molalla, and the Santiam band of the Kalapuya. Descendants of these 
communities include members of the Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde and 
Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians. 
Marion County was the site of some of the earliest European occupation of the 
Willamette Valley.  Resources related to this include sites related to the early French-
Canadian fur trappers, Champoeg State Park and cemetery, St. Louis Catholic Church, 
Willamette Mission State Park, Willamette Post, and the community of Butteville. 
Several locations in Marion County and the City of Salem are recognized for their 
contributions to Oregon’s provisional government and early statehood. The Geer Fruit 
Farm was the site of meetings regarding statehood prior to 1859. The Aurora Colony was 
a Christian Communal Society Farming community founded in 1856 by William Keil and 
John Schmit, with many original buildings still remaining in and around the city of 
Aurora. 
As of 2022, a search of the program database Marion County has added three more 
Century Farms for a total of 142 Century Farms and there are 8 Sesquicentennial (150 
years) farms or ranches listed as part of the Oregon Century Farm & Ranch Program 
(Oregon Century Farm and Ranch Program, N.d.).  A number of historic farmhouses are 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places for their distinctive architecture or their 
association with significant historical events. 

2.14.2 Libraries and Museums 
Libraries and museums develop cultural capacity and community connectivity because 
they are places of knowledge and recognition, have common spaces for the community to 
gather, and help maintain a sense of community during a disaster. They are recognized as 
safe places and reflect normalcy in times of distress. *In the City of Salem, the Salem 
Public Library’s Main Branch recently completed a major seismic upgrade. 
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*Please Note: Even though the City of Salem is located in Marion County, they complete 
their own Hazard Mitigation Plan and is not a part of the County’s. 

2.14.3 Cultural Events 
Other such institutions that can strengthen community connectivity are the presence of 
festivals and organizations that engage diverse cultural interests. These events bring 
revenue into the community and have the potential to both improve cultural competence 
and enhance a sense of place and identity. Cultural connectivity is important to 
community resilience, as people may be more inclined to help their neighbors in an 
emergency if they feel part of the community and culture. 

2.15 Community Stability 
2.15.1 Residential Geographic Stability 

Community stability is a measure of rootedness in place. It is hypothesized that resilience 
to a disaster stem in part from familiarity with place, not only for navigating the 
community during a crisis, but also accessing services and using other supports for 
economic or social challenges. (Cutter, Burton, & Emrich, 2010).  Fifty-five percent of 
Marion County residents have moved within the last five years, which makes it difficult 
to conduct public outreach and stay in contact with residents. While this is only 2 percent 
above the statewide average, it demonstrates that Marion County is an area that shifts 
rapidly and lacks population stability. Therefore, having public education and outreach 
strategies that can meet these needs is essential. 

2.15.2 Homeownership 
Housing tenure describes whether residents rent or own the housing units they occupy. 
Homeowners are typically financially stable but are at risk of greater property loss after a 
disaster event. People may rent because they choose not to own, lack the financial 
resources necessary, or are transient. 
Collectively, about 60.1 percent of the occupied housing units in Marion County are 
owner-occupied and 39 percent are renter occupied. About 4.6 percent of Marion 
County’s homes are vacant. In addition, seasonal or recreational housing accounts for 
approximately a little over 1 percent of housing units, which is below the Oregon average 
of 3.5 percent (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). 
Wealth increases resiliency and recovery from disasters. Renters typically do not have 
personal financial resources or insurance to assist them post-disaster. On the other hand, 
renters tend to be more mobile and have fewer assets at risk of hazards (Cutter, Boruff, & 
Shirley, 2003).  27 In the most extreme cases, renters lack sufficient shelter options when 
lodging becomes uninhabitable or unaffordable post-disaster. 
Marion County has distinct social and cultural resources that work in favor to increase 
community connectivity and resilience. Sustaining social and cultural resources, such as 
social services and cultural events, is essential to preserving community cohesion and 
identity. The presence of larger communities makes additional resources and services 
available to the public. However, it is important to consider that these amenities may not 
be equally distributed to the rural portions of the county, which produces implications for 
recovery in the event of a disaster. 
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In the long-term, it may be of specific interest to the county to evaluate community stability. 
A community experiencing instability and low homeownership may hinder the effectiveness 
of response and recovery mechanisms. 

2.16 Political Capacity 
Political capacity is recognized as the government and planning structures established 
within the community. In terms of hazard resilience, it is essential for government and 
non-government entities to collaborate; as disaster losses stem from a predictable result of 
interactions between the physical environments, social and demographic characteristics, 
and the built environment (Mileti, 1999).  Resilient political capital seeks to involve 
various stakeholders in hazard planning and works towards integrating the Hazards 
Mitigation Plan with other community plans, so that all planning approaches are 
consistent. 

2.17 Government Structure 
Marion County’s governing jurisdiction includes all unincorporated areas that are not 
governed by U.S. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and state-owned land.  
Marion County has three (3) elected County Commissioners, as well as an elected sheriff 
and district attorney. County departments and divisions consist of the following: 
Administrative Service: serves citizen needs by providing election services, recording 
property documents, collecting property taxes, issuing marriage and dog licenses, and 
engaging the community to make Marion County a healthy environment for children and 
families. Administrative Services supports the internal county organization by providing 
business support services including payroll and accounting, information technology, 
budget development and oversight, and human resources services. 
Assessment: responsible for assessing all properties in Marion County. The assessment 
department is also responsible for maps, property information, and special tax exemption 
designations. 
Community Services: ensures that the building and land use laws of the state of Oregon 
and Marion County are followed in a fair and equitable manner. A one- stop permit service 
coordinates the issuance of permits for other county departments involved in development 
activities. 
Health Department: works to create and sustain the conditions in which all people in the 
community can be healthy. To that end, public health serves three core functions: to assess 
the health status of the entire population, to advise policy development, and to ensure that 
adequate, competent services are available throughout the community. 
Natural Areas and Parks: serves the interests and pursuits of Marion County residents by 
providing access to natural, historic, and recreational areas and conserving, restoring and 
developing parkland investments. 
Public Works: responsible for keeping the community accessible, safe, and 
environmentally responsible by providing citizens with efficient road and transportation 
systems, rural utility services, public facilities and land use services. The Planning and 
Zoning Division of the Public Works Department maintains the county Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps (FIRM), which are used in determining vulnerability and risk of flood. 
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2.18 Existing Plans and Policies 
Communities often have existing plans and policies that guide and influence land use, land 
development, and population growth. Such existing plans and policies can include 
comprehensive plans, zoning ordinances, and technical reports or studies. Plans and 
policies already in existence have support from residents, businesses, and policy makers. 
Many land-use, comprehensive, and strategic plans get updated regularly, and can adapt 
easily to changing conditions and needs (Burby, 1998).   
The Marion County Hazards Mitigation Plan includes a range of recommended action 
items that, when implemented, will reduce the county’s vulnerability to hazards. Many of 
these recommendations are consistent with the goals and objectives of the county’s 
existing plans and policies. Linking existing plans and policies to the Hazards Mitigation 
Plan helps identify what resources already exist that can be used to implement the action 
items identified in the plan. 
Implementing the hazards mitigation plan’s action items through existing plans and 
policies increases their likelihood of being supported and getting updated and maximizes 
the county’s resources. In addition to the plans listed below the county and incorporated 
cities also have zoning ordinances (including floodplain development regulations) and 
building regulations. 
Marion County’s current plans and policies include the following: 
Marion County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
 Date of Last Revision: 2010 
 Author/ Owner: Marion County 
 Description: The Comprehensive Plan is the official policy guide for decisions 

about growth, development, and conservation of natural resources in Marion 
County. 

 Relationship to Natural Hazard Mitigation Planning: The Goal 7 Policies within 
Marion County’s Comprehensive Plan are limited at best. The plan does not 
contain a specific section dedicated to natural hazards. Where they exist, hazard 
policies can provide the framework for evaluating land use actions for their 
exposure to potential harm from natural hazards. The policies can guide the 
identification of areas subject to natural hazards, regulation of development in those 
areas, and protection of citizens, property, and the environment from the effects of 
natural hazards. The protection methods prescribed by such policies include 
prevention and preparedness, land use regulation, use of natural systems to mitigate 
hazards, public education, and collaboration with other organizations. Such policies 
can also guide development of this natural hazards mitigation plan. Likewise, the 
risk assessment and mitigation action items identified within the Marion County 
Multi-jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation plan should also influence the 
comprehensive plan’s findings and land use policies. 
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Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) 
 Date of Last Revision: 2017 updated in 2023. 
 Author/ Owner: Marion County Fire Defense Board, Oregon Department 

of Forestry, and Marion County Emergency Management 
 Description: The mission of the Community Wildfire Protection Plan 

(CWPP) is to make Marion County residents, businesses, and resources less 
vulnerable to the negative effects of wildland fires. The vision of the CWPP 
is to promote awareness of the countywide wildland fire hazard and propose 
workable solutions to reduce the wildfire potential. 

 Relationship to Hazard Mitigation Planning: The Community Wildfire 
Protection Plan (CWPP) is intended to be adopted for incorporation within 
the Marion County Hazards Mitigation Plan. The CWPP contains goals and 
actions that seek to minimize the county’s risk to wildfire hazards. 

Marion County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) 
 Date of Last Revision: 2019, revision completed and promulgated in 

2020. 
 Author/ Owner: Marion County Emergency Management 
 Description: The Marion County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) is 

based on a thorough analysis of the natural and human-made hazards that 
could affect the county. This analysis is the first step in planning for 
mitigation, response, and recovery actions. The method used in this 
analysis provides a sense of hazard priorities, or relative risk.  It does not 
predict the occurrence of a particular hazard, but it does “quantify” the 
risk of one hazard compared with another. By doing this analysis, 
planning can then be focused where the risk is the greatest. 

 Relationship to Hazard Mitigation Planning: the EOP includes 
information that is relevant to the Marion County Hazards Mitigation Plan 
and vice versa. Hazard rankings from the EOP were included in the 
Hazards Mitigation Plan’s Hazard Chapters. Ideally, the EOP and Hazards 
Mitigation Plan will eventually share, and benefit from one risk 
assessment. As such, information from the HMP may be integrated into 
the EOP. 

Marion County Storm Water Management Program for the Urbanized Area 
around Salem and Keizer 
 Date of Last Revision: 2021 
 Author/ Owner: Marion County Environmental Services 
 Description: Outlines the different components of Marion County’s 

Stormwater Management Program: (1) Public Education; (2) Public 
Involvement; (3) Illicit Discharge/Pollution); (4) Construction Erosion 
Control; (5) Post- Construction Runoff Control; (6) Municipal 
Operations/Pollution Prevention. The program is intended to meet the 
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requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Program as developed under the federal Clean Water Act. 

 Relation to Hazard Mitigation Planning: Marion County’s Stormwater 
Management Program develops and implements education and outreach 
strategies related to stormwater management. Existing connections with 
the public can be utilized to disseminate educational materials related to 
hazards mitigation.  Additionally, mitigation actions that seek to reduce 
the hazards associated with urban flooding can be implemented through 
the county’s Stormwater Management Program, or vice versa. 

Marion County Rural Transportation System Plan (RTSP)\ 
 Date of Last Revision: 2005 
 Author/ Owner: Marion County 
 Description: A Transportation System Plan (TSP) is required to provide a 

transportation system that accommodates the expected 20-year growth in 
population and employment resulting from implementation of the currently 
adopted Marion County comprehensive land use plan. In 2013, Marion 
County updated the Background, Goals, Facility Inventory, Traffic 
Projections, and Strategy sections. 

 Relation to Hazard Mitigation Planning: Transportation systems are 
important in evacuating and responding to disasters. Mitigation actions that 
focus on strengthening the transportation system can be incorporated into 
the Transportation Systems Plan. 

North Santiam Watershed Drought Contingency Plan (DCP) 
 Date of Development: 2017, Update in 2023 
 Author/Owner: Santiam Water Control District 
 Description: The Santiam Water Control District (SWCD) has recently 

received funding through a Bureau of Reclamation Water SMART grant 
to develop and implement a Drought Contingency Plan for the North 
Santiam Watershed (http://www.usbr.gov/drought/). The effort includes an 
overall assessment of drought risk, a process for ongoing monitoring of 
drought in the region, and a set of mitigation strategies and 
recommendations to ensure coordinated management of water resources. 
Identified vulnerabilities by sector or asset category include agriculture, 
municipal water supplies (i.e., drinking water), energy, forestry, 
environmental (e.g. endangered species), recreation, and socio-economic 
(i.e. commercial, industrial and community uses). 
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 Relation to Hazard Mitigation Planning: Drought is a growing issue in 
Marion County. Water management trade-offs include drinking water, 
irrigation, recreation, habitat, flooding, wildfire, and water quality 
considerations. The Drought Contingency Plan will help the county 
prioritize and manage competing water related issue in the future. 
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3 Appendix C: Planning and Public Process 
This section describes the public process used to update the 2022 Marion County Multi- 
Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
In 2019, Marion County accepted an invitation from the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) to participate in a grant application to the FEMA 
Pre- Disaster Mitigation (PDM 19) planning grant. In March 2021, DLCD started working 
with Marion County Emergency Management to launch the HMP update process. Because 
Marion County was recovering from the 2020 Beachie Creek and Lionshead wildfire 
disasters, there was an interest in a broad and inclusive recruitment process for the many 
impacted communities and special districts. This resulted in a large steering committee of 
plan holders and many interested parties. The project kickoff meeting occurred in August 
2021 and occurred each month until July 2022, except one (Feb. 2022)—a few more 
meetings than originally planned due to staff changes and health-related delays as the update 
spanned the second year of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

3.1 Project Background 
Marion County partnered with the University of Oregon Community Service Center (CSC) 
to update their 2011 Marion County Hazards Mitigation Plan (HMP). The Disaster 
Mitigation Act of 2000 requires communities to update their mitigation plans every five 
years to remain eligible for Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program funding, Flood 
Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program funding, and Hazard Grant Mitigation Program 
(HMGP) funding. A Federal Emergency Management Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant 
funded the CSC work with non-federal match provided by Marion County. 
A total of four lifeline sector analysis sessions were held in March 2016. This analysis was 
then presented to the Marion County HMP steering committee, which provided hazard 
history and information about critical infrastructures and facilities within the county, 
evaluated and approved action items as a result of earlier analysis, and developed an 
implementation and maintenance strategy for the plan. Cities included within the Marion 
County HMP include Aumsville, Aurora, Detroit, Gates, Idanha, Keizer, Mill City, 
Silverton, Stayton, Turner and Woodburn. 

3.2 2022 Plan Update Matrix 
The sections below discuss major changes made to the HMPs during the 2021-2022 plan 
update process. Major changes include the replacement or deletion of large portions of 
text, the addition of material sourced from the DOGAMI multi-hazard risk report and other 
resources, new mitigation action items, and the addition of city and district addenda to the 
plan. If a section is not addressed in this memo, then no significant changes occurred. 
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The plan’s format and organization maintained the OPDR plan template. Table C-1 below 
lists the 2011 and 2016 Marion County NHMP plan section names and the corresponding 
2022 section names, as updated. The table below uses the 2022 plan update section names 
to reference any changes, additions, or deletions within the plan. 

    Table 3-1, Changes to Plan Organization 

Table C-1 Changes to Plan Organization  
2011 Marion County  MNHMP 2017 Marion County MJHMP 2022 Marion County MJHMP 

Acknowledgements Acknowledgements Acknowledgements 
Table of Contents Table of Contents Table of Contents 
Approval Letter Approval Letters and Resolutions Approval Letters and Resolutions 

 FEMA Review Tool FEMA Review Tool 
Volume I: Basic Plan Volume I: Basic Plan Volume I: Basic Plan 

Executive Summary Plan Summary Plan Summary 
Section 1: Introduction Section 1: Introduction Section 1: Introduction 
Section 2: Community Overview Appendix C: Community Profile Appendix C: Community Profile 
N/A Section 2: Risk Assessment Section 2: Risk Assessment 
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3.3 2022 Plan Update Changes 
Due to the significant increase in plan holders for the 2022 plan update, the primary 
changes between the 2022 and the 2016 updates occurred in the incorporation of new 
technical data and new/revised jurisdictional addenda. The 2022 HMP focused the addenda 
by removing duplicative information, adding detailed information about each plan holder 
including specifics about critical facilities, mitigation action status, new and revised 
mitigation actions, and the incorporation of vulnerability information from the updated risk 
assessment report. There were six new cities and three new special districts participating 
the plan that did not participate in the 2016 NHMP; two cities did not have the capacity to 
participate in this update (cites of Gates and Silverton). 
Front Pages 

1. Plan cover date and style has been updated to the DLCD format. 
2. Acknowledgements have been updated to include the 2022 project partners and 
 planning participants. 
3. The FEMA approval letter, review tool, and county and city resolutions of 
 adoption are included. (will be included with the final version of the HMP) 

3.3.1 Volume I: Basic Plan 
Volume I provide the plan framework for the 2022 Multi-jurisdictional HMP update. 
Volume I include the following sections: 
Plan Summary: 
The 2022 HMP includes an updated plan summary that provides information about the 
purpose of natural hazards mitigation planning and describes how the plan will be 
implemented. 
Section 1: Introduction 
Section 1 introduces the concept of natural hazards mitigation planning and answers the 
question, “Why develop a mitigation plan?” it has been reformatted for efficiency and 
readability. The new text describes the federal requirements that the plan addresses and 
gives examples of the policy framework for natural hazards planning in Oregon. Section 
1 summarizes the 2022 plan update process and provides an overview of how the plan is 
organized.  
Section 2: Risk Assessment 
Section 2, Risk Assessment, provides a focused assessment of hazards and vulnerabilities 
within a single section. The risk assessment consists of three phases: hazard 
identification, vulnerability assessment, and risk analysis. Hazard identification involves 
the identification of hazard geographic extent, its intensity, and probability of occurrence. 
The second phase attempts to predict how different types of property and population 
groups will be affected by the hazard. The third phase involves estimating the damage, 
injuries, and costs likely to be incurred in a geographic area over a period of time. 
Changes to Section 2 include: 
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 Hazard identification, characteristics, history, probability, vulnerability, and 
hazard specific mitigation activities were updated. Outdated and extraneous 
information was removed and links to technical reports were added as a 
replacement. With this update the Oregon NHMP is cited heavily as a reference to 
the more technical hazard material. 

 Two new technical reports that form the logic basis of the risk assessment were 
contracted as a part of the DLCD grant for the project. 

o Williams, M.C. and I.P. Madin. (2022). MULTI-HAZARD RISK 
REPORT FOR MARION COUNTY, OREGON INCLUDING THE 
CITIES OF AUMSVILLE, AURORA, DETROIT, DONALD, GATES, 
GERVAIS, HUBBARD, IDANHA, JEFFERSON, KEIZER, MILL CITY, 
MOUNT ANGEL, SALEM, SCOTTS MILLS, SILVERTON, ST PAUL, 
STAYTON, SUBLIMITY, TURNER, AND WOODBURN AND THE 
UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES OF BROOKS, BUTTEVILLE, 
FOUR CORNERS, HAYESVILLE, LABISH VILLAGE, MARION, 
AND MEHAMA. : The Department of Geology and Mineral Industries 
(DOGAMI) conducted a multi-hazard risk assessment (Risk Report) for 
Marion County. The Risk Report will provide a quantitative risk 
assessment that informs communities of their risks related to certain 
natural hazards (including earthquake). The data included in this plan is 
the best available data, outdated information has been removed. The 
county and cities incorporated the risk assessment information to provide 
greater detail to sensitivity and exposure to the profiled hazards. 

 Links to specific hazard studies and data are embedded directly into the plan 
where relevant and available. 

 NFIP information was updated. 
 The hazard vulnerability analysis/ relative risk has been updated for the county 

and cities (city information is included with more detail within Volume II). 
Section 3: Mitigation Strategy 
This section provides the basis and justification for the mission, goals, and mitigation 
actions identified in the HMP. Major changes to Section 3 include the following: 
 The mission and goals were reviewed and revised to align with the updated 2020 

State NHMP. The cities reviewed the revised mission and goals and agreed to 
replace their existing mission and goals with this version. 

 Action items were reviewed, revised, and prioritized. 
Section 4: Plan Implementation and Maintenance 
Marion County Emergency Management will continue to convene and coordinate the 
county steering committee (documentation for the city conveners is contained within the 
jurisdictional addenda of Volume II). 
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3.3.2 Volume 2: 
A significant focus of this planning effort has been to increase the involvement and 
participation of cities in Marion County. With 20 incorporated cities, the county is 
committed to a regional planning approach that emphasizes partnerships and local 
collaboration. DLCD spent much of their consulting time supporting the eighteen 
participating jurisdictions complete their jurisdictional addenda. 

3.3.3 Volume 3: 
Below is a summary of the appendices included in the 2022 HMP: 

 Appendix A: Marion County Priority Actions 
Priority actions are listed in Appendix A-1. Priority action items are based upon 
continuous community needs, the identification of new hazards, and current needs based 
upon the community risk assessment. They are designed to be feasibly accomplished 
within the next five years. Action item forms were created for priority actions that 
formerly did not have them; others have been updated to account for new information. 
The action item forms reference the status of the action item, timeline, rationale, 
implementation measures, and funding sources. Coordinating and partner organizations, 
for Marion County, are listed in Table 3-2 within Section 3, Mitigation Strategy, and 
within the city addenda for each of the participating cities. 
 
A list of other actions is provided within this appendix. These actions are not considered   
high priority; however, the steering committees have the option to consider all actions   
items for implementation at any time. This strategy allows the jurisdictions to prioritize 
actions that are most likely to be implemented under current circumstances yet still 
allows their mitigation strategies as new situations, resources, and capabilities arise (such 
as capitalizing on funding sources for an action item that is not currently listed as high 
priority). The steering committees will formally review the actions in this section during 
their semiannual or annual meetings. Action items may also be considered, or added, to 
the list of high priority actions at any time. 
Appendix B: Community Profile 
The community profile has been updated to conform to the OPDR template and 
consolidates information for Marion County and participating cities. 
Appendix C: Planning and Public Process 
The planning and public process appendix reflects changes made to the Marion County 
MJHMP and documents the 2022 planning and public process. 
Appendix D: Marion County Hazard Vulnerability Survey Report 
This section presents the survey and its results conducted during the 2022 HMP update 
process. 
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Appendix E: Economic Analysis of Natural Hazard Mitigation Projects 
Updates are provided for the economic analysis of natural hazard mitigation projects. 
Appendix F: Grant Programs 
Some of the previously provided resources were deemed unnecessary since this material 
is covered within the Oregon NHMP and appropriate resources are provided within the 
Hazard Annexes of Volume II. Updates were made to the remaining grant programs and 
resources. 
Appendix G: Hazard History 
Past hazard events are listed, described, and documented in detail in this section. 
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4 2022 HMP Public Participation Process 
The following mechanisms were used to engage the public, plan holders, and interested 
parties throughout the 2022 Marion County HMP update process. These methods are also 
used when the plan undergoes review on an annual basis. 
 Project Schedule 
 Steering Committee 
 Project Website 
 Community Hazards Survey 
 Social media, newsletters, emails, and other outreach. 

4.1 Public Comment Matrix 
The following comments were provided by the community as a part of the Marion County 
Hazard Mitigation Plan update. 

   Table 4-1, Public Comment Matrix 

Open-Ended Response Comments 
Do you have any additional concerns or comments about hazards in your community? 
# Commenter Comment Response 
1 Name, location/ 

jurisdiction 
  

2 Detroit City Council via 
Kelly Galbraith 

City of Detroit Addendum 
draft dated 7/27/22 was 
reviewed by City Council. No 
comments. 

Thank you for taking the time to review your 
jurisdiction’s addendum in a timely manner. We 
understand that no changes are requested, and 
the addendum is approvable as written. 

3 Hubbard City Council 
(via Melinda Olinger, 
P.W. Administrative 
Manager) 

City of Hubbard Addendum 
draft dated 07/12/2022 was 
reviewed by City Council. No 
comments. 

Thank you for taking the time to review your 
jurisdiction’s addendum in a timely manner. We 
understand that no changes are requested, and 
the addendum is approvable as written. 

4 Woodburn C.E.R.T. 
(via Ulrich Reich, 
C.E.R.T. Coordinator) 

Edits provided on the 
Woodburn/ Woodburn Fire 
Addendum clarifying details 
about the role and 
operations of Woodburn 
C.E.R.T. 

Thank you for taking the time to review the 
Woodburn/ Woodburn Fire Addendum for 
accuracy. The value of community-based 
organizations cannot be overstated—thank you 
for your service. 

5 Aurora Community 
Preparedness (via 
Laurie Boyce, 
Coordinator/ Former 
City Recorder) 

Edits provided: Aurora 
Community Preparedness is 
implementing priority action 
item 22-MH-03 by 
coordinating with Red Cross 
and other efforts. 

Thank you for taking the time to review the 
Aurora Addendum and helping the community to 
prepare for a disaster. We have accepted your 
proposed revisions and indicated that Aurora 
Community Preparedness is the City’s liaison for 
this action item. 

6    
7    
8    
9    
10    
11    
13   
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Open-Ended Response Comments 
Do you have any additional concerns or comments about hazards in your community? 
# Commenter Comment Response 
14    
15    
16    
17    
18    
19    
20    
21    
22    
23    
24    
25    
26    
27    
28    
29    
30    
30    
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4.2 Project Flyer 
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4.3 Plan Update Schedule 
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4.4 Steering Committee Meetings 
The steering committee is directly involved in reaching out the public in the review and 
update of the hazard mitigation plan. Although members of the steering committee 
represent the public to some extent, the residents of Marion County and the participating 
cities are also given the opportunity to provide feedback about the HMP update. 
For the 2021-2022 process with support of DLCD, Marion County Emergency 
Management convened the steering committee. These individual community members 
played a vital role in shaping the plan. The steering committee guided the update process 
through several steps, including updates to the hazard history, action item development and 
review, and determining a strategy for implementation and maintenance. 
The steering committee met on the following dates: 
 Meeting #1: August 3, 2021 
 Meeting #2: September 7, 2021 
 Meeting #3: October 5, 2021 
 Meeting #4: November 2, 2021 
 Meeting #5: December 7, 2021 
 Meeting #6: January 4, 2022 
 Meeting #7: March 1, 2022 
 Meeting #8: April 5, 2022 
 Meeting #9: May 4, 2022 
 Meeting #10: June 7, 2022 
 Meeting #11: July 5, 2022 

The steering committee formed under the guidance of Kathleen Silva, the Marion County 
Emergency Manager, and Mike Hintz, the Marion County Emergency Preparedness 
Coordinator. The steering committee invested considerable time into the mitigation plan. 
For a full list of steering committee members, see the Acknowledgments section and the 
table of steering committee representatives by jurisdiction in the Basic Plan of this HMP. 
The following pages provide copies of meeting agendas and sign-in sheets or notes from 
the Marion County HMP Steering Committee meetings. 
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4.5 Steering Committee Meeting Documentation 
4.5.1 Meeting 1, August 3, 2021 

    Figure 4-1, Steering Committee Meeting #1 Documentation 
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4.5.2 Meeting 2, September 7, 2021 
 
Figure 4-2. Steering Committee Meeting #2 Documentation 
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4.5.3 Meeting 3, October 5, 2021 
 
Figure 4-3, Steering Committee Meeting #3 
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4.5.4 Meeting 4, November 2, 2021 
Figure 4-4, Steering Committee Meeting #4 
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4.5.5 Meeting 5, December 7, 2021 
 
Figure 4-5, Steering Committee Meeting #5 
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4.5.6 Meeting 6, January 4, 2022 
Figure 4-6, Steering Committee Meeting #6 
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4.5.7 Meeting 7, March 1, 2022 
Figure 4-7, Steering Committee Meeting #7 
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4.5.8 Meeting 8, April 15, 2022 
Figure 4-8,Steering Committee Meeting #8 
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4.5.9 Meeting 9, May 4, 2022 
Figure 4-9. Steering Committee Meeting #9 
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4.5.10 Meeting 10, June 7, 2022 
Figure 4-10, Steering Committee Meeting #10 
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4.5.11 Meeting 11, July 5, 2022 
Figure 4-11, Steering Committee Meeting #11 
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4.6 Public Outreach 
To engage the public, Marion County, cities, and special districts (plan holders) employed 
multiple strategies to engage the public and whole community, summarized below: 
 Marion County Website 
 Marion County HMP Community Survey 
 Social Media Outreach: Survey responses informed the updated County THIRA. 
 Email Outreach: Survey, Steering Committee meetings. 
 Marion County Emergency Management provided regular briefings to the Marion 

County Emergency Management Advisory Council. 
 Public meeting presentation to the Marion County Board of Commissioners on 

May 4, 2022. 
 Twenty people attended a public presentation of Hazard Mitigation Actions by 

participating jurisdictions occurred in a hybrid online and in-person meeting at 
Marion County’s offices, on May 4th, 2022. 

 Public Comment: Distribution was made available by public link to the Steering 
Committee Box account for public comment by the nineteen jurisdictions and many 
interested parties. Jurisdictions also were encouraged to post and distribute the link 
internally and externally. 

o The DRAFT Volume I of the MJHMP was posted on July 5th and 
comments taken until August 5th. 

o The DRAFT Volume II of the MJHMP was posted on July 27th and 
comments taken until August 15th. 

o The DRAFT Volume III of the MJHMP was posted on August 10th and 
comments taken until August 15th. 

o A revised, final draft of Volumes I-III was provided to the jurisdictions and 
the public for final review September 26th through October 14th, 2022. 

Throughout the process, Marion County collected input and feedback. Where applicable 
and appropriate, feedback is integrated into the document. MCEM has also considered 
feedback as part of ongoing enhancements to the Marion County Emergency Management 
program. 

4.6.1 Outreach Documentation 
The following pages document the web postings, newsletters, survey promotion, and 
social media outreach conducted by the plan holder jurisdictions and their partners. 
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4.6.2 Marion County Emergency Management, 9/14/21 
Marion County Emergency Management, 9/14/21, 

Mitigation (marion.or.us) 
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Marion County Emergency 
Management 9/14/21 

Mitigation (marion.or.us) 
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4.6.3 Marion County Emergency Management 3/3/21 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Marion County Emergency Management Website 3/3/21 
 

 

https://www.co.marion.or.us/PW/EmergencyManagement 
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4.6.4 Marion County Emergency Management 12/5/21 
  
 
 

Marion County Emergency 
Management 12/5/21 

Mitigation (marion.or.us) 
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4.6.5 City of Aumsville 12/2021 
 

City of Aumsville Newsletter 12/2021  
https://www.co.marion.or.us/PW/EmergencyManagement 
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4.6.6 City of Detroit 3/31/2022 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Detroit 3/31/2022   
https://detroitoregon.us/ 

 
 
 

 

817



 

 

4.6.7 City of Gervais 1/18/2022 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Gervais 1/18/2022  
http://www.gervaisoregon.org/ 
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4.6.8 City of Hubbard 1/18/2022 and 2/10/22 
 

City of Hubbard 1/18/2022 & 2/10/2022 
https://www.cityofhubbard.org/ 
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4.6.9 City of Jefferson & Jefferson Fire District 1/20/2022 and 1/15/2022 
 
 

City of Jefferson 1/20/22 
Jefferson Fire District 1/25/22  
https://jeffersonoregon.org/ 
https://www.jeffersonfire.org/ 
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4.6.10 Keizer Fire District 11/2/2021 and 1/25/2022 
 
 
 
 
 

Keizer Fire District 11/2/21 
& 1/25/22 Facebook Posts  
https://keizerfire.com/ 
https://www.facebook.com 
/KeizerFireDistrict/ 
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4.6.11 Mill City 11/2021 

Mill City Newsletter 
Nov. 2021 
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4.6.12 Mt. Angel Fire District 4/8/2022 
 

 

Mt. Angel Fire District 
April 8, 2022 
Website & Facebook 
Post 
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4.6.13 City of Scotts Mills 4/14/2022 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Scotts Mills April 14, 2022, Webpage 
http://www.scottsmills.org/ 
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4.6.14 City of Stayton 2/2022 

City of Stayton February 2022 
Webpage: https://www.staytonoregon.gov/ 

Facebook and Nextdoor app posts 
 
 

 

825

http://www.staytonoregon.gov/
http://www.staytonoregon.gov/


 

 

 

4.6.15 City of Turner 7/5/2022 
 
 

City of Turner July 5, 2022 
Webpage  https://www.cityofturner.org/ 
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4.6.16 City of Woodburn 1/5/2022 & 1/21/2022 

City of Woodburn 
Webpage 1/5/22 
https://www.woodburn‐or.gov/ 
Weekly e‐Blast 1/21/22 
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4.6.17 Consumer Power 11/9/21 & 2/7/22 

Consumers Power Inc. 11/9/21 Website, Twitter 2/7/22 
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4.6.18 Marion County Public Health 11/3/21 
 
 

Marion County Public Health 11/3/21 
Preparedness Website 
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5 Appendix D: Marion County Hazard Mitigation Vulnerability Survey 
The 108-page Marion County Hazard Mitigation Vulnerability Survey Report follows as a 
hyperlink: 

 
https://arcg.is/ivDbP 

 

830

https://arcg.is/ivDbP


 

Marion County 2023 6-1 | P a g e  
 

6  Appendix E: Economic Analysis of Natural Hazard Mitigation 
 Projects 
This summary was originally developed by the Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience 
(OPDR) at the University of Oregon’s Community Service Center (now the Institute for 
Policy Research and Engagement or IPRE) and included in the 2016 Marion County HMP. 
It has been reviewed and accepted by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
as a means of documenting how the prioritization of mitigation actions includes a special 
emphasis on the extent to which benefits are maximized according to a cost benefit review 
of the proposed projects and associated costs. It was revised by DLCD during the 2022 
Marion Co HMP update. 
This appendix outlines three approaches for conducting economic analyses of natural hazard 
mitigation projects: 
 Benefit/Cost Analysis, 
 Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 
 STAPLE/E Approach 

The appendix describes the importance of implementing mitigation activities, different 
approaches to economic analysis of mitigation strategies, and methods to calculate costs and 
benefits associated with mitigation strategies. Information in this section is derived in part 
from: the Oregon Interagency Hazard Mitigation Team, State Hazard Mitigation Plan 
(Oregon Department of Emergency Management, 2000), and FEMA Publication 331, 
Report on Costs and Benefits of Natural Hazard Mitigation. The Economic Analysis is not 
intended to provide a comprehensive description of benefit/cost analysis, nor is it intended 
to evaluate local projects. It is intended to (1) raise benefit/cost analysis as an important 
issue, and (2) provide some background on how economic analysis can be used to evaluate 
mitigation projects. 

6.1 Why Evaluate Mitigation Strategies? 
Mitigation activities reduce the cost of disasters by minimizing property damage, injuries, 
and the potential for loss of life, and by reducing emergency response costs, which would 
otherwise be incurred. Evaluating possible hazard mitigation activities provides decision- 
makers with an understanding of the potential benefits and costs of an activity, as well as a 
basis upon which to compare alternative projects. 
Evaluating mitigation projects is a complex and difficult undertaking, which is influenced 
by many variables.  First, natural disasters affect all segments of the communities they 
strike, including individuals, businesses, and public services such as fire, law enforcement, 
utilities, and schools. Second, while some of the direct and indirect costs of disaster 
damages are measurable, some of the costs are non-financial and difficult to quantify in 
dollars. Third, many of the impacts of such events produce “ripple-effects” throughout the 
community, greatly increasing the disaster’s social and economic consequences. 
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While not easily accomplished, there is value from a public policy perspective, in assessing 
the positive and negative impacts from mitigation activities and obtaining an instructive 
benefit/cost comparison. Otherwise, the decision to pursue or not pursue various mitigation 
options would not be based on an objective understanding of the net benefit or loss 
associated with these actions. 

6.2 Mitigation Strategy Economic Analysis Approaches 
The approaches used to identify the costs and benefits associated with hazard mitigation 
strategies, measures, or projects fall into three general categories: benefit/cost analysis, 
cost-effectiveness analysis and the STAPLE/E approach. The distinction between the three 
methods is outlined below: 

6.2.1 Benefit / Cost Analysis 
Benefit/cost analysis is a key mechanism used by the state Oregon Department of 
Emergency Management (OEM), the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and 
other state and federal agencies in evaluating hazard mitigation projects, and is required 
by the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, Public Law 93-
288, as amended. 
Benefit/cost analysis is used in hazards mitigation to show if the benefits to life and 
property protected through mitigation efforts exceed the cost of the mitigation activity. 
Conducting benefit/cost analysis for a mitigation activity can assist communities in 
determining whether a project is worth undertaking now, to avoid disaster-related 
damages later. 
Benefit/cost analysis is based on calculating the frequency and severity of a hazard, 
avoiding future damages, and risk.  In benefit/cost analysis, all costs and benefits are 
evaluated in terms of dollars, and a net benefit/cost ratio is computed to determine 
whether a project should be implemented.  A project must have a benefit/cost ratio 
greater than 1 (i.e., the  net benefits will exceed the net costs) to be eligible for FEMA 
funding. 

6.2.2 Cost-Effective Analysis 
Cost-effectiveness analysis evaluates how best to spend a given amount of money to 
achieve a specific goal.  This type of analysis, however, does not necessarily measure 
costs and benefits in terms of dollars. Determining the economic feasibility of mitigating 
hazards can also be organized according to the perspective of those with an economic 
interest in the outcome.  Hence, economic analysis approaches are covered for both 
public and private sectors as follows. 

6.2.3 Invest in Public Sector Mitigation Activities 
Evaluating mitigation strategies in the public sector is complicated because it involves 
estimating all of the economic benefits and costs regardless of who realizes them, and 
potentially to a large number of people and economic entities. Some benefits cannot be 
evaluated monetarily, but still affect the public in profound ways. Economists have 
developed methods to evaluate the economic feasibility of public decisions which involve 
a diverse set of beneficiaries and non-market benefits. 
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6.2.4 Investing in Private Sector Mitigation Activities 
Private sector mitigation projects may occur based on one or two approaches: it may be 
mandated by a regulation or standard, or it may be economically justified on its own 
merits. A building or landowner, whether a private entity or a public agency, required to 
conform to a mandated standard may consider the following options: 

1. Request cost sharing from public agencies. 
2. Dispose of the building or land either by sale or demolition. 
3. Change the designated use of the building or land and change the hazard 
 mitigation compliance requirement. 
4. Evaluate the most feasible alternatives and initiate the most cost-effective hazard 
 mitigation alternative. 

The sale of a building or land triggers another set of concerns. For example, real estate 
disclosure laws can be developed which require sellers of real property to disclose known 
defects and deficiencies in the property, including earthquake weaknesses and hazards to 
prospective purchases. Correcting deficiencies can be expensive and time consuming, but 
their existence can prevent the sale of the building. Conditions of a sale regarding the 
deficiencies and the price of the building can be negotiated between a buyer and seller. 

6.2.5 STAPLE / E Approach 
Considering detailed benefit/cost or cost-effectiveness analysis for every possible 
mitigation activity could be very time consuming and may not be practical. There are 
some alternate approaches for conducting a quick evaluation of the proposed mitigation 
activities which could be used to identify those mitigation activities that merit more 
detailed assessment. 
One of those methods is the STAPLE/E approach. 
Using STAPLE/E criteria, mitigation activities can be evaluated quickly by steering 
committees in a synthetic fashion. This set of criteria requires the committee to assess the 
mitigation activities based on the Social, Technical, Administrative, Political, Legal, 
Economic and Environmental (STAPLE/E) constraints and opportunities of 
implementing the mitigation item in your community. The second chapter in FEMA’s 
How-To Guide “Developing the Mitigation Plan – Identifying Mitigation Actions and 
Implementation Strategies” as well as the “State of Oregon’s Local Natural Hazard 
Mitigation Plan: An Evaluation Process” outline some specific considerations in 
analyzing each aspect. The following are suggestions for how to examine each aspect of 
the STAPLE/E approach from the “State of Oregon’s Local Natural Hazard Mitigation 
Plan: An Evaluation Process.” 
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Social: Community development staff, local non-profit organizations, or a local planning 
board can help answer these questions. 
 Is the proposed action socially acceptable to the community? 
 Are there equity issues involved that would mean that one segment of the 

community is treated unfairly? 
 Will the action cause social disruption? 

Technical: The city or county public works staff and building department staff can help 
answer these questions. 
 Will the proposed action work? 
 Will it create more problems than it solves? 
 Does it solve a problem or only a symptom? 
 Is it the most useful action in light of other community goals? 

Administrative: Elected officials or the city or county administrator, can help answer 
these questions. 
 Can the community implement the action? 
 Is there someone to coordinate and lead the effort? 
 Is there sufficient funding, staff, and technical support available? 
 Are there ongoing administrative requirements that need to be met? 

Political: Consult the mayor, city council or city board of commissioners, city or county 
administrator, and local planning commissions to help answer these questions. 
 Is the action politically acceptable? 
 Is there public support both to implement and to maintain the project? 

Legal: Include legal counsel, land use planners, risk managers, and city council or county 
planning commission members, among others, in this discussion. 
 Is the community authorized to implement the proposed action? Is there a clear 

legal basis or precedent for this activity? 
 Are there legal side effects?  Could the activity be construed as a taking? 
 Is the proposed action allowed by the comprehensive plan, or must the 

comprehensive plan be amended to allow the proposed action? 
 Will the community be liable for action or lack of action? 
 Will the activity be challenged? 
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Economic: Community economic development staff, civil engineers, building 
department staff, and the assessor’s office can help answer these questions. 
 What are the costs and benefits of this action? 
 Do the benefits exceed the costs? 
 Are initial, maintenance, and administrative costs considered? 
 Has funding been secured for the proposed action? If not, what are the potential 

funding sources (public, non-profit, and private?) 
 How will this action affect the fiscal capability of the community? 
 What burden will this action place on the tax base or local economy? 
 What are the budget and revenue effects of this activity? 
 Does the action contribute to other community goals, such as capital 

improvements or economic development? 
 What benefits will the action provide? (This can include dollar amount of 

damages prevented, number of homes protected, credit under the CRS, potential 
for funding under the HMGP or the FMA program, etc.) 

Environmental: Watershed councils, environmental groups, land use planners and natural 
resource managers can help answer these questions. 
 How will the action impact the environment? 
 Will the action need environmental regulatory approvals? 
 Will it meet local and state regulatory requirements? 
 Are endangered or threatened species likely to be affected? 

The STAPLE/E approach is helpful for doing a quick analysis of mitigation projects. Most 
projects that seek federal funding and others often require more detailed benefit/cost 
analyses. 

6.3 When to use the Various Approaches 
It is important to realize that various funding sources require different types of economic 
analyses. The following figure (6-1) is to serve as a guideline for when to use the various 
approaches. 
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Figure 6-1, Economic Analysis Flowchart 

 
                                   Source: Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience. 2005; revised DLCD, 2021. 

 
6.4 Implementing the Approaches 

Benefit/cost analysis, cost-effectiveness analysis, and the STAPLE/E are important tools in 
evaluating whether to implement a mitigation activity. A framework for evaluating 
mitigation activities is outlined below. This framework should be used in further analyzing 
the feasibility of prioritized mitigation activities. 
1. Identify the Activities 

Activities for reducing risk from hazards can include structural projects to 
enhance disaster resistance, education and outreach, and acquisition or demolition 
of exposed properties, among others. Different mitigation projects can assist in 
minimizing risk to hazards but do so at varying economic costs. 

2. Calculate the Costs and Benefits 
Choosing economic criteria is essential to systematically calculating costs and 
benefits of mitigation projects and selecting the most appropriate activities. 
Potential economic criteria to evaluate alternatives include: 
 Determine the project cost.  This may include initial project development 

costs, and repair and operating costs of maintaining projects over time. 
 Estimate the benefits. Projecting the benefits or cash flow resulting from a 

project can be difficult. Expected future returns from the mitigation effort 
depend on the correct specification of the risk and the effectiveness of the 
project, which may not be well known.  Expected future costs depend on 
the physical durability and potential economic obsolescence of the 
investment. This is difficult to project. These considerations will also 
provide guidance in selecting an appropriate salvage value.  Future tax 
structures and rates must be projected. Financing alternatives must be 
researched, and they may include retained earnings, bond and stock issues, 
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and commercial loans. 
 Consider costs and benefits to society and the environment. These are not 

easily measured but can be assessed through a variety of economic tools 
including existence value or contingent value theories. These theories 
provide quantitative data on the value people attribute to physical or social 
environments. Even without hard data, however, impacts of structural 
projects to the physical environment or to society should be considered 
when implementing mitigation projects. 

 Determine the correct discount rate. Determination of the discount rate 
can just be the risk-free cost of capital, but it may include the decision 
maker’s time preference and also a risk premium.  Including inflation 
should also be considered. 

3. Analyze and Rank the Activities 
Once costs and benefits have been quantified, economic analysis tools can rank 
the possible mitigation activities. Two methods for determining the best activities 
given varying costs and benefits include net present value and internal rate of 
return. 
 Net present value. Net present value is the value of the expected future 

returns of an investment minus the value of the expected future cost 
expressed in today’s dollars.  If the net present value is greater than the 
projected costs, the project may be determined feasible for 
implementation. Selecting the discount rate and identifying the present and 
future costs and benefits of the project calculates the net present value of 
projects. 

 Internal rate of return.  Using the internal rate of return method to 
evaluate mitigation projects provides the interest rate equivalent to the 
dollar returns expected from the project. Once the rate has been calculated, 
it can be compared to rates earned by investing in alternative projects. 
Projects may be feasible to implement when the internal rate of return is 
greater than the total costs of the project. Once the mitigation projects are 
ranked based on economic criteria, decision-makers can consider other 
factors, such as risk, project effectiveness, and economic, environmental, 
and social returns in choosing the appropriate project for implementation. 
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6.5 Economic Returns on Hazard Mitigation 
The estimation of economic returns, which accrue to building or land owners as a result of 
hazard mitigation, is difficult. Owners evaluating the economic feasibility of mitigation 
should consider reductions in physical damages and financial losses. A partial list follows: 
 Building damages avoided 
 Content damages avoided. 
 Inventory damages avoided. 
 Rental income losses avoided. 
 Relocation and disruption expenses avoided. 
 Proprietor’s income losses avoided. 

These parameters can be estimated using observed prices, costs, and engineering data.  The 
difficult part is to correctly determine the effectiveness of the hazard mitigation project and 
the resulting reduction in damages and losses. Equally as difficult is assessing the 
probability that an event will occur. The damages and losses should only include those that 
will be borne by the owner.  The salvage value of the investment can be important in 
determining economic feasibility. Salvage value becomes more important as the time 
horizon of the owner declines. This is important because most businesses depreciate assets 
over a period. 

6.6 Additional Costs from Hazards 
Property owners should also assess changes in a broader set of factors that can change 
because of a large disaster.  These are usually termed “indirect” effects, but they can have a 
very direct effect on the economic value of the owner’s building or land. They can be 
positive or negative, and include changes in the following: 
 Commodity and resource prices. 
 Availability of resource supplies. 
 Commodity and resource demand changes. 
 Building and land values. 
 Capital availability and interest rates. 
 Availability of labor. 
 Economic structure. 
 Infrastructure. 
 Regional exports and imports. 
 Local, state, and national regulations and policies. 
 Insurance availability and rates. 

Changes in the resources and industries listed above are more difficult to estimate and 
require models that are structured to estimate total economic impacts. Total economic 
impacts are the sum of direct and indirect economic impacts. Total economic impact 
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models are usually not combined with economic feasibility models. Many models exist to 
estimate total economic impacts of changes in an economy. Decision makers should 
understand the total economic impacts of disasters in order to calculate the benefits of a 
mitigation activity. This suggests that understanding the local economy is an important 
first step in being able to understand the potential impacts of a disaster, and the benefits of 
mitigation activities. 

6.7 Additional Considerations 
Conducting an economic analysis for potential mitigation activities can assist decision- 
makers in choosing the most appropriate strategy for their community to reduce risk and 
prevent loss from hazards. Economic analysis can also save time and resources from being 
spent on inappropriate or unfeasible projects. Several resources and models are listed on 
the following page that can assist in conducting an economic analysis for hazard mitigation 
activities. 
Benefit/cost analysis is complicated, and the numbers may divert attention from other 
important issues.  It is important to consider the qualitative factors of a project associated 
with mitigation that cannot be evaluated economically. There are alternative approaches to 
implementing mitigation projects. Opportunity rises to develop strategies that integrate 
hazard mitigation with projects related to watersheds, environmental planning, community 
economic development, and small business development, among others. Incorporating 
hazard mitigation with other community projects can increase the viability of project 
implementation. 

6.8 Resources 
These items support the development and funding of hazard mitigation actions: 
Federal Emergency Management Agency. (Mar. 2007). Appendix D: Determining Cost 
Effectiveness; From FEMA Publication 551, Selecting Appropriate Mitigation Measures 
for Flood prone Structures. Available at: https://www.fema.gov/sites/default/files/2020-
08/fema_551.pdf 
Federal Emergency Management Agency. (Jan. 2017). Benefit Cost Toolkit Version 6.0 
Available at:  https://www.fema.gov/grants/guidance-tools/benefit-cost-analysis 
Federal Emergency Management Agency. (Dec. 2018). DRRA - Section 1215 
Management Costs FAQs. https://www.fema.gov/drra-1215-faq 
Federal Emergency Management Agency. (2015). FY 2015 Hazard Mitigation Assistance 
Guidance and Addendum. https://www.fema.gov/media-library/assets/documents/103279 
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7 Appendix F: Grant Programs 
The 38-page DR-4562-OR Resource Recovery Guide was compiled by Oregon Department 
of Emergency Management in August 2021 as part of the recovery process following the 
2020 wildfires. 
 

To view the guide, follow the link below (Double click the PDF): 

DR-4562_OR 
Recovery Resource G 
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8 Appendix G: Hazard History 
8.1 2022 NHMP Hazard Histories 

Local list of federal declared disasters since 2000 
 

Oregon Winter Storm 02-13-2021 (DR-4599-

OR) Incident Period: February 11, 2021 - 

February 15, 2021, Major Disaster Declaration 

declared on May 4, 2021 

 
Oregon Wildfires and Straight-line Winds (DR-

4562-OR) Incident Period: September 7, 2020 - 

November 3, 2020, Major Disaster Declaration 

declared on September 15, 2020 

 
Oregon Covid-19 Pandemic (DR-4499-OR) 
Incident Period: January 20, 2020, and continuing 

Major Disaster Declaration declared on March 

28, 2020 

 
Oregon Severe Winter Storm, Flooding, Landslides, and Mudslides (DR-
4055-OR) 
Incident Period: January 17, 2012 - January 21, 

2012, Major Disaster Declaration declared on 

March 2, 2012 

 
Oregon Severe Winter Storm, Record and Near Record Snow (DR-1824-
OR) 
Incident Period: December 13, 2008 - December 26, 

2008, Major Disaster Declaration declared on March 

2, 2009 
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Oregon Severe Winter Storms (DR-1510-OR) 
Incident Period: December 26, 2003 - January 14, 

2004, Major Disaster Declaration declared on 

February 19, 2004 

8.2 History of Avalanche in Marion County 
Marion County has experienced a single avalanche event since the year 2000 according to 
the NOAA Storm Events database (U.S. Department of Commerece, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, 2022).   On January 8-9, 2008 a strong and cold Pacific 
system brought copious amounts of new snow accumulations to the higher elevations of 
northwest Oregon. This system dropped snow levels considerably, leading to the first snow 
accumulation of the year in areas within the Columbia River Gorge and the Upper Hood 
River Valley. Over the course of about 18 hours, multiple avalanches occurred in the same 
area, over the Santiam Pass, near the intersection of Hwy. 20 and Hwy. 126. The 
avalanches were contributed to higher than average snow pack, and large amounts of 
plowed snow along the highways. The first set of avalanches occurred the morning of 
January 8th, the largest burying parts of US Hwy. 20 up to 15 feet deep. Three cars were 
trapped by the avalanche then later freed, with no injuries. The second round of avalanches 
occurred late at night on January 8th and wasn't cleared until the following morning. Eight 
commercial vehicles were trapped for a time under the snow, with no injuries reported. 
Both rounds closed the highways for an extended period for snow removal. 

8.3 History of Dam Failure in Marion County 
SPECIAL NOTE: Marion County does not own or operate any the dams that are in the 
county, including the three High Hazard Potential Dams. 
Oregon experienced four major dam failures between 1874 and 2008 (Association of State 
Dam Safety Officials, 2023).  The most significant event is the 1903 Willow Creek Dam 
failure, which nearly destroyed the town of Heppner and killed almost 250 people. Other 
failures within the state include Colombia River dike (1948), Simplot Wastewater 
Reservoir (2005), and the Geary Levee (2006). 
Marion County has not experienced any dam failures. However, in 1996 Silver Creek 
flooded, threatening buildings on James Street and along Silver Creek in Silverton. Logs 
and debris threatened bridges and the base of Silver Creek dam was significantly eroded 
(Phillp Williams & Associates, 2000). The damage did not result in dam failure and the 
Silver Creek dam has since been repaired. 
The National Inventory of Dams identifies three High Hazard Potential Dams in Marion 
County.  Another such dam is in Linn County, the Detroit Dam, but is also relevant to dam 
safety for Marion County residents, as it divides Marion and Linn Counties. (U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, 2020). 
A High Hazard Potential Dam (HHPD) is a dam located in an area where a failure may 
cause serious damage to inhabited homes, agricultural buildings, campgrounds, 
recreational facilities, industrial or commercial buildings, public utilities, main highways, 
or class I carrier railroads, or where environmental degradation would be significant, or 
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where danger to individuals exists with the potential for loss of life.  It is not an assessment 
of the condition of the dam. 
Marion County’s HHPDs are listed in the table below, they are not operated nor owned by 
Marion County. 
 

Table 8-1, High Hazard Dams that impact Marion County 

Name Year 
Completed 

Storage 
(acre ft) 

Height 
(ft) 

Owner Purpose Type 

 
 

Detroit 
Dam 

 
 
 

1953 

 
 
 

455,000 

 
 
 

463 

 
 
 

USACE 

Flood Risk 
Reduction, 
Hydroelectric, 
Irrigation, 
Navigation, 
Recreation, 
Other 

 
 
 

Gravity 

Big Cliff 
Dam 1954 5,930 172 USACE Hydroelectric Gravity 

Silver 
Creek 
Dam 

 
1975 

 
2,500 

 
65 City of 

Silverton 

 
Water Supply 

 
Earth 

Frazen 
Dam 1952 300 33 City of 

Salem Water Supply Earth, 
Rockfill 

Source: National Inventory of Dams, consulted July 2022 https://nid.sec.usace.army.mil/#/ 

Figure 8-1, Location of all dams inventoried in the National Inventory of Dams for Marion County and vicinity. 

 
Source: National Inventory of Dams, consulted July 2022 https://nid.sec.usace.army.mil/#/ 
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8.4 History of Drought in Marion County 
Determining Drought 
Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) Chapter 536 identifies authorities available during a 
drought. To trigger specific actions from the Water Resources Commission and the 
Governor, a “severe and continuing drought” must exist or be likely to exist. 
Oregon relies upon two inter-agency groups to evaluate water supply conditions, and to 
help assess and communicate potential drought-related impacts. The Water Supply 
Availability Committee (WSAC) is a technical committee chaired by the Water Resources 
Department. The other group—the Drought Readiness Council— is a coordinating body of 
state agencies co-chaired by the Water Resources Department and the Department of 
Emergency Management (State of Oregon, Department of Emergency Management, 2016). 
Marion County experiences dry conditions annually during the summer months from June 
to September. The Drought Severity Index shows episodes of drought within the past five 
years occurring during the summer through the fall (U.S. Department of Commerece, 
National Ocenanic and Atmospheric Administration, N.d.).  Periodically, Marion County 
experiences more significant drought conditions that affect the region or the state. 
Disaster declarations due to drought conditions have been declared in Oregon in 
Dates for significant drought events that affected Marion County include the following: 

1928-1941 
A significant drought affected all of Oregon from 1928 to 1941. The prolonged statewide 
drought created significant problems for the agriculture industry. The first of the three 
Tillamook Forest burns occurred during this drought in 1933 (Taylor, Hatton, & Taylor, The 
Oregon Weather Book: A State of Extremes, 1999). 
1976-1981 
During this drought period in western Oregon, low stream flows prevailed. The period 
between 1976 and 1977 was the single driest year of the century. The Portland Airport 
received only 7.19 inches of rain between October 1976 and February 1977. In the twelve-
month period from September 1976 through August 1977, Corvallis received only 22.2 
inches of precipitation, 52 percent of the "normal" of 42.7 inches. During the winter of that 
year, airborne dry ice seeding was used in Polk County as a means of enhancing winter 
precipitation for agricultural use. 
1985-1994 
A dry period lasting from 1985 to 1994 caused significant problems statewide. The peak 
year was 1992, when the state declared a drought emergency. Forests throughout Oregon 
suffered from a lack of moisture with fires common and insect pests flourishing (Taylor, 
Hatton, & Taylor, The Oregon Weather Book: A State of Extremes). 
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2005 
February 2005 was the driest February on record since 1977, surpassing 2001’s conditions. 
Governor Ted Kulongoski's Office posted a State of Oregon Drought and Fire Web page. 
This page features weekly updates, drought and fire information, and agency links. Above 
normal temperatures contributed to decreased water availability for the summer. Stream and 
river levels dropped significantly and watermasters regulated live flow use by irrigators. 
Drought conditions also led to the use of stored water when it was available. However, water 
availability in the Willamette Valley was not as severely affected as with other parts of the 
state. 
2015 
The Marion County Board of Commissioners declared a drought emergency and requested 
that the Governor of Oregon declare a Drought Emergency due to low stream flow, and 
above normal temperatures. The most profound impacts were on recreation in the Detroit 
area which saw 25-30% decrease in business. 
Although the county saw Severe Drought conditions in 2018, 2020 and 2021 as measured by 
the US Drought Monitor, no other drought emergency declarations were made by the 
Oregon Governor. The figure below shows the increase in drought conditions in the recent 
past. 
Figure 8-2, Historical occurrence of drought in Marion County. 

 
Source: Drought.gov, consulted July 2022. Home | Drought.gov 
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8.5 History of Earthquakes in Marion County and Vicinity 
8.5.1 Historical Earthquake Events 

Marion County has experienced multiple earthquakes of an estimated magnitude of four 
and greater, with major earthquakes felt in 1941 (magnitude 7.1), 1962 (magnitude 5.2), 
and 2001 (magnitude 6.8). Detailed descriptions of major recent earthquakes that affected 
Marion County are listed below. 
April 13, 1949 – Olympia, Washington – Magnitude 7.1 
On April 13, 1949, Marion County residents felt an earthquake that was centered near 
Olympia, Washington. In Washington, this quake caused eight deaths. While Marion 
County was shaken by the quake, damage was minimal, and no deaths occurred. The 
quake rocked northwestern Oregon, extending as far south as Eugene, Coos Bay, and 
Reedsport, and as far east as Prineville and La Grande.  In downtown Salem and West 
Salem and in outlying areas buildings trembled, light- fixtures swayed, dishes rattle in 
cupboards. Most of those who were outside at the time reported no shock. Workers in the 
Marion County courthouse said that filing cabinets rocked back and forth. 
November 16, 1957 – Salem, Oregon – Magnitude 5.0 
A quake struck near Salem in late 1957, with damage intensity estimated at 5.0. Most 
reports indicated only one sharp jolt or a few seconds of shaking. The earthquake caused 
slight damage in Salem, including cracked walls and plaster in West Salem, and 
furnishings shifting around. Residents also reported temporary outages to TV and 
electricity. This earthquake was also felt in Portland and all the way to the Oregon Coast. 
April 18, 1961 – Albany, Oregon – Magnitude 4.5 
A quake in April of 1961 caused little damage to the county but startled many residents. 
The quake was centered just south of Salem and registered 4.6 on the Richter scale. 
Described by most as a double shock, it shook houses and rattled dishes, but damage was 
very limited. Albany reported some cracked plaster. 
November 5, 1962 – Vancouver, Washington – Magnitude 5.2 
Three and a half weeks after the devastating Columbus Day Storm, an earthquake that 
measured approximately 5.2 on the Richter scale shook the Portland area. It was the 
largest quake to be generated by a fault under Portland and Vancouver. Reports of the 
earthquake came from Eugene, 110 miles south of Portland, and from Seattle, 135 miles 
to the north. The heaviest damage report came from Tillamook on the Oregon coast 
where the quake, lasting only a few seconds, cracked open barn walls and broke out 
windows at a local ranch.  
March 7, 1963 – Salem, Oregon – Magnitude 4.6 
On March 7, 1963, a quake measuring 4.6 on the Richter scale shook Marion County. 
Despite the low magnitude of the quake, damage still occurred – especially to older 
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masonry buildings. A porch was loosened from its house south of Salem, and three 
instances of cracked plaster were reported. 

 
March 25, 1993 – Scotts Mills, Oregon – Magnitude 5.7 

The Scotts Mills Earthquake (also known as the “Spring Break Quake”) 
was centered in Marion County, near Woodburn and Scotts Mills. The 
quake originated about two miles south of Scotts Mills and twelve to 
thirteen miles underground. 
Because of its locality to Marion County, damage was more severe in the 
county than the Nisqually quake. In Salem, the rotunda of the state Capitol 
cracked, and the Golden Pioneer statue nearly rocked off its base. In 
Mount Angel, authorities closed the historic St. Mary Catholic Church for 
fear its 200-foot bell tower could collapse. Chunks of plaster fell from the 
walls at the Queen of Angels Monastery. Woodburn felt the strongest 
effects of the quake. Officials shut down four century-old brick and mortar 
buildings that began to crumble. At the Wal-Mart store, fumes overcame 
several employees when pesticides, paints and car batteries mixed.  

February 28, 2001, Seattle, Washington – Magnitude 6.8 

The most recent earthquake to be felt in Marion County was the Nisqually 
earthquake, on February 28, 2001. The earthquake hit at 10:54 a.m. and was 
centered 35 miles southwest of Seattle. The quake registered 6.8 on the 
Richter Scale. In the Puget Sound area, this quake caused 400 injuries, one 
quake-related death, and about $2 billion dollars in damage. While the 
quake caused little damage in Marion County, it did temporarily close 
businesses and schools to assess potential damage. About 300 Salem City 
Hall employees went outside after the quake. About 1,000 employees 
evacuated the state Department of Human Services building after an 
employee pulled a fire alarm. Tremors were also felt in the upper floors of 
the Oregon State Capitol, and legislators and staff said they could feel the 
building swaying. Schools in Marion County also felt the Nisqually 
Earthquake, although county school districts found little damage. The local 
schools that reported the strongest tremors were mostly in northern Marion 
County. St. Paul and North Marion High Schools, both north of 
Woodburn, briefly evacuated students. Even though the quake amounted to 
billions of dollars in damage in Washington, the cost there could have been 
much higher if not for seismic retrofitting of buildings and highways.  
This HMP update focuses on an historic update since 2001. In that time multiple small 
earthquakes have occurred in Marion County. The table below is drawn from the USGS 
Earthquake Catalogue and includes only those earthquakes that registered greater than 
magnitude 2.5. 
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Table 8-2, Earthquakes greater than M 2.5 in Marion County and vicinity 

Date and time Depth Magnitude Place 
2020-04-01T15:44:24.440Z 13.62 2.57 6 km ESE of Scotts Mills, Oregon 
2018-09-17T00:08:26.690Z 40.89 2.83 6 km WNW of Gervais, Oregon 
2018-08-30T23:38:18.160Z 3.78 2.57 11 km NNW of Detroit, Oregon 
2018-04-15T03:45:41.250Z 18.38 3.08 6 km SSE of Silverton, Oregon 
2017-12-14T01:24:26.830Z 17.37 3.96 5 km E of Scotts Mills, Oregon 
2017-06-01T16:02:57.740Z 22.48 2.96 9 km NW of Keizer, Oregon 
2016-10-04T04:29:22.630Z 23.70 3.03 4 km WNW of Woodburn, Oregon 
2014-09-24T15:17:32.450Z 28.56 2.65 3 km WSW of Molalla, Oregon 
2012-09-08T04:57:45.180Z 23.81 3.54 8 km N of Scotts Mills, Oregon 
2009-08-06T07:41:58.940Z 18.362 2.80 12 km SE of Molalla, Oregon 
2007-09-24T06:20:54.270Z 23.43 3.60 8 km NW of Brooks, Oregon 
2006-12-24T23:39:30.360Z 14.43 2.50 13 km N of Mehama, Oregon 
2006-04-26T14:24:06.620Z 19.521 3.00 8 km ESE of Scotts Mills, Oregon 
2003-04-28T22:25:48.130Z 14.63 2.80 12 km ESE of Molalla, Oregon 

Source: USGS Earthquake Catalogue, consulted July 2022. Search Earthquake Catalog (usgs.gov) 

Since completion of this draft update to the Marion County HMP two earthquakes 
were felt in Marion County both with epicenters south of the county. 
March 18, 2022, A 2-6 magnitude earthquake occurred 16 km east southeast of 
Lacomb, Oregon in Linn County at a depth of 12.1 km below the surface. 
October 7, 2022, A 4.6 magnitude earthquake occurred in this same location 16 km 
east southeast of Lacomb, Oregon at a depth of 13.2 km below the surface. This 
earthquake was reported felt in nearby towns including Lebanon, Corvallis, and Salem. 
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8.6 History of Extreme Heat in Marion County 

Marion County has experienced five extreme heat events since the year 
2000 according to the NOAA Storm Events database. They are as follows: 
June 26-28, 2015: A strong upper-level ridge of high pressure resulted in 
hot temperatures across Northwest Oregon. Afternoon temperatures were 
in the low to mid 90s which is around 20 degrees above normal. 
Nighttime temperatures were in the mid-60s to low 70s which is around 
15 degrees above normal. There were several new daily records set for the 
warmest low temperatures. A man drowned while swimming in the 
Santiam River on June 28th. 
June 2-5, 2016: Unseasonably strong ridge of high pressure resulted in a 
period of early-season hot temperatures across Northwest Oregon. 
Temperatures of 95 to 100 in early June led to people seeking relief at local 
rivers. Two river drownings were reported in the Central Willamette Valley 
during this hot spell. 
August 1-4, 2017: A ridge of high pressure aloft with a surface thermal 
trough over the area lead to record-breaking high temperatures across NW 
Oregon. The record- breaking heat led people to seek relief at local rivers. 
One child drowned while swimming in the Willamette River near the 
Wallace Marine Park. 
June 26-28, 2021: A high pressure heat dome over the region led to 
stretch of extreme heat, shattering records. In Marion County there were 
three consecutive days with maximum temperatures greater than 100 
degrees measured at several stations. The hottest day was on June 28 
where temperatures peaked around 112 degrees. The minimum 
temperatures were warm as well with nighttime temperatures in the 70s on 
June 27 and June 28. Two heat related deaths were reported. 
August 11-12, 2021: Hot weather began to develop August 9, peaking 
August 11- 12, but temperatures continued above normal into the weekend. 
Peak afternoon temperatures of 100 to 105 degrees drove people to seek 
relief in or near bodies of water. Heat caused slowdowns on the MAX light 
rail (Portland metro area) systems, and some businesses did close due to 
the heat. Cooling shelters were opened in several counties. In Marion 
County a 22-year-old California man drowned at Scotts Mill City Park on 
Wednesday, August 11th. The high temperature at Salem (KSLE) was 103 
degrees on the 11th and 12th. 
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8.7 History of Floods in Marion County 
The Willamette River basin has a long history of flooding. The largest flood on record on 
the Willamette River occurred in 1861. In 1861, town of Champoeg disappeared in the 
flood. Since then, however, the construction of flood control dams in the 1940s and 1950s 
has changed the pattern of flooding significantly. 
Marion County has seen two major floods and five lesser floods during the last 45 years. 
One of the most memorable floods during this time, the “Christmas” flood of 1964, was 
rated "approximately a 100-year flood" by FEMA and was probably the most damaging in 
Oregon’s history. Table 8-3 provides an overview of flooding history in Marion County. 
Major floods are discussed in more detail below. 

Table 8-3, Marion County Flood History 

Date Location Comments 

December-January, 1964 The State of Oregon was declared an 
emergency disaster area. 

In Salem, the Willamette River 
crested nearly 10 feet above flood 
stage. 

January, 1974 Willamette Watershed Heavy snow and a series of 
storms caused flooding 
conditions.  Nine counties were 
declared disaster areas. 

February, 1986 Salem Area Heavy rain and snowmelt caused 
high water levels in the 
Willamette and Pudding Rivers 

February 1996 Willamette Watershed Rivers and 
Creeks 

Snowpack, warm temperatures, 
and record-breaking rains caused 
the streams to rise to all-time 
flood record levels. 

November, 1996 Salem-Keizer The heavy rains swamped the 
Salem-Keizer area. 

January, 1997 Mid-Willamette Valley The Willamette River crested at 
29 feet, one foot above flood 
level. 

December, 2005 Willamette Watershed Heavy rains caused rivers to crest 
above flood stage 

January, 2006 Willamette Watershed Heavy rains caused road closures 
and damage to agricultural lands. 

January, 2007 Pacific Northwest Pacific frontal system brought 
widespread steady rain. 

January, 2009 Northwest Oregon Heavy rainfall combined with 
snowmelt runoff caused flooding. 
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Date Location Comments 

December, 2010 Willamette Valley Heavy rainfall over the area 
caused the Pudding River to 
overtop its banks. 

January, 2011 Santiam River Heavy rain that combined with 
snowmelt runoff to produce 
flooding on the Santiam River. 

January, 2012 Pacific Northwest Cold air mass in place over the 
Pacific Northwest, two strong and 
very moist Pacific weather 
systems brought widespread 
heavy rains. 

February, 2014 Pacific Northwest A series of fronts resulted in a 
prolonged period of rain for 
Northwest Oregon. 

February, 2017 Northwest Oregon A series of fronts brought 
moderate to heavy rainfall across 
Northwest Oregon. 

April, 2019 Northwest Oregon Strong atmospheric river 

December, 2020 Northwest Oregon A series of strong Pacific fronts 
moved across the region.  

Source: Region 3 Mid/Southern Willamette Valley Regional Profile. January 2009; NOAA Storm Event Database, 
consulted June 2022 

December-January 1964 

The “Christmas” flood of 1964 was the largest flood to occur since major 
dam construction occurred on the upper Willamette. This flood occurred 
because of two storms, one on December 19, 1964, and the other on 
January 31, 1965. These storms brought record-breaking rainfall that 
exacerbated near record early season snow depths. The flooding caused 
ten deaths, $5 million dollars of damage to state bridges and $10 million 
dollars of damage in Marion County. There were hundreds of landslides, 
bridges and roads washed out, houses were damaged or destroyed, and 
thousands of people were forced to evacuate their homes (National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, N.d.). 
Governor Mark Hatfield declared the entire state an emergency disaster area, 
and called the flooding, "the worst disaster ever to hit the state” (U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Geological Suvey, 2014).  Marion County 
Commissioners also declared the county a disaster area as the Willamette 
River crested at 29.7 feet in Salem; nearly 10 feet above flood stage, and 
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most other streams in Marion County overflowed their banks.  The 
floodwaters rendered sewage treatment plants in Salem inoperable causing 
raw sewage to be channeled directly into the Willamette River. A significant 
portion of Keizer was inundated, and more than a thousand people were 
evacuated. One hundred and twenty-one patients were evacuated from the 
Salem Memorial Hospital and fifteen families in the Turner/Salem area were 
evacuated from their homes. In Independence, thirty people were temporarily 
housed in City Hall to escape the floods. Further east, the entire Detroit-
Idanha-Marion Forks area was isolated by massive washouts near Detroit 
Dam and Marion Forks. Seven homes were washed away in Idanha, and a 
landslide destroyed one house.  
January 1974 
Heavy snow and freezing rain and a series of mild storms caused snowmelt 
and rapid runoff. The storms resulted in two fatalities and thirteen injuries in 
Oregon. Nine counties in Oregon were declared disaster areas, including 
Marion County (Taylor, Hatton, & Taylor, The Oregon Weather Book: A 
State of Extremes, 1999).  In Marion County, the Willamette River crested at 
32 feet, four feet above flood level and two bridges were washed away on 
Mill Creek. Many residents experienced power outages and four Turner 
residents were evacuated from their homes and more than twenty roads were 
closed due to high water. In Salem and other communities, wastewater 
treatment plants exceeded capacity resulting in millions of gallons of raw 
sewage being discharged into the Willamette River. Total damage to Marion 
County was approximately $1.75 million. 
February 1986 
This flood, caused by a combination of heavy rains and snowmelt, caused the 
Willamette River to crest at just over 29 feet and within ten inches of 
flooding. The Pudding River crested at 24½, two-and-one-half feet above 
flood levels. In Salem, Minto Brown Island was closed because of high water 
on roads. 
February 1996 
In February of 1996, a combination of snowpack, warm temperatures, and 
record- breaking rains caused streams to rise to all-time flood record levels. 
Statewide, there were five flood related deaths and 150 people were 
evacuated from their homes. During this 25 -year flood event, overflow from 
the Little Pudding River inundated secondary roads, homes, and farmlands. 
Two state parks along the Willamette River in Marion County suffered loss 
during the flood. Willamette Mission State Park is located on what is known 
as ‘Beaver Island,’ and suffered severe damage. A large chunk of riverbank 
in the park disappeared with the floods. Dikes collapsed upstream from 
Jefferson due to high water on the South Santiam River. Serious erosion 
problems occurred within the South Santiam drainage basin. Claggett Creek 
also presented flooding problems during the February floods and was 
described as a 100-year storm event for the creek. Three houses with 
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basements flooded in the Keizer area. These homes were later removed from 
the floodplain with FEMA funding assistance. Marion Soil & Water 
Conservation District acted as pass through for $3.5 million from USDA 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to get financial assistance 
to farmers, who provided a 25 percent match. Flood damage from this flood 
event was estimated at $2.6 million for the entire Pudding/Little Pudding 
River Basin.  In Keizer, damages reached $4.2 million. Total damage within 
Marion County were approximately $24 million. 
November 1996 
Flooding occurred in November 1996 adding to that occurred because of the 
February 1996 flood. Like February’s storm, the “pineapple express,” a 
weather system that draws large amounts of moisture from an area near 
Hawaii and deposits it on the West Coast, caused the heavy rain. Salem 
received about six inches of rain over a 48-hour period. The heavy rains 
swamped the Salem-Keizer sewer system, sent raw sewage into the 
Willamette River, and caused smelly backups in some Salem residents’ 
basements. Adding to the troubles of the Salem-Keizer area, eighteen inches 
of water flooded a Keizer subdivision damaging several homes. Rural areas 
of the county were also hit hard by November’s deluge. Five rural homes 
were evacuated, and dozens of roads were closed. One such road was Parker 
Road near Independence. Floodwater wiped out a 70-foot section of this road 
and left a fifteen-foot hole filled with rushing waters (U.S. Department of 
Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
January 1997 
Heavy rains from the January 1997 storm caused flooding throughout the 
county. The Willamette River crested at 29 feet, one foot above flood level. 
Five thousand Mid-Willamette Valley residents lost power as high winds that 
accompanied the rain blew down power lines. Fallen trees and debris backed 
up sewer lines in Salem, and subdivisions in northeast Keizer were flooded, 
causing damage estimated at hundreds of thousands of dollars (U.S. 
Department of Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, 2022). 
December 2005 
Heavy rains caused rivers to crest above flood stage in Polk, Marion, Linn, Lane, and 
Benton Counties, as well as other counties in the Willamette Valley. 
January 2006 
Heavy rains in January, November and December caused many rivers to crest above 
flood stage in the Willamette Valley, causing road closures and damage to agricultural 
lands. 
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January 2007 
A strong warm Pacific frontal system brought widespread steady rain to the forecast area 
over a period of 36 hours. This system brought between 2 to 4 inches of rain to the Coast 
Range, between 1 to 3 inches to the coast and Willamette Valley, and between 2 to 5 
inches to the Cascades. The Pudding River at Aurora crested at 21.9 feet on January 5th. 
Flood stage for this river is 22.0 feet (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
N.d.). 
January 2009 
Heavy rainfall drenched the region to begin the new year. The heavy rainfall combined 
with snowmelt runoff caused flooding along multiple rivers in northwest Oregon. Heavy 
rain caused the Santiam River near Jefferson to overflow its banks and flood low lying 
areas and caused the Pudding River to overtop its banks and flood farmland (U.S. 
Department of Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
December 2010 
On both the 14th and the 30th of the month heavy rainfall over the area caused the 
Pudding River to overtop its banks and flood farmland. 
January 2011 
From the 16th through the 18th a series of storms brought heavy rain that combined with 
snowmelt runoff to produce flooding on the Santiam River. The Santiam River at 
Jefferson crested at 15.4 feet on January 17th at 04:27 PST. The Pudding River at Aurora 
crested at 23.3 feet on January 19th at 13:30 PST. 
January 2012 
From January 19-20 with a cold air mass in place over the Pacific Northwest, two strong 
and very moist Pacific weather systems brought widespread heavy rains to the Willamette 
Valley flooding many urban and small streams. 
Widespread low-land flooding occurred in Marion County, resulting in considerable 
flood damage to homes in southeast Salem and Turner. Residents of 300 homes in Turner 
had to be evacuated, including 90 residents of the Turner Retirement Home (U.S. 
Department of Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
February 2014 
From the 16th to the 18th a series of fronts resulted in a prolonged period of rain for 
Northwest Oregon, and minor flooding of several of the area’s rivers from February 12th 
through February 17th. 
The Pudding River at Aurora reached flood stage at 11:30 AM on February 16th, 2014. 
The river crested at 22.4 feet at 5:00 AM on February 17th and fell below flood level at 
9:30 AM PST on February 18th (U.S. Department of Commerece, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
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February 2017 
A series of fronts brought moderate to heavy rainfall across Northwest Oregon, resulting 
flooding on many rivers across the area from the 6th to the 12th. Heavy rain caused the 
Pudding River near Aurora to flood. The river crested at 24.16 feet, which is 2.16 feet 
above flood stage (U.S. Department of Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, 2022). 
April 2019 
From the 8th to the 9th a particularly strong atmospheric river took aim for the south 
Willamette Valley, sitting over areas south of Salem for two days, producing anywhere 
from 2.5 to 5 inches of rain over a 48-hour period. Some areas in the Cascades and 
Cascade Foothills saw 5 to 7 inches of rain over that 48-hour period. Heavy rain 
combined with snow melt from all the snow from a few weeks prior in this same area 
caused flooding along most of the rivers in the area as well as along the main-stem 
Willamette River up to around Oregon City. 
The Santiam River at Jefferson crested at 15.8 feet around 11 PM on April 8th, which is 
0.8 foot above flood stage. The Pudding River at Aurora crested at 22.7 feet around 4 
AM on April 11th, which is 0.7 foot above flood stage (U.S. Department of Commerece, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
December 2020 
From the 20th to the 21st a series of strong Pacific fronts moved across the region 
bringing high winds to the coast with heavy rain across much of the area. The heavy rains 
resulted in flooding of some coastal rivers as well as small stream flooding and a debris 
flow. The gage on the Santiam River at Jefferson (JFFO3) crested at 15.3 feet. Flood 
stage is 15.0 feet. No damage was reported. 

8.8 History of Landslides in Marion County 
A 1998 study of the western portion of the Salem Hills completed by the Department of 
Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) indicates that slopes nearest to the Willamette 
River contain the greatest risk of landslide in Marion County. This area is near a dense 
population and poses significant risks to life and property. While no recent landslides have 
occurred in the area, the geologic setting of the Salem Hills illustrates a historic pattern of 
landslides. Many prominent features that help identify the ancient landslide terrain are 
hummocky topography, disrupted drainage patterns, sag ponds, springs, back-tilted 
bedrock blocks, and subdued head scarps (Harvey & Peterson, 1998). 
In the southeastern portion of the county, the Little North Fork Road experiences annual 
landslide events. The hillside where Highway 22 narrows near Mill City sloughs off three 
or four times a year, closing the highway for up to three hours until the Oregon Department 
of Transportation (ODOT) can clear the road of debris. 
In February 1996, November 1996, and December 1996/January 1997 the Willamette 
Valley experienced heavy rainfall and snowmelt which led to widespread landslide events 
throughout the state. Disaster declarations were issued for Marion County for the February 
1996 and December 1996/January 1997 storms. During these storms, many landslides 
occurred in the eastern portion of the state and are too numerous to list here. In 2000, 
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DOGAMI mapped the historical instances of landslide events throughout the Willamette 
Valley for the 1996-1997 storms, including Marion County.   
In February 1996, November 1996, and December 1996/January 1997 the Willamette 
Valley experienced heavy rainfall and snowmelt which led to widespread landslide events 
throughout the state. Disaster declarations were issued for Marion County for the February 
1996 and December 1996/January 1997 storms. During these storms, many landslides 
occurred in the eastern portion of the state and are too numerous to list here. In 2000, 
DOGAMI mapped the historical instances of landslide events throughout the Willamette 
Valley for the 1996-1997 storms, including Marion County. 

8.9 History of Severe Winter Storms in Marion County 
The State of Oregon has a long history of severe winter storms. The most significant 
storms which have affected Marion County are listed below. 
December 1892 
From December 20 to 23, 1892, substantial snow fell across most of northern Oregon, with 
the greatest snowfall reported over northwestern Oregon, where storm totals ranged from 
15 to 30 inches (Taylor, Hatton, & Taylor, The Oregon Weather Book: A State of 
Extremes). 
January 1916 
This winter storm affected the entire state. On January 6 through January 10, heavy snow 
fell in mountainous areas. During the second storm of January 11 through 15, every 
reporting station in western Oregon, except for the southwestern interior and the coastal 
areas, recorded storm totals of at least five inches and most locations had eight inches or 
more. McMinnville had the most snow in one day, with eleven inches falling on January 
12. Higher elevations in the Cascades received very heavy snowfall (State of Oregon, 
Department of Emergency Management, N.d.). 
December 1919 
The December 1919 snowstorm was recorded as the third heaviest snowfall- producing 
storm in Oregon. The Columbia River froze over, closing the river to navigation from the 
confluence with the Willamette River upstream. The snowstorm affected nearly every part 
of the state, with heavy snow falling over a widespread area (State of Oregon, Department 
of Emergency Management, N.d.). 
December 1924 

In December 1924, temperatures stayed near or below the freezing mark for eleven days. 
At the time it was the coldest December ever in Oregon. Most streams and rivers were 
frozen and blocked with ice. People drove their automobiles across the Willamette River. 
In addition to the cold weather, four inches of snow fell over much of the Willamette 
Valley. The weight of the snow downed 400 telephone lines in Salem, and this weather 
event caused 21 car accidents in Salem. The freezing temperatures formed ice in the 
Willamette River that crushed a steamboat and caused several thousand dollars of 
damage to the Dennison Bath House.  
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January 1937 
The storms that hit Marion County in January 1937 broke an eighteen-year record for 
snowfall in Salem with 27 inches and caused $50,000 in property damage. Much of the 
damage occurred as structures collapsed from the weight of the snow. For example, in 
Salem, four storefront marquees collapsed, a shed fell on five vehicles in a lumberyard, the 
Salem Ferry Street Tabernacle collapsed and six structures at the Marion County 
Fairgrounds were damaged (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, N.d.). 
January 1950 
The entire month of January 1950 was cold and frequent snowstorms occurred statewide. 
Snowfall and precipitation including freezing rain was heaviest from January 9th through 
the 18th. During this time, Marion County experienced wind gusts up to 80 mph and 
sustained winds up to 25 mph. Thirty-nine inches of snow fell on Salem over the course of 
the month, 54 inches fell in Detroit and 122 inches blanketed Detroit Dam.  In Salem, Mill 
Creek flooded onto airport roads and in Detroit, a rod-and-gun club’s roof collapsed under 
the weight of 20 inches of snow. The severe weather caused power outages in Mt. Angel 
and cut telephone service in Silverton. Schools throughout the county were sporadically 
closed and at least two weather-related traffic fatalities occurred in Oregon, one in Lyons 
(Taylor, Hatton, & Taylor, The Oregon Weather Book: A State of Extremes, 1999). 
January 1957 
The cold weather in January 1957 was the result of an arctic air mass that moved into 
Eastern Oregon and spread west toward the coast. The cold temperatures brought four 
inches of snow to Lyons and eleven inches to Detroit, as well as icy roads throughout 
Marion County. Temperatures in Marion County during this seven-day period were in the 
mid-teens, not considering the wind-chill created by 21 mph wind gusts. The cold snap cut 
electricity for 100 Salem residents and froze water pipes in many homes. Dozens of fires 
were reported in Salem from overheated chimneys and stoves, or from blowtorches used to 
thaw pipes. The cold temperatures also caused the Bonneville Power Authority to cut 
interruptible power to the regions’ industrial customers because ice behind the dam slowed 
water flow and limited the ability to generate power (Taylor, Hatton, & Taylor, The 
Oregon Weather Book: A State of Extremes, 1999). 
March 1960 
The first week of March 1960 was marked by a winter storm that brought more snow to 
Marion County than any time since 1950. Salem received 8.5 inches of snow and higher 
elevations received as much as 11 inches.  This storm was responsible for two fatalities in 
Oregon, and 100 storm-related accidents in Marion County. In addition, most schools 
throughout the county were closed for several days (Taylor, Hatton, & Taylor, The Oregon 
Weather Book: A State of Extremes, 1999). 
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January 1963 
Cold temperatures and snow showers created hazardous driving conditions in Marion 
County during the last days of January 1963. Four inches of snow were recorded at 
McNary Field in Salem, Detroit recorded thirteen inches and Stayton reported that slush 
had frozen on area roadways. 
January 1978 
During the early days of January 1978, a layer of cold air was driven into the Willamette 
Valley from Eastern Oregon via the Columbia Gorge. Rain from a higher warm air mass 
fell through the cold air below causing it to freeze. The cold temperatures and freezing rain 
iced roads throughout Marion County and the Willamette Valley causing eight traffic 
fatalities and dozens of traffic accidents. 
February 1989 
The February 1989 storm dropped seven inches of snow on Marion County and saw 
temperatures as low as zero degrees Fahrenheit with a wind-chill factor dipping to 75 
degrees below zero. The storm led to accidents on Interstate 5 that closed the highway 
between Salem and Albany. Near Woodburn, an overturned truck spilled 1,000 gallons of 
oil. There was also a storm related, four-vehicle accident on Highway 22 near Silverton. 
Hospitals in Salem reported 25 snow related injuries. 
The Oregon Department of Transportation estimated $25,000 in additional costs were 
necessary for wages and supplies to deal with the storm’s effects. In Salem, the adverse 
weather cost $40,000 to keep streets open, $10,000 more than the city budgeted for the 
storm. In addition, the extreme cold damaged 20 to 40 percent of the county’s cranberry 
crop, forced mills to send home thousands of employees, and froze or burst 200 Salem 
residents’ water pipes. 
February 1993 
This storm event dropped nearly twelve inches of snow in Salem between February 18th 
and 19th; the greatest amount of snowfall ever recorded in a 24- hour period in Salem. As 
a result of the storm 2,100 Silverton area residents and 1,500 residents on Highway 99E 
north of Salem lost power. There were also several minor, storm- related injuries reported 
by Salem hospitals. 
February 1996 
Like the 1978 event, this storm began with a mass of cold air trapped in western Oregon 
followed by a warmer front that blew over the top of the cold air mass. Once the two fronts 
collided, they created a severe ice storm. Traffic accidents and power outages plagued the 
Willamette Valley. 
Freezing rain fell for two days, causing a 100-car pileup between Clackamas County and 
Salem, and a 22-car pile-up on Highway 22 near Eola. One fatality occurred in a different 
traffic accident (Taylor, Hatton, & Taylor, The Oregon Weather Book: A State of 
Extremes, 1999). 
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December 2003 – January 2004 
The winter snowstorm that blew through northwest Oregon at the end of December turned 
into an ice storm in January. According to state climatologist George Taylor, snowstorms 
that swept through the region beginning December 26, 2003, resulted in the snowiest, 
coldest winter since 1923. The storm resulted from the collision of a mass of moisture 
from the Pacific with an arctic cold front. Climatologists considered this the worst storm to 
pelt the west side of Oregon’s Cascade Range since 1992. According to the National 
Weather Service, Salem received three inches of snow on January 6th. The storm’s impact 
at Portland International Airport had thousands of passengers stranded for several days 
after the freezing rain cancelled flights. The runway conditions were among the worst in 
recorded history (U.S. Department of Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, 2022) 
The hardest hit areas are the eastern and southern sections of the service territory, 
including east Multnomah County, Oregon City, Estacada, Molalla and Mulino, and the 
Salem area. Champoeg State Heritage Area lost historic trees i.e., oaks estimated to be 
around 200 years old. During the winter storm, campers at the Heritage Area were trapped 
for a day because trees fell across the road, and park staff could not get to the park. The 
Heritage Area qualified for FEMA funding, and it took four to five months to make 
repairs. Fir and filbert trees were decimated at Willamette Mission State Park, but walnut 
trees withstood the storm. Willamette Mission State Park suffered over $30,000 in damage 
(U.S. Department of Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
2022). 
For the Cascades, this storm was a typical storm (versus on the valley floor where it was 
severe), although residents in the Santiam Canyon experienced problems with services 
(e.g., gas stations and stores closed) and power (e.g., disruption in electricity service). In 
the Cascades, a severe winter storm means that typically four to five feet of snow falls in a 
short period of time. 
January-February 2008 
Over several weeks in early 2008, the foothills of eastern Marion County received 
unusually high amounts of snow from a series of storms. While the Marion County towns 
of Idanha and Detroit commonly receive heavy snowfall each winter, they were both 
buried by 12 feet of snow over these two months. Three dozen National Guard soldiers, 
along with snow removal equipment, inmate crews, and engineers, were sent by the State 
into the towns to remove snow and help those in need (Salem-News, 2008). 
December 2008 
A prolonged snowstorm hit the region during the 2008-2009 winter season, with its worst 
effects felt from December 20-26, 2008. During this time, Salem received over a foot of 
snow. Lafayette, near the border of Marion County received almost two feet of snow, 
while Portland airport received a record 18.9 inches. A disaster for this snowstorm, and its 
associated landslides and mudslides, was declared on March 2, 2009. Per capita damages 
for Marion County were estimated at $43.94 (U.S. Department of Commerece, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
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8.10 History of Tornadoes in Marion County 
The following list describes known tornados occurring in Marion County from 1925 
through present. The National Climate Data Center (NCDC) storm events database 
(https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/)  was the primary source of information for this 
history. Note: that OPDR removed two tornados listed in the previously adopted version of 
the Marion County NHMP (the Sandy tornados) from the history as further review 
determined that neither event directly impacted Marion County. Between 1960 and 2006, 
tornados in Marion County caused approximately $50,000 in property damage collectively. 
The December 2010 Aumsville tornado event is expected to result in damages exceeding 
$1 million. 
Salem area - November 11, 1925, 11:00 am 
Tornado with estimated beginning lat/long 44°52'/123°11'116 
NW Donald - October 26, 1984, 12:30 pm 
Estimated beginning lat/long 45°14' 122°53’. 
Aumsville – March 8, 1960, 5:15 pm 
A small F1 tornado with an estimated beginning lat/long 45°01' 122°53' and width of seven 
yards traveled approximately one mile. There were no reports of injuries. The event 
resulted in $2,500 in property damage to several farms and uprooted several trees. 
Aurora – October 26, 1984, 12:30 PM 
A small F0 tornado reportedly struck six miles west of the town of Aurora. It had a path 
length of one-half mile and width of 67 yards. The tornado “destroyed a small machine 
shed on the Leighton Whitsett Case Road NE farm” and scattered its pieces over a half-
mile area. Estimated damage from the storm was $4,000. 
E Keizer - May 31, 1997, 10:10 am 
An F0 tornado touched down approximately one mile east of Keizer. The 50-yard-wide 
funnel traveled approximately 1.5 miles to a point roughly three-miles east- south-east of 
Keizer. According to the NCDC report, several witnesses reported seeing the tornado on 
the ground for about two minutes. The storm uprooted 30- 40-foot-tall trees and damaged a 
barn resulting in $15,000 in repair costs. 
SW Turner - September 17, 1997, 10:35 am 
An F0 tornado touched down two miles southwest of Turner resulting in $10,000 in minor 
damage to a rural subdivision. Damage was limited to fences, windows, and trees. The 
tornado impacted an area 50-yards wide and one mile long. 
N Aumsville - September 17, 1997, 11:05 am 
A small tornado estimated at 10-yards wide, and a half-mile long touched down near 
Aumsville. There were no reports of injuries or property damage. 
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Silverton – November 12, 1997 
This tornado damaged a barn. Several timber units tumbled down in the Detroit Ranger 
District of the Willamette National Forest during this windstorm, which was cyclonic in 
nature in the eastern portion of the Santiam Canyon. 
Silverton October 3, 1998, 2:30 pm 
A Silverton Police officer reported seeing a small tornado touch down near Silverton. 
There were no reports of damage or injury. 
NE Salem December 16, 2006, 3:00 pm 
Immediately following a thunderstorm with frequent lightning and small hail, an F0 
tornado touched down approximately eight miles northeast of Salem. The 50-yard-wide 
funnel traveled approximately two-miles over rural agricultural land. Reports indicate that 
the tornado crossed an acre and a half of floodwater up to three feet deep and sucked all the 
water up into the funnel. The tornado then continued and picked up a 12-inch diameter 
cedar tree and tossed it into a barn. After changing direction, the tornado picked up an RV 
causing it to land on its side. There were no injuries reported. 
Aumsville December 14, 2010, 11:44 am 
An EF2 tornado with wind speeds between 110 and 120 mph touched down on Main Street 
near the southerly boundary of the City of Aumsville. This was the largest tornado 
recorded in Marion County to date and the second largest in the state since 1950. 
According to a December 23, 2010, NOAA storm survey report, the tornado traveled in a 
northeasterly direction and had a path length of approximately five miles. An on-sight 
ground assessment concluded that the tornado did not appear to be on the ground for the 
entire five-mile path length (refer to Figure 8-3 below).  The tornado damaged numerous 
residential and commercial structures, downed power, and light poles uprooted or snapped 
of over 30 large (average 18–24-inch diameter breast height) trees and resulted in two 
minor injuries from flying debris. The initial damage assessment conducted by Marion 
County Emergency Management in collaboration with local and state partners estimate 
total losses from the storm at over $1.1 million. Damage included the destruction of two 
homes and one business and major damage to an additional six homes and one business. In 
all, 63 dwellings, seven business, eight outbuildings and several public facilities were 
impacted by this storm. At the time of this report, response and recovery activities in 
Aumsville are still underway; final damage reports and the extent of resources made 
available from local, state, and federal sources are pending. 
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Figure 8-3, Aumsville Tornado Damage Path 

 
 
Aurora Airport October 12, 2017, 2:39 pm 
An EF0 tornado 0.62 miles long and 50 yards wide.  The tornado started on Boones Ferry 
Rd NE, west of the Aurora airport. Greenhouses in the area sustained damage, and the 
tornado continued to travel east across the airport property. Two planes were flipped at 
Willamette Aviation Services. The tornado ended near Airport Rd NE. 
Jefferson, October 29, 2018, 2:30 pm 
An EF0 tornado 0.1 miles long and 10 yards wide. There was damage to multiple small 
shrubby trees just north of the railroad track along Libby Ln. There was also a sign knocked 
over at the NW corner of Libby Ln and Jefferson-Marion Rd, but whether it was caused by a 
tornado could not be determined. The tornado was likely on the ground for one minute or 
less. 

8.11 History of Volcanic Eruption in Marion County 
There are five active volcanoes that could potentially impact Marion County. These 
include: Mount Jefferson, Three Sisters and Broken Top, Mount Hood, Mount St. Helens, 
and Mount Rainier. However, only one of these volcanoes, Mount St. Helens, has 
impacted Marion County within the past 30 years. The closest volcano to Marion County, 
Mount Jefferson, has the potential to impact Marion County directly, but it has not been 
active for at least the past 15,000 years. 
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Mount St. Helens 
Mount St. Helens, located in southwestern Washington about 70 miles northeast of Marion 
County, is approximately 2,200 years old according to the U.S. Geology Survey. On May 
18th, 1980, Mount St. Helens “exploded violently after two months of intense earthquake 
activity and intermittent, relatively weak eruptions, causing the worst volcanic disaster in 
the recorded history of the United States” (United States Department of the Interior, 
Geological Survey, N.d.).  Damage to the built environment within the immediate hazard 
vicinity in Washington included twenty-seven bridges, about two hundred homes, more 
than 185 miles of highways and roads, and fifteen miles of railways. Ash from the eruption 
column and cloud spread across the United States in three days and circled around the 
Earth in fifteen days. Detectable amounts of ash were noted in an area covering 22,000 
square miles. In Marion County, volcanic ash affected air filters on the RFPD No.1’s 
equipment. No Oregon roads were closed, although fallout of volcanic ash restricted 
visibility and produced slippery roads and ash-clogged windshields. Debris flows from the 
eruption quickly filled the Toutle and Cowlitz Rivers and ultimately flowed into the 
Columbia River at Longview, Washington. The debris blocked the main shipping channel 
in the Columbia, stranded ships in port, and closed the ports of Portland, Vancouver, and 
Kalama for over a month. Several water and sewage treatment facilities were also damaged 
or destroyed. The estimated damage attributed to the eruption was $1.1 billion (United 
States Department of the Interior, Geological Survey, N.d.).  
The May 18, 1980, eruption was preceded by about two months of precursor activity, 
including dome building, minor earthquakes, and venting of gasses. The lateral blast, 
debris avalanche, and mudflow associated with the eruptions caused extensive loss of life 
and widespread destruction of property. The eruption triggered a magnitude 5.1 earthquake 
about one mile beneath the volcano. In the six-year period after the initial eruption, 
hundreds of small ash emissions at Mount St. Helens occurred. The 1980 eruption of 
Mount St. Helens took the lives of 57 people and nearly 7,000 big game animals. All birds 
and most small mammals in the area were killed, as were twelve million Chinook and 
Coho salmon fingerlings that perished when their hatcheries were destroyed. The May 18, 
1980, eruption was followed by five smaller explosive eruptions over a period of five 
months (U.S. Department of Interior, Geological Survey, N.d.).  
A series of sixteen dome-building eruptions constructed the new, 880 foot high, lava dome 
in the crater formed by the May 18, 1980, eruption. An eruption occurring in 1480 A.D. 
was approximately five times larger than the May 18, 1980, event. On the night of March 
8, 2005, a plume of ash and steam spewed nearly seven miles high into the air. Glowing 
tendrils of lava were spotted inside the mountain's crater following the explosion. The 
plume rose nearly twice as high as one produced by the last eruption in October 2004. Ten 
small earthquakes were measured in the area on Tuesday leading up to the eruption. The 
largest appeared to be a magnitude 2.5, according to the USGS (U.S. Department of 
Interior, Geological Survey, N.d.). 
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Three Sisters and Broken Top 
The Three Sisters are located about 40 miles southeast of Marion County. Recently, 
volcanic activity has been found on the South Sister. Satellite images have indicated 
upward movement of land near the volcano. The surface moved toward the satellite 
(mostly upward) by as much as ten centimeters (about four inches) sometime between 
August 1996 and October 2000. The most likely cause is magma accumulation in the 
Earth's crust, a process that has been observed with radar interferometry at several other 
volcanoes worldwide.  As of 2005 and 2006 USGS found that the rate of ground 
deformation in the South Sister has slowed There is no immediate danger of a volcanic 
eruption or other hazardous activity. The potential exists, however, that further activity 
could increase danger. South Sister, Middle Sister, and Broken Top are major composite 
volcanoes clustered southeast of Marion County in Deschutes County. These volcanoes 
have erupted repeatedly over tens of thousands of years and may erupt explosively in the 
future. In contrast, mafic volcanoes, which range from small cinder cones to large shield 
volcanoes like the North Sister, are typically short-lived (weeks to centuries) and erupt less 
explosively than do composite volcanoes (U.S. Department of Interior, Geology Survey, 
N.d.). 
Mount Hood 
Mount Hood is located about 60 miles northeast of Marion County. It has been recurrently 
active over the past 50,000 years. It has had two significant eruptive periods in 
geologically recent times, one about 1,500 years ago and another about 200 years ago.  
While Mount Hood has shown no recent signs of volcanic activity, scientists predict the 
next eruption will consist of small explosions generating pyroclastic flows, ash clouds, and 
lahars (mud and debris flows).  In the event of an eruption, Marion County would likely be 
affected by ash fall (U.S. Department of Interior, Geology Survey, N.d.). 
Mount Rainier 
Mount Rainier is located approximately 100 miles north of Marion County. Mount Rainier 
stands at 14,410 feet and dominates the surrounding landscape as the tallest land feature. 
The primary hazard posed to Marion County is ash fallout from Mount Rainier. Mount 
Rainier is an active volcano that first erupted about half a million years ago. Because of 
Rainier's great height and northerly location, glaciers have cut deeply into its lavas, making 
it appear deceptively older than it is. Mount Rainier is known to have erupted as recently 
as in the 1840s, and large eruptions took place as recently as about 1,000 and 2,300 years 
ago. An eruption from Mount Rainier would likely impact Marion County only through 
ash fall (U.S. Department of Interior, Geology Survey, N.d.). 
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8.12 History of Wildfire in Marion County 
Marion County has experienced three large fires since Euro-American settlement and 
several smaller fires that occur almost annually. The largest fire to date was the 1865 
Silverton fire that burned 988,000 acres of forest near Silverton. However, due to the few 
settlements in Oregon at that time, there was little damage to property that occurred. 
The B&B complex fire in 2003 caused extensive damage in eastern Marion County, 
Deschutes County, and Jefferson County. The B&B complex fire was characterized by 
extreme plume-dominated behavior grew to 80,000 acres in September 2003 as the Booth 
and Bear Butte fires merged. The entire community of Camp Sherman, approximately 300 
residents, was evacuated twice to avoid the fire’s danger and Highway 20 was temporarily 
closed. A total of 2,205 personnel, 82 fire engines and 10 helicopters were employed to 
battle the fire. Governor Kulongoski invoked the Conflagration Act for the east side of the 
B&B Complex. The B & B Complex fire burned into a portion of Marion County. 
In September 2020, Marion County was impacted by the Beachie Creek and Lionshead 
fires with merged in Marion County and by the Riverside Fire in the northern part of the 
county. The Beachie Creek fire burned 193,565 acres of land in Linn, Marion and 
Clackamas counties including portions of the City of Mill City. The Beachie Creek 
wildfire started around 11:00 PDT on August 16, 2020, in the Opal Creek Wilderness, 
Marion County, OR at coordinates 44.821, -122.188. The fire remained in a remote 
location through the month then grew rapidly in September. It was not contained until 
December. The cause of the fire is unknown. 
After a period of upper-level ridging brought a return to above normal temperatures in 
early September, very strong easterly downslope and offshore winds off the Cascades and 
Coastal Ranges occurred. Winds increased rapidly during the afternoon and evening of 
September 7 with the passage of an unseasonably strong backdoor cold front and persisted 
through much of the following day. This resulted in extremely critical fire weather 
conditions when the strong winds combined with extremely low relative humidity and 
exceptionally dry existing fuel conditions. The result was explosive growth of ongoing 
wildfires, and the new start and explosive spread of numerous new wildfires. Widespread 
wind gusts from 50-70 mph were common on ridge tops and numerous other in exposed 
areas, including portions of the greater Portland metro area, the Willamette Valley, and 
areas of the Oregon coast. Strong winds caused widespread damage to trees, and downed 
numerous power lines across the region, which started at least 13 additional wildfires. 
Large portions of the cities of Detroit, Mehama, and Gates were destroyed, and significant 
portions of Idanha, Mill City, and Lyons also burned (U.S. Department of Commerece, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
Resultant large wildfires included these named incidents - In Oregon: Beachie Creek, 
Chehalem Mountain/Bald Peak, Riverside, and Lionshead, and in Washington: Big 
Hollow. Rapidly spreading wildfires resulted in multiple fatalities, hundreds of displaced 
persons for many weeks, and billions of dollars in damage (U.S. Department of 
Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
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During the wildfire, evacuation routes were restricted due to the wildfire movement. 
Following the wildfire, the impact of smoke and poor air quality affected residents who 
remained in the area.  Long term impacts to the local economy persist. 
Marion County commonly experiences smaller fires. Data available through ODF shows 
that of the 74 wildfires that occurred in Marion County from January 1, 2016, through 
December 31, 2021, thirty-six fires burned 0.25 acres or less, thirty-three fires burned 
between 0.26 acres and 10 acres. There were two fires that burned between 10 acres and 30 
acres; the Stout Fire in 2018 burned 17.7 acres and the Silver Creek Fire in 2019 burned 27 
acres. Also in 2019, the Santiam Park fire burned just over 184 acres. In 2020 two very 
large fires, Beachie Creek and Lionshead Fires burned nearly 400,000 acres (398,035 
acres) in Marion County. An inventory in the prior plan showed that the majority of 
wildfires were human caused with only 8% attributable to lightning. 

8.13 History of Windstorms in Marion County 
Windstorms have historically been a threat to Marion County. The following storms, 
though not exclusive to Marion County, caused particularly severe damage to the county. 
January 9, 1880 
This windstorm was a major blow down event in the region and for Marion County and 
was the most severe windstorm to strike the region until the Columbus Day Windstorm in 
1962. Winds in Salem gusted up to 80 mph, blowing down many acres of trees, and 
damaging the roof of the Statehouse, Willamette University, and many other buildings. 
The City of Hubbard, in the North part of Marion County, saw a 10 acre woodlot 
completely flattened. It was reported that almost all property owners in Salem likely lost at 
least some vegetation. There were several reports of injuries throughout western Oregon of 
injuries due to flying debris. Following the storm, seven inches of snow fell in Salem. 
April 1931 
This storm, with winds up to 40 mph and gales up to 75 mph, blew moving vehicles off 
roadways in Salem and Woodburn. The storm consisted of northeastern winds that blew 
tons of dust from Eastern Oregon down the Columbia Gorge where it then settled over 
much of the Willamette Valley. The dust reduced visibility to distances less than one mile. 
The sediment- filled winds also felled hundreds of trees causing road closures between 
Mill City and Detroit. The winds also caused several devastating fires. In Mehama, several 
buildings burned completely: including homes, a large store, and the Stayton Bank. There 
were 22 home fires in the Salem area and throughout the Willamette Valley forest fires, as 
large as 3,000 acres in Linn County, were whipped up by the winds. 
December 1951 
This mid-century storm with winds recorded at 57 mph and gusts up to 76 mph resulted in 
four Oregon deaths. Power outages for up to a day were recorded at Union Hill, Waldo 
Hill, Victor Point, Scotts Mills, Silverton Hills and Marquam. The North and South 
Santiam highways and the Siuslaw highway were closed due to fallen trees. 
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October 12, 1962 (The Columbus Day Storm) 
The Columbus Day storm in 1962 produced sustained winds in Salem of 58 mph and gusts 
as high as 90 mph. It was the most destructive windstorm ever recorded in Oregon, both in 
terms of loss of life and property damage. Damage was most severe in the Willamette 
Valley where the storm killed 38 people and was responsible for two deaths in Salem and 
four injuries in Silverton. The storm caused upwards of $200 million in damage (over $800 
million in today’s dollars) statewide. Approximately $4 million (in 1962 dollars) in 
damage occurred in Salem, while that number doubled to $8 million worth of damage in 
Marion County as a whole. Hundreds of thousands of homes were without power for short 
periods of time, while others were without power for two to three weeks. More than 50,000 
homes were seriously damaged, and nearly 100 were destroyed. In Salem, 40 schools were 
closed, and 7,000 residents lost phone service. The storm destroyed fruit and nut orchards 
and killed scores of livestock (Taylor, Hatton, & Taylor, The Oregon Weather Book: A 
State of Extremes, 1999). 
March 25-26, 1971 
This March windstorm produced winds up to 50 mph and hit the Hubbard and Scotts Mills 
area particularly hard while also causing power outages for approximately 60 homes in the 
Salem area. 
November 13-15, 1981 
November 1981 saw two successive windstorms on the 13th and 14th. Sustained winds in 
Salem reached 52 mph and gusts were recorded at 71 mph. Eleven people were killed and 
$50 million in damage was reported because of the two storms. Numerous injuries resulted 
from wind-blown debris in western Washington and Oregon. Across the Pacific Northwest, 
hundreds of downed trees and power lines caused massive power outages and roof damage. 
The storm caused 500,000 Oregon residents to lose power,163 20,000 in the Salem area 
alone. The storm toppled 23 power poles on the Silverton Road and power outages in 
Salem resulted in seven school closures (Taylor, Hatton, & Taylor, The Oregon Weather 
Book: A State of Extremes, 1999). 
December 12, 1995 
This windstorm caused such widespread damage from downed trees and power and 
communication outages that Governor Kitzhaber declared a state of emergency for all 
western Oregon and called 150 National Guard Troops to assist residents and public utility 
crews. The storm caused three deaths, one in Marion County. The windstorm resulted in 
$800,000 of damage in Marion County, $500,000 of which occurred in Woodburn alone. 
Some of this damage included environmental damage as “millions of gallons of raw 
sewage” flowed into Salem area creeks and the Willamette River. 
In Salem, the National Weather Service reported average winds of 40 mph with gusts up to 
59 mph. In the region between Salem and Corvallis, 7,500 people lost phone service. In the 
Salem area, including Silverton and Woodburn, 20,000 people lost power; in the Stayton 
and Mill City area, that number was 10,000. In addition to power and phone outages, 
Interstate 5 was shut down to truck traffic for several hours and Highway 22 at Valley 
Junction was closed. 
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February 7, 2002 
The most recent of large windstorm events arrived in the Willamette Valley with wind 
gusts up to 70 mph causing 27,000 power outages statewide. The severity of this storm 
prompted President Bush to issue major disaster declarations for five Oregon counties. 
Nine other Oregon counties, including Marion County, were named contiguous counties, 
allowing family farmers to receive loans to address storm related damage.  Eastern Marion 
County was one of the areas hardest hit by this storm. In Gates, the wind blew off the post 
office roof and Highway 22 east of Mehama was closed after trees blocked the roadway. A 
downed tree blocked Highway 99 near Jefferson and the Interstate 5 corridor between 
Salem and the Highway 34 exit experienced storm-related congestion (U.S. Department of 
Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
July 2003 
A major windstorm in Marion County caused approximately $15,000 in property damage. 
December 2004 
A windstorm causes $6,250 in property damage in Marion, Lane, and Polk Counties (U.S. 
Department of Commerece, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 2022). 
January 2005 
Windstorms cause $6,000 worth of property damage in Linn and Marion Counties. A 
storm total of $15,000 in damages was spread out among Linn, Marion, Clackamas, 
Multnomah, and Washington Counties. 
February 2006 
A windstorm with gusts up to 77 mph caused $227,000 in damages in Linn, Lane, Marion, 
Benton, Polk, and Yamhill Counties. 
May 2007 
A hailstorm causes $5,000 in damages in Marion County. 
March 2008 
Heavy winds measured at 40 mph causes $15,000 in damage near Woodburn. 
June 2009 
A strong windstorm with 80 mph winds, and followed by a thunderstorm, brought down 
numerous trees along Highway 22 and caused approximately $2,000 in damage. 
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The 2022 Marion County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazards Mitigation Plan is a living document that will be reviewed 
and updated periodically to address the requirements contained in 44 CFR 201. It will be integrated with existing 
plans, policies, and programs. The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA2K) and the regulations contained in 44 
CFR 201 require that jurisdictions maintain an approved mitigation plan in order to receive federal funds for 
hazard mitigation grants. This plan meets those requirements as evidenced by FEMA approval which is effective 
per the cover date range of this plan. 

 
Cover photos: (clockwise from top left): Marion County post-fire scene (2020); City of Detroit post-fire scene 
10/20/2020; Tanker tipped on Hwy 22. Photos courtesy of Marion County. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comments, suggestions, corrections, and additions are encouraged to be submitted from all interested parties. 
 

For further information and to provide comments, 
contact: 

 
Kathleen Silva 
Marion County Emergency Management 
5155 Silverton Road NE 
Salem, OR 97305 
Phone: 503- 391-7294 (office) 
Email: Umcem@co.marion.or.usU 

 
Mike Hintz 
Marion County Emergency Management 
5155 Silverton Road NE 
Salem, OR 97305 
Phone: 503- 391-7294 (office) 
Email: mcem@co.marion.or.us 

 
Mission: 

Create a more resilient Marion County by partnering with the whole community. 
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DISCLAIMER 
 

This product is for informational purposes and may not have been prepared for or be suitable for legal, engineering, or 
surveying purposes. Users of this information should review or consult the primary data and information sources 
to ascertain the usability of the information. This publication cannot substitute for site-specific investigations by 
qualified practitioners. Site-specific data may give results that differ from the results shown in the publication. 

 
 
 

Cover image: Study area of the Marion County Risk Report. Map depicts Marion County, Oregon and communities 
included in this report. 

 
 

 
WHAT’S IN THIS REPORT? 

 
This report describes the methods and results of natural hazard risk assessments for Marion County communities. 

The risk assessments can help communities better plan for disaster. 
 
 

 

 
 

 
Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries Open-File Report O-22-05 

Published in conformance with ORS 516.030 
 
 

For additional information: 
Administrative Offices 

800 NE Oregon Street, Suite 965 
Portland, OR 97232 

Telephone (971) 673-1555  
http://www.oregongeology.org  

http://oregon.gov/DOGAMI/ 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report was prepared for the communities of Marion County, Oregon, with funding provided by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). It describes the methods and results of the natural 
hazard risk assessments performed in 2021 and 2022 by the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral 
Industries (DOGAMI) within the study area. The purpose of this project is to provide communities with 
detailed risk assessment information to enable them to compare hazards and act to reduce their risk. The 
risk assessments contained in this project quantify the impacts of natural hazards to these communities 
and enhances the decision-making process in planning for disasters. 

We arrived at our findings and conclusions by completing three main tasks for each community: 
compiling an asset database, identifying and using the best available hazard data, and performing natural 
hazard risk assessments. 

• In the first task, we created a comprehensive asset database for the entire study area by 
synthesizing assessor data, U.S. Census information, FEMA Hazus®-MH general building stock 
information, and building footprint data. This work resulted in a single dataset of building 
points and their associated building characteristics. With these data we were able to represent 
accurate spatial locations and vulnerabilities on a building-by-building basis. 

• The second task was to identify and use the most current and appropriate hazard datasets for 
the study area. Most of the hazard datasets used in this report were created by DOGAMI and 
were produced using high-resolution, lidar topographic data. Although not all the data sources 
used in the report provide complete, countywide information, each hazard dataset used was 
the best available at the time of the analysis. 

• In the third task, we performed risk assessments using Esri® ArcGIS Desktop® software. We 
took two risk assessment approaches: (1) estimated loss (in dollars) to buildings from flood 
(recurrence intervals) and earthquake scenarios using the Hazus-MH methodology, and (2) 
calculated the number of buildings, their value, and associated populations exposed to 
earthquake, and flood scenarios, or susceptible to varying levels of hazard from landslides, 
channel migration, wildfire, and volcanic lahar. 

The findings and conclusions of this report show the potential impacts of hazards in communities 
within Marion County. Earthquakes: Although earthquake damage will occur throughout the entire 
county, extensive damage and losses are more probable in the northeastern portion of the county near 
the Mt. Angel Fault and areas with liquefaction-prone soils. Our findings indicate that most of the critical 
facilities in the study area are at High risk from an earthquake. We used multiple Hazus-MH earthquake 
simulations to illustrate the potential reduction in earthquake damage through seismic retrofits. Flooding: 
Some communities in the study area have moderate risk from flooding and we found only a small 
percentage (<1%) of flood exposed buildings were elevated above the 100-year flood elevation. 
Landslides: Our analysis shows that areas with moderate to steep slopes or at the base of steep hillsides 
are at greatest risk from landslide hazards, such as along the North Santiam River, the communities of Mt. 
Angel and Scotts Mills, and southwestern portions of Salem. Channel migration zone hazards: Nearly 826 
buildings along the Pudding River and Santiam and North Santiam Rivers were exposed to channel 
migration hazard. Wildfires: The wildfire hazard data used in this study were created prior to the 
unprecedented 2020 Labor Day Wildfires, however the results corresponded to the actual impacts of the 
2020 Labor Day Wildfires in the county. Volcanic-lahar hazards: Lahar hazard is a potential risk and could 
have significant impact for areas and the communities along the North Santiam River. 
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The information presented in this report is designed to increase awareness of natural hazard risk, to 
support public outreach efforts, and to aid local decision-makers in developing comprehensive plans and 
natural hazard mitigation plans. This study can help emergency managers identify vulnerable critical 
facilities and develop contingencies in their response plans. The results of this study are designed to be 
used to help communities identify and prioritize mitigation actions that will improve community 
resilience. 

 
Results were broken out for the following geographic areas: 
• Unincorporated Marion County (rural) 
• Community of Hayesville 
• Community of Brooks 
• Community of Marion 
• City of Aumsville 

• Community of Four Corners 
• Community of Butteville 
• Community of Labish Village 
• Community of Mehama 
• City of Aurora 

• City of Detroit* • City of Donald 
• City of Gates* • City of Gervais 
• City of Hubbard • City of Idanha 
• City of Jefferson • City of Keizer 
• City of Mill City* 
• City of St. Paul 
• City of Salem (West Salem)* 
• City of Scotts Mills 
• City of Sublimity 
• City of Woodburn 

• City of Mt. Angel 
• City of Salem 
• City of Silverton 
• City of Stayton 
• City of Turner 

 

*Portions of the cities of Detroit, Gates, and Mill City that were within Linn County are included in this report. The City of Salem 
that was within Polk County was examined individually and designated as City of Salem (West Salem). 

 

Selected countywide results 
Total buildings: 170,562 

Total estimated building value: $62 billion 

Mt. Angel Deterministic 
Magnitude 6.8 Earthquake Scenario 
Red-tagged buildingsa: 7,479 
Yellow-tagged buildingsb: 17,028 
Loss estimate: $6.7 billion 

100-year Flood Scenario 
Number of buildings damaged: 2,552 
Loss estimate: $126 million 

Landslide Exposure (High and Very High- 
Susceptibility) 
Number of buildings exposed: 7,470 
Exposed building value: $2.7 billion 

Channel Migration Zone (Erosion Hazard 
Area – 30-year): 
Number of buildings exposed: 826 
Exposed building value: $300 million 

Wildfire Exposure (High and Moderate Risk): 
Number of buildings exposed: 2,819 
Exposed building value: $814 million 

Lahar Exposure (1,000 to 15,000-year): 
Number of buildings exposed: 1,789 
Exposed building value: $415 million 

aRed-tagged buildings are considered uninhabitable due to complete damage 
bYellow-tagged buildings are considered limited habitability due to extensive damage 
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Key Terms: 
� Vulnerability: Characteristics that make 

people or assets more susceptible to a natural 
hazard. 

� Risk: Probability multiplied by consequence; 
the degree of probability that a loss or injury 
may occur as a result of a natural hazard. 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

A natural hazard is an environmental phenomenon that can 
negatively impact humans, and risk is the likelihood that a 
hazard will result in harm. A natural hazard risk 
assessment analyzes and quantifies how different types of 
hazards could affect the built environment, population, and 
the cost of recovery, and identifies potential risk. Risk 
assessments are one basis for developing mitigation plans, 
strategies, and actions, so that steps can be taken to 
prepare for a potential hazard event. 

Although previous multi-hazard risk studies have been completed (Burns and others, 2008), this is the 
first multi-hazard risk assessment analyzing individual buildings and the resident population in Marion 
County. It is therefore the most detailed and comprehensive analysis to date of natural hazard risk and 
provides a comparative perspective never before available. In this report, we describe our assessment 
results, which quantify the various levels of risk that each hazard presents to Marion County communities. 

Marion County is situated in the northwestern part of Oregon in the Willamette Valley and is subject 
to natural hazards, including: earthquake, riverine flooding, landslides, channel migration, wildfire, and 
lahar. This region of the state is moderately to heavily developed, composed of dense urban areas 
transitioning to suburban development in unincorporated parts of the study. There are also large 
uninhabited areas where the county jurisdiction extents into the Cascade Mountains within national 
forestland. Where natural hazards have the potential to damage assets or harm people, the result is 
natural hazard risk. The primary goal of the risk assessment is to inform communities of the risk posed 
by various natural hazards and to be a resource for risk reduction actions. 

 
1.2 Purpose 

 
The purpose of this project is to help communities in the study area better understand their risk and 
increase resilience to earthquakes (including liquefaction and site amplification), riverine flooding, 
landslides, channel migration, and wildfire natural hazards that are present in their communities. This is 
accomplished by the best available, most accurate and, detailed information about these hazards to assess 
the number of people and buildings at risk. 
The main objectives of this study are to: 

• compile and/or create a database of critical facilities, tax assessor data, buildings, and population 
distribution data, 

• incorporate and use existing data from previous geologic, hydrologic, and wildfire hazard studies, 
• perform exposure and Hazus–based risk analysis, and 
• share this report widely so that all interested parties have access to its information and data. 

 
The body of this report describes our methods and results. Two primary methods (Hazus-MH and 

exposure), depending on the type of hazard, were used to assess risk. Results for each hazard type are 
reported on a countywide basis within each hazard section, and community based results are reported in 
detail in Appendix A: Community Risk Profiles. Appendix B contains detailed risk assessment tables. 
Appendix C is a more detailed explanation of the Hazus-MH methodology. Appendix D lists acronyms 

Key Terms: 
• Vulnerability: Characteristics that make 

people or assets more susceptible to a natural 
hazard. 

• Risk: Probability multiplied by consequence; 
the degree of probability that a loss or injury 
may occur as a result of a natural hazard. 
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and definitions of terms used in this report. Appendix E contains tabloid-size maps showing countywide 
hazard maps. 

 
1.3 Study Area 

 
The study area for this project includes the entirety of Marion County, Oregon. To make the report more 
functional, the study extent was expanded to include portions of the cities of Salem, Mill City, Gates, and 
Idanha that extend into neighboring counties (Figure 1-1). The study area is located in the northwestern 
portion of the state; the county is bordered by Clackamas County to the north, Wasco County and Jefferson 
County to the east, Linn County to the south, and Yamhill County and Polk County to the west. The entire 
western boundary of Marion County with Polk County and Yamhill County is defined by the Willamette 
River. The total area of Marion County is 3,070 square kilometers (1,184 square miles). Starting in the 
east, the study area transitions from timberland, to farmland, to suburbs, and then to urban development 
in the west. 

The geography of the county’s eastern half consists of the heavily forested Cascade Range. Mount 
Jefferson, a stratovolcano in the Cascade Range, is located at the southeastern corner of Marion County. 
The Willamette National Forest makes up a significant portion of the county’s eastern half. The western 
half of the county transitions from the heavily forested mountains to gently rolling farmland and then onto 
the broad flat bottom of the Willamette Valley. 

The population of the study area is approximately 349,000 based on an estimated population for each 
community in 2020 from the Portland State University (PSU) Population Research Center  
https://www.pdx.edu/population-research/population-estimate-reports. The study area includes the 
city of Salem, which is the state capital and the second-largest city in Oregon with a population of 
approximately 175,000. Most of the residents in the study area live in the western half of the county. The 
incorporated communities of the study area are Aumsville, Aurora, Detroit, Donald, Gates, Gervais, 
Hubbard, Idanha, Jefferson, Keizer, Mill City, Mt. Angel, St. Paul, Salem, Scotts Mills, Silverton, Stayton, 
Sublimity, Turner, and Woodburn (Figure 1-1). The portion of Salem that is within Polk County is 
included in this study and is designated as Salem (West Salem). Portions of the incorporated communities 
of Detroit, Gates, and Mill City that are within Linn County are included in this study. The unincorporated 
communities that were individually examined in this study were Brooks, Butteville, Four Corners, 
Hayesville, Labish Village, Marion, and Mehama. 
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Figure 1-1.  Study area: Marion County with communities in this study identified. 
 

 
 
1.4 Project Scope 

 
For this risk assessment, we limited the project scope to buildings and population because of data 
availability, the strengths and limitations of the risk assessment methodology, and funding availability. 
We did not analyze impacts to the local economy, land values, infrastructure (transportation, power, 
water, gas, communication, and sewage), or the environment. Depending on the natural hazard, we used 
one of two methodologies: loss estimation or exposure. Loss estimation was modeled using methodology 
from Hazus®-MH (FEMA, 2012a, 2012b, 2012c), a tool developed by FEMA for calculating damage to 
buildings from flood and earthquake. Exposure is a simpler methodology, in which buildings are 
categorized based on their location relative to various hazard zones. To account for impacts on population 
(permanent residents only), 2010 U.S. Census data (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a) was used to distribute 
people into residential structures on a census block basis. Permanent resident counts were then adjusted 
to current estimates from the PSU Population Research Center. 
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A critical component of this risk assessment is a countywide building inventory developed from 
building footprint data and the Marion County tax assessor database (acquired 2021). The other key 
component is a suite of datasets that represent the currently best available science for a variety of natural 
hazards. The geologic hazard scenarios were selected by DOGAMI staff based on their expert knowledge 
of the datasets; most datasets are DOGAMI publications. In addition to geologic hazards, we included 
wildfire hazard in this risk assessment. The following is a list of the risk assessment methodologies that 
were applied. See Table 1-1 for data sources. 

Earthquake Risk Assessment 
• Hazus-MH loss estimation from a Mount Angel Fault magnitude (Mw) 6.8 scenario. Includes 

earthquake-induced or “coseismic” liquefaction, soil amplification class, and landslides. 
Flood Risk Assessment 

• Hazus-MH loss estimation  to four recurrence  intervals (10%, 2%,  1%, and 0.2%  annual 
chance) 

• Exposure to 1% annual chance recurrence interval 
Landslide Risk Assessment 

• Exposure based on Landslide Susceptibility Index and landslide deposit mapping (Low to Very 
High) 

Wildfire Risk Assessment 
• Exposure based on Overall Wildfire Risk (Low to High) 

Channel Migration Risk Assessment 
• Exposure based on the erosion hazard area—30-year (exposed, not exposed) 

Volcanic Lahar Risk Assessment 
• Exposure to three potential lahar scenarios (Small to Large) 
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Table 1-1.   Hazard data sources for Marion County. 
 

 
Hazard 

 
Scenario or Classes 

Scale/Level 
of Detail 

 
Data Source 

Earthquake 
 

- Coseismic landslide 
 

- Coseismic liquefaction 
- Coseismic Soil amplification 

Mount Angel deterministic Mw-6.8 
 

Susceptibility – wet (3-10 hazard 
classes) 
Susceptibility (1-5 classes) 
NEHRP (A-F classes) 

Countywide 

Statewide 

‘’ 
‘’ 

FEMA (Hazus-MH 5.0 fault 
database) 
DOGAMI (Madin and others, 
2021) 
‘’ 
‘’ 

Flood Depth Grids: 
10% (10-yr) 
2% (50-yr) 
1% (100-yr) 
0.2% (500-yr) 

Countywide DOGAMI (Appleby and 
others, 2021) – derived from 
FEMA (2019) data 

Landslide Susceptibility 
(Low, Moderate, High, Very High) 

Statewide, 
Countywide 

DOGAMI (Burns and others, 
2016), DOGAMI (Calhoun 
and others, 2020) 

Channel Migration Susceptibility (Not Exposed, 
Exposed) 

Pudding and 
North Santiam 
Rivers and 
tributaries 

DOGAMI (Appleby and 
others, 2021) 

Wildfire Overall Wildfire Risk (Low, 
Moderate, High) 

Regional (Pacific 
Northwest, US) 

ODF (Gilbertson-Day and 
others, 2018) 

Lahar Size and frequency: 
Small (100 to 1,000-year) 
Medium (1,000 to 15,000-year) 
Large (>15,000-year) 

Mount Jefferson 
and surrounding 
areas 

USGS (Walder and others, 
1999) 

 

1.5 Previous Studies 
 

Wang (1998) used Hazus-MH to estimate the impact from a Mw-8.5 Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) 
earthquake scenario on the state of Oregon. The results of that study were arranged into individual 
counties. Marion County was estimated to experience a 3.5% loss ratio in the Mw-8.5 CSZ scenario (Wang, 
1998). 

Burns and others (2008) developed earthquake and landslide hazard maps and used Hazus-MH to 
estimate future earthquake damage for the Mid/Southern Willamette Valley which included Marion 
County. The earthquake scenarios used in the Hazus-MH analysis were the Mt. Angel Fault, magnitude 
(Mw) 6.9 and the CSZ, Mw-9.0. Both scenarios aggregated results at the census tract level using the default 
Hazus-MH general building stock database. Estimated loss ratios for Marion County were 43% for the Mt. 
Angel Fault and 25% for the CSZ scenarios. 

We did not compare the results of this projects with the results of these previous studies because the 
level of detail and accuracy of the building information and site-specific earthquake inputs were not 
comparable. Comparative analysis was not part of the scope of this project. 

 
2.1 METHODS 

Where there is interaction between people and natural hazards there is risk. We used a quantitative 
approach through two modes of analysis, Hazus-MH loss estimation and exposure, to assess the level of 
risk to buildings and people from natural hazards. 
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2.2 Hazus-MH Loss Estimation 
 

According to FEMA (FEMA, 2012a, p. 1-1), “Hazus provides 
nationally applicable, standardized methodologies for 
estimating potential wind, flood, and earthquake losses on a 
regional basis. Hazus can be used to conduct loss estimation 
for floods and earthquakes […]. The multi-hazard Hazus is 
intended for use by local, state, and regional officials and 
consultants to assist mitigation planning and emergency 
response and recovery preparedness. For some hazards, 
Hazus can also be used to prepare real-time estimates of 
damages during or following a disaster.” 

Hazus-MH can be used in different modes depending on the level of detail required. Given the high 
spatial precision of the building inventory data and quality of the natural hazard data available for this 
study, we chose the user-defined facility (UDF) mode. This mode makes loss estimations for individual 
buildings relative to their “cost,” which we then aggregate to the community level to report loss ratios. 
Cost used in this mode are associated with rebuilding using new materials, also known as replacement 
cost. Replacement cost is determined using a method called RSMeans valuation (Charest, 2017) and is 
calculated by multiplying the building area (in square feet) by a standard cost per square foot. These 
standard rates per square foot are in tables within the default Hazus-MH database. 

Damage functions are at the core of Hazus-MH. The damage functions stored within the Hazus-MH data 
model were developed and calibrated from the observed results of past disasters. We estimated damage 
and loss by intersecting building locations with natural hazard layers and applying damage functions 
based on the hazard severity (e.g., depth of flooding) and building characteristics (e.g., first floor height). 
Figure 2-1 illustrates the range of building loss estimates from Hazus-MH flood analysis by showing the 
percentage of building loss from flood and in some cases (in yellow) where a building’s first floor height 
is above the level of flooding. 

We used Hazus-MH version 5.0 (FEMA, 2021), which was the latest version available when we began 
this risk assessment. 

Key Terms: 
• Loss estimation: Damage in terms of value 

that occurs to a building in an earthquake 
or flood scenario, as modeled with Hazus- 
MH methodology. This is measured as the 
cost to repair or replace the damaged 
building in US dollars. 

• Loss ratio: Percentage of estimated loss 
relative to the total value. 
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Figure 2-1.  100-year flood zone and building loss estimates example in city 
of Salem, Oregon. 

 

 
Image source: Oregon Statewide Imagery Program, 2018 
Depth grid: Derived from the effective FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map data for Marion County, 2019 

 

2.3 Exposure 
 

Since loss estimation using Hazus-MH is not available for all 
types of hazards, we used exposure analysis to assess the 
level risk for Marion County for landslide, channel migration, 
wildfire, and lahar hazards. Exposure methodology identifies 
the buildings and population that are within a particular 
natural hazard zone. This is an alternative for natural hazards 
that do not have available damage models like those in Hazus. 
It provides a way to easily quantify what is and what is not threatened. Exposure results are 
communicated in terms of total building value exposed, rather than a loss estimate. For example, Figure 
2-2 shows buildings that are exposed to different areas of landslide susceptibility where building 
footprints are colored based on what susceptibility zone the center of the building is within. 

Exposure is used for landslide, wildfire, channel migration, and volcanic lahar. For comparison with 
loss estimates, exposure is also used for the 1% annual chance flood. 

Key Terms: 
• Exposure: Determination of whether a 

building is within or outside of a hazard 
zone. No loss estimation is modeled. 

• Building value: Total monetary value of a 
building. This term is used in the context of 
exposure. 
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Figure 2-2.  Landslide susceptibility areas and building exposure example in the city of Mill City, 

Oregon. 
 

 
Image source: Oregon Statewide Imagery Program, 2018 
Landslide data source: Landslide susceptibility overview map of Oregon, (Burns and others, 2016) 

 

2.4 Building Inventory 
 

A key piece of the risk assessment is the countywide building inventory. This inventory consists of all 
buildings larger than 9.3 square meters (100 square feet), as determined from existing building footprints 
(Williams, 2021). Figure 2-3 shows an example of building inventory occupancy types used in the Hazus- 
MH and exposure analyses in Marion County. See also Appendix B: Table B-1 and Appendix E: Plate 1 
and Plate 2. 

To use the building inventory within the Hazus-MH methodology, we converted the building footprints 
to points and migrated them into a UDF database with standardized field names and attribute domains. 
The UDF database formatting allows for the correct damage function to be applied to each building. Hazus- 
MH version 2.1 technical manuals (FEMA, 2012a, 2012b, 2012c) provide references for acceptable field 
names, field types, and attributes. The fields and attributes used in the UDF database (including building 
seismic codes) are discussed in more detail in Appendix C.2.2. 
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Figure 2-3.  Example of building occupancy types, city of Mt. Angel, Oregon. 

 

 
 
 

The distribution of building count and value per community in Marion County ranges from 159 
buildings and $35 million for Idanha to 58,163 buildings and $22.5 billion for Salem (Table 2-1). A 
table detailing the occupancy class distribution by community is included in Appendix B: Detailed 
Risk Assessment Tables. 
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Table 2-1. Marion County building inventory. 
 

 
Community 

Total Number 
of Buildings 

Percentage of 
Total Buildings 

Estimated Total 
Building Value ($) 

Percentage of Total 
Building Value 

Unincorp. Marion Co 
(rural) 

43,387 25.4% 16,042,238,000 26% 

Brooks 249 0.1% 89,505,000 0.1% 

Butteville 193 0.1% 78,691,000 0.1% 

Four Corners 6,508 3.8% 1,801,596,000 2.9% 

Hayesville 7,876 4.6% 2,382,452,000 3.8% 

Labish Village 167 0.1% 43,407,000 0.1% 

Marion 244 0.1% 64,728,000 0.1% 

Mehama 189 0.1% 53,460,000 0.1% 

Total Unincorporated 
County 

58,813 34.5% 20,556,077,000 33% 

Aumsville 1,459 0.9% 509,635,000 0.8% 

Aurora 560 0.3% 258,763,000 0.4% 

Detroit 315 0.2% 69,925,000 0.1% 

Donald 490 0.3% 195,528,000 0.3% 

Gates 326 0.2% 71,352,000 0.1% 

Gervais 719 0.4% 247,297,000 0.4% 

Hubbard 1,187 0.7% 458,199,000 0.7% 

Idanha 159 0.1% 35,338,000 0.1% 

Jefferson 1,243 0.7% 389,441,000 0.6% 

Keizer 16,380 9.6% 5,592,798,000 8.9% 

Mill City 1,269 0.7% 299,237,000 0.5% 

Mt. Angel 1,219 0.7% 539,815,000 0.9% 

Salem 58,163 34.1% 22,532,083,000 36% 

Salem (West Salem) 10,797 6.3% 3,194,904,000 5.1% 

Scotts Mills 242 0.1% 63,043,000 0.1% 

Silverton 4,077 2.4% 1,740,060,000 2.8% 

St. Paul 247 0.1% 132,631,000 0.2% 

Stayton 3,043 1.8% 1,546,547,000 2.5% 

Sublimity 1,157 0.7% 546,449,000 0.9% 

Turner 1,365 0.8% 421,185,000 0.7% 

Woodburn 7,332 4.3% 3,446,910,000 5.5% 

Total Study Area 170,562 100% 62,847,216,000 100% 

 

The building inventory was developed from a building footprints dataset developed in 2021 called the 
Statewide Building Footprints for Oregon, release 1 (SBFO-1) (Williams, 2021). The SBFO-1 data of 
Marion County was modified from a building footprints dataset maintained by the city of Salem (obtained 
June 2020). The building footprints provide a spatial location and 2D representation of a structure. The 
total number of buildings within the study area was 170,562. 

Marion County supplied assessor data and we formatted them for use in the risk assessment. The 
assessor data contains an array of information about each improvement (i.e., building). Tax lot data, which 
contains property boundaries and other information regarding the property, were obtained from the 
county assessor and were used to link the buildings with assessor data. The linkage between the two 
datasets resulted in a database of UDF points that contain attributes for each building. These points are 
used in the risk assessments for both loss estimation and exposure analysis. The majority of buildings are 
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within the jurisdictions of the unincorporated county, Salem, and Keizer, and the most common building 
usage in the study area is residential (Figure 2-4). 

 
 

Figure 2-4.  Community building value in Marion County by occupancy class. 
 

 
 

Critical facilities are important to note because these facilities play a crucial role in emergency 
response efforts. We embedded identifying characteristics into the critical facilities in the UDF database 
so they could be highlighted in the results. Critical facilities data came from the DOGAMI Statewide Seismic 
Needs Assessment (SSNA; Lewis, 2007). We updated the SSNA data by reviewing Google Maps™ data. The 
critical facilities we identified include hospitals, schools, fire stations, police stations, emergency 
operations, and military facilities. In addition, we included other buildings based on specific community 
input and structures that would be essential during a natural hazard event, such as public works and 
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water treatment facilities. Communities that have critical facilities that can function during and 
immediately after a natural disaster are more resilient than those with critical facilities that are inoperable 
after a disaster. Critical facilities are present throughout the county with most in unincorporated county 
and Salem ( Table 2-2). Critical facilities are listed for each community in Appendix A. 

Table 2-2.   Marion County critical facilities inventory. 
 

 

Hospital & Clinic School Police/Fire Emergency 
Services 

Military Other* Total 

 
Community 

 

Uninc 
Marion Co 
(rural) 
Brooks 
Butteville 
Four 
Corners 
Hayesville 
Labish 
Village 
Marion 
Mehama 
Total Uninc. 
County 
Aumsville 
Aurora 
Detroit 
Donald 
Gates 
Gervais 
Hubbard 
Idanha 
Jefferson 
Keizer 
Mill City 
Mt. Angel 
Salem 
Salem 
(West 
Salem) 
Scotts Mills 
Silverton 
St. Paul 
Stayton 
Sublimity 
Turner 
Woodburn 
Total Study 
Area 

Count   Value ($) Count Value ($)    Count  Value ($)   Count    Value 
($) 

(all dollar amounts in thousands) 

Count  Value 
($) 

Count   Value ($)   Count Value ($) 

 

Note: Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building. 
* Category includes buildings that are not traditional (emergency response) critical facilities but considered critical during an 

emergency based on input from local stakeholders (e.g., water treatment facilities or airports). 

0 0 32 222,199 17 26,342 1 3,645 0 0 8 110,070 58 362,256 

0 0 2 10,380 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 10,380 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 3 37,353 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 37,353 

0 0 6 60,750 1 2,994 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 63,744 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 1 306 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 306 
0 0 0 0 1 791 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 791 

0 0 43 330,682 20 30,433 1 3,645 0 0 8 110,070 72 474,830 

0 0 2 38,868 2 4,462 0 0 0 0 1 1,071 5 44,401 
0 0 0 0 2 2,918 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2,918 
0 0 0 0 1 473 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 473 
0 0 0 0 1 1,430 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1,430 
0 0 0 0 1 1,227 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1,227 
0 0 2 43,279 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1,697 3 44,976 
0 0 0 0 2 3,754 0 0 0 0 1 336 3 4,090 
0 0 0 0 1 760 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 760 
0 0 1 11,888 1 1,657 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 13,545 
1 4,557 12 163,943 3 25,017 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 193,517 
0 0 2 24,319 1 2,319 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 26,638 
1 891 3 37,489 2 3,671 0 0 0 0 1 837 7 42,888 
7 148,614 53 750,052 10 47,524 1 19,038 4 33,228 5 236,483 80 1,234,939 

1 2,578 9 145,936 2 2,694 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 151,208 

0 0 1 5,687 1 1,742 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 7,429 
5 32,651 5 100,286 2 6,532 0 0 0 0 1 1,654 13 141,123 
0 0 3 23,762 1 3,095 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 26,857 
1 16,142 6 93,544 2 9,115 1 2,238 0 0 2 4,840 12 125,879 
0 0 2 9,733 1 2,557 0 0 0 0 1 717 4 13,007 
0 0 1 7,729 2 4,980 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 12,709 
5 32,796 10 153,206 3 16,683 0 0 0 0 1 1,452 19 204,137 

21 238,229 155 1,940,403 61 173,043 3 24,921 4 33,228 22 359,157 266 2,768,981 
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2.5 Population 
 

One purpose of the UDF database design was so that we could estimate the number of people at risk from 
natural hazards. Within the UDF database, the population of permanent residents reported per census 
block was distributed among residential buildings and pro-rated based on building area derived from 
2010 U.S. Census data. This census block-based distribution was further adjusted with the PSU Population 
Research Center estimates for 2021 (Figure 2-5). We did not examine the impacts of natural hazards on 
nonpermanent populations (e.g., tourists), whose total numbers fluctuate seasonally. Due to lack of 
information within the assessor and census databases, the distribution includes vacation homes, which in 
many communities make up a small portion of the residential building stock. From information reported 
in the 2010 U.S. Census regarding vacation rentals within the county, it is estimated that approximately 
4% of residential buildings are vacation rentals in Marion County (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010b). 

From the Census and PSU Population Research Center data, we assessed the risk of the 349,120 
residents within the study area that could be affected by a natural hazard scenario. For each natural 
hazard, with the exception of the earthquake scenario, a simple exposure analysis was used to find the 
number of potentially displaced residents within a hazard zone. For the earthquake scenario the number 
of potentially displaced residents was based on residents in buildings estimated to be significantly 
damaged by the earthquake. 
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Figure 2-5.  Population by Marion County community. 
 

 
 

3.1 ASSESSMENT OVERVIEW AND RESULTS 

In these risk assessments, we considered six natural hazards (earthquake, flood, landslide, wildfire, 
channel migration, and volcanic lahar) that pose a risk to Marion County. The assessment describes both 
localized vulnerabilities and the widespread challenges that impact all communities. While results of this 
risk assessment do not typically represent singular hazard events, they do quantify the potential overall 
level of risk present for assets and residents. The loss estimation and exposure results, as well as the rich 
dataset included with this report, can lead to greater understanding of the potential impact of disasters. 
Communities can become more resilient to future disasters by utilizing the results in plan updates and 
developing future action items for risk reduction. 
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In this section, results are presented for the entire study area. The study area includes all 
unincorporated areas and cities within Marion County. Individual community results are in Appendix A: 
Community Risk Profiles. 

 
3.2 Earthquake 

 
An earthquake is a sudden movement of rock on each side of a fault in the earth’s crust, which abruptly 
releases strain that has accumulated. The movement along the fault produces waves of shaking that 
spread in all directions. If an earthquake occurs near populated areas, it may cause causalities, economic 
disruption, and extensive property damage (Madin and Burns, 2013). 

Two earthquake-induced hazards, also called coseismic hazards, are liquefaction and landslides. 
Liquefaction occurs when saturated soils substantially lose bearing capacity due to ground shaking, 
causing the soil to behave like a liquid; this action can be a source of tremendous damage. Coseismic 
landslides are mass movement of rock, debris, or soil induced by ground shaking. All earthquake damages 
in this report include damages derived from shaking and from liquefaction and landslide factors. 

 
3.2.1 Data sources 
Hazus-MH offers two scenario methods for estimating loss from earthquake: probabilistic and 
deterministic (FEMA Hazus-MH, 2012b). A probabilistic scenario uses U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
National Seismic Hazard Maps, which are derived from seismic hazard curves calculated on a grid of sites 
across the United States that describe the annual frequency of exceeding a set of ground motions as a 
result of all possible earthquake sources (USGS, 2017). A deterministic scenario is based on a specific 
seismic event, such as a CSZ Mw-9.0 event. We used the deterministic scenario method for this study along 
with the UDF database so that loss estimates could be calculated on a building-by-building basis. 

The Mt. Angel Fault is an active fault located near the cities of Mt. Angel, Woodburn, and Silverton. On 
March 25, 1993, a Mw-5.7 earthquake occurred with an epicenter approximately 5 kilometers (about 3 
miles) east of the city of Scotts Mills, Oregon. Many buildings were damaged from the event, including the 
Capitol building in Salem. Many unreinforced masonry buildings in the area were significantly damaged 
due to intense shaking. The preliminary damage estimate was $28.4 million ($50 million in 2022) (Black, 
1996). 

The Mt. Angel Fault deterministic scenario was selected as the most appropriate for communicating 
earthquake risk for Marion County. We based this decision on several factors, such as previous Hazus-MH 
earthquake analyses in the region, location of the active fault relative to nearby structures, local familiarity 
from the 1993 event, and available seismic data. The default Hazus-MH database contained the location 
and orientation of the fault and provided a recommended magnitude for use in a simulated earthquake 
event. 

The following hazard layers used for our loss estimation are derived from work conducted by Madin 
and others (2021): National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP) soil classification, landslide 
susceptibility (wet), and liquefaction susceptibility. The liquefaction and landslide susceptibility layers 
were used by the Hazus-MH tool to calculate the probability and magnitude of permanent ground 
deformation caused by these factors. Hazus-MH uses a characteristic magnitude value to calculate the 
impacts of liquefaction and landslides. For this study, we followed the details provided in the default 
Hazus-MH database and used Mw-6.8 as the characteristic event. 
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Figure 3-1.  Mt. Angel Fault Mw-6.8 earthquake loss ratio by Marion County community. 
 

 
 

3.2.2 Countywide results 
Because an earthquake can affect a wide area, it is unlike other hazards in this report—every building in 
Marion County, to some degree, will be shaken by a Mt. Angel Fault Mw-6.8 earthquake. Hazus-MH loss 
estimates (Table B-2) for each building are based on a formula where coefficients are multiplied by each 
of the five damage state percentages (none, low, moderate, extensive, and complete). These damage states 
are correlated to loss ratios that are then multiplied by the building dollar value to obtain a loss estimate 
(FEMA, 2012b). Loss estimates from the earthquake scenario described in this report vary widely by 
community in Marion County (Figure 3-1). 

In keeping with earthquake damage reporting conventions, we used the ATC-20 post-earthquake 
building safety evaluation color-tagging system to represent damage states (Applied Technology Council, 
2015). Red-tagged buildings correspond to a Hazus-MH damage state of “complete,” which means the 
building is uninhabitable. Yellow-tagged buildings are in the “extensive” damage state, indicating limited 
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habitability. The number of red or yellow-tagged buildings we report for each community is based on an 
aggregation of the probabilities for individual buildings (FEMA, 2012b). 

We considered critical facilities nonfunctioning if the Hazus-MH earthquake analysis showed that a 
building or complex of buildings had a greater than 50% chance of being at least moderately damaged 
(FEMA, 2012b). Because building specific information is more readily available for critical facilities and 
due to their importance after a disaster, we chose to report the results of these buildings individually. 

The probability of damage state was determined by Hazus-MH earthquake analysis, and we reviewed 
the damage states in the results. The number of potentially displaced residents from an earthquake 
scenario described in this report was based on the formula: ([Number of Occupants] * [Probability of 
Complete Damage]) + (0.9 * [Number of Occupants] * [Probability of Extensive Damage]) (FEMA, 2012b). 
The probability of damage state was determined in the Hazus-MH earthquake analysis results. 

 
 

 
 

The results indicate that Marion County could incur moderate to significant losses (11%) due to a Mt. 
Angel Fault Mw-6.8 earthquake. These results are strongly influenced by proximity to the Mt. Angel Fault 
and ground deformation from liquefaction. The communities in the northeast part of the county (Gervais, 
Hubbard, Mt. Angel, Scotts Mills, Silverton, and Woodburn), close to the Mount Angel Fault, all have higher 
levels of estimated losses compared with the rest of the county. This is consistent with the damage that 
occurred from the 1993 Scotts Mills earthquake. In addition, high liquefaction susceptibility exists within 
most of the floodplains throughout the county which increases the risk from earthquakes. A large portion 
of Keizer and developed areas along the North Santiam River are built on highly liquefiable soils have 
higher estimates of damage from this earthquake scenario than other communities in the study area. 

Although the impacts of coseismic landslides were included in the Hazus earthquake results, we did 
not perform an analysis that specifically isolated damage caused by coseismic landslides. It is worth noting 
that coseismic landslides likely contribute a small percentage of the overall estimated damage from the 
earthquake hazard in Marion County. Landslide exposure results show that 4.3% of buildings in Marion 
County are within a Very High or High susceptibility zone. This indicates that a similar percentage of the 
loss estimated in this study may be due to coseismic landslide. 

Building vulnerabilities such as the age of the building stock and building type are also contributing 
factors in damage estimates. The first seismic buildings codes were implemented in Oregon in the 1970s 
(Judson, 2012) and by the 1990s modern seismic building codes were being enforced. Nearly 66% of 
Marion County’s buildings were built before the 1990s. Certain building types are known to be more 
vulnerable than others in earthquakes, such as manufactured homes. In Hazus-MH, manufactured homes 
are one occupancy type that performs poorly in earthquake damage modeling. Communities that are 
composed of an older building stock and more vulnerable occupancy types are expected to experience 
more damage from earthquake than communities with fewer of these vulnerabilities. 

Marion countywide Mt. Angel Fault Mw-6.8 earthquake results: 
• Number of red-tagged buildings: 7,479 
• Number of yellow-tagged buildings: 17,028 
• Loss estimate: $6,671,977,000 
• Loss ratio: 11% 
• Non-functioning critical facilities: 85 
• Potentially displaced population: 15,064 
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If buildings could be seismically retrofitted to Moderate 
or High code standards, earthquake risk would be greatly 
reduced. In this study, a simulation in Hazus-MH 
earthquake analysis shows that loss ratios drop from 11% 
to 7%, when all buildings are upgraded to at least Moderate 
code level. While retrofits can decrease earthquake 
vulnerability, for areas of High landslide or liquefaction 
hazard, additional geotechnical mitigation may be 
necessary to have an effect on losses. Two simulations of a 
deterministic Mw-6.8 earthquake where all buildings are upgraded to Moderate code standards or to High 
code standards show a reduction in loss estimates (Figure 3-2). 

As a means of comparison, we also ran a CSZ Mw-9.0 scenario in Hazus for the same building dataset. 
While the overall damages and number of potentially displaced population are fewer than the Mt. Angel 
scenario, the damage is more widespread throughout the county. Emergency response could be more 
difficult in this scenario because emergency services would not be concentrated in a specific area of the 
county. In addition to a thinned-out response within the county itself, the regional impact may further 
exacerbate the level of demand for these services. 

 

 
 

3.2.3 Areas of significant risk 
We identified locations within the study area that are comparatively at greater risk to earthquake hazard: 

• Areas near the epicenter of the simulated earthquake scenario are likely to incur a significant 
amount of damage. The communities of Mt. Angel, Scotts Mills, Silverton, and Woodburn have 
higher estimated loss ratios compared to other communities in the study due to the level of 
shaking likely to occur. 

• Buildings along the Willamette, the Santiam, and North Santiam Rivers are at higher risk from 
earthquake damage due to significant exposure to liquefaction. 

• Unreinforced masonry buildings in the older downtown portions of Salem, Silverton, and Stayton 
are more vulnerable to substantial damage during an earthquake compared to other nearby 
structures built to modern standards. The Molalla Union High School, an unreinforced masonry 
building, was significantly damaged during the 1993 Scotts Mills earthquake (Dewey and others, 
1994). 

• 82 of the 236 critical facilities in the study area are estimated to be nonfunctioning due to an 
earthquake similar to the one simulated in this study. 

Marion countywide CSZ Mw-9.0 earthquake results: 
• Number of red-tagged buildings: 4,040 
• Number of yellow-tagged buildings: 9,294 
• Loss estimate: $2,820,655,000 
• Loss ratio: 4.5% 
• Non-functioning critical facilities: 44 
• Potentially displaced population: 8,086 

Key Terms: 
• Seismic retrofit: Structural modification to a 

building that improves its resilience to 
earthquake. 

• Design level: Hazus-MH terminology referring 
to the quality of a building’s seismic building 
code (i. e. Pre, Low, Moderate, and High). 
Refer to Appendix C.2.3 for more information. 
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Figure 3-2.  Mt. Angel deterministic Mw-6.8 earthquake loss ratio in Marion County, with simulated 
seismic building code upgrades. 

 

 

3.3 Flooding 
 

The frequency and severity of flooding may change over time due to changes in climate and precipitation 
patterns, land use, and how we manage our waterways. This study represents our current understanding 
of flood hazards and flood risk, but we recognize that flood models and risk assessments will need to be 
updated with time and changing conditions. 

In its most basic form, a flood is an accumulation of water over normally dry areas. Floods become 
hazardous to people and property when they inundate an area where development has occurred, causing 
losses. Floods are a commonly occurring natural hazard in Marion County and have the potential to create 
public health hazards and public safety concerns, close and damage major highways, destroy railways, 
damage structures, and cause major economic disruption. Flood issues such as flash flooding, ice jams, 
post-wildfire floods, and dam safety were not examined in this report. 

905



Marion County HMP 2022 DOGAMI-35  

A typical method for determining flood risk is to identify the probability and impact of flooding. The 
annual probabilities calculated for flood hazard used in this report are 10%, 2%, 1%, and 0.2%, henceforth 
referred to as 10-year, 50-year, 100-year, and 500-year scenarios, respectively. The ability to assess the 
probability of a flood, and the level of accuracy of that assessment is influenced by modeling methodology 
advancements, better knowledge, and longer periods of record for the stream or water body in question. 

The major rivers and creeks within the county are the Mill Creek (near Salem), the Mill Creek (near 
Woodburn), Butte Creek and Silver Creek, and the Pudding, North Santiam, Santiam, and Willamette 
Rivers. In addition, there are several tributaries to these major streams that have mapped flood zones. All 

the mapped streams are subject to flooding and damaging buildings within the floodplain. 
The impacts of flooding are determined by adverse effects to human activities within the natural and 

built environment. Through strategies such as flood hazard mitigation these adverse impacts can be 
reduced. Examples of common mitigating activities are elevating structures above the expected level of 
flooding or removing the structure through FEMA’s property acquisition (“buyout”) program. 

 
3.3.1 Data sources 
The Flood Insurance Study (FIS) and Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the study area were updated 
and made effective in 2019 (FEMA, 2019); these were the primary data sources for the flood risk 
assessment. Further information regarding NFIP related statistics can be found at FEMA’s website:  
https://www.fema.gov/policy-claim-statistics-flood-insurance. These were the only flood data sources 
that we used in the analysis, but flooding does occur in areas outside of the detailed mapped areas. 

DOGAMI developed the 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year depth grids from detailed stream model 
information within the study area (Appleby and Williams, 2021). DOGAMI used high-resolution lidar 
collected in 2009, 2013, and 2018 to create the depth grids (Willamette Valley 2009 project, Clackamol 
2013 project, and Santiam 2018 project - Oregon Lidar Consortium; see  
http://www.oregongeology.org/lidar/collectinglidar.htm). The set of depth grids were used in this risk 
assessment to determine the level to which buildings are impacted by flooding. 

Depth grids are raster GIS datasets in which each digital pixel value represents the depth of flooding 
at that location within the flood zone (Figure 3-3). Depth grids for four riverine flooding scenarios (10-, 
50-, 100-, and 500-year) were used for loss estimations and, for comparative purposes, exposure analysis. 
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Figure 3-3.  Flood depth grid example in the city of Turner, Oregon. 
 

 
 

Building loss estimates are determined in Hazus-MH by overlaying building data on a depth grid. 
Hazus-MH uses individual building information, specifically the first-floor height above ground and the 
presence of a basement, to calculate the loss ratio from a particular depth of flood. 

For Marion County, occupancy type and basement presence attributes were available from the 
assessor database for most buildings. Where individual building information was not available from 
assessor data, we used oblique imagery and street-level imagery to estimate these important building 
attributes. Only buildings in a flood zone or within 152 meters (500 feet) of a flood zone were examined 
closely to attribute buildings with more accurate information for first-floor height and basement 
presence. Because our analysis accounted for building first-floor height, buildings that have been elevated 
above the flood level were not given a loss estimate—but we did count residents in those structures as 
displaced. We did not look at the duration that residents would be displaced from their homes due to 
flooding. For information about structures exposed to flooding but not damaged, see the Exposure 
analysis section. 

 
3.3.2 Countywide results 
For this risk assessment, we imported the countywide UDF data and depth grids into Hazus-MH and ran 
a flood analysis for four flood scenarios (10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year). We used the 100-year flood 
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scenario as the primary scenario for reporting flood results (also see Appendix E, Plate 4). The 100-year 
flood has traditionally been used as a reference level for flooding and is the standard probability that 
FEMA uses for regulatory purposes. See Table B-4 for multi-scenario cumulative results. 

 

 
 
 

3.3.3 Hazus-MH analysis 
The Hazus-MH loss estimate for the 100-year flood scenario for the entire county is more than $126 
million. While the loss ratio of flood damage for the entirety of Marion County is 0.2%, the impact to areas 
of development near flood-prone streams is significant (Figure 3-4). In situations with communities 
where most residents are not within flood designated zones, the loss ratio may not be as helpful as the 
actual replacement cost and number of residents displaced to assess the level of risk and impact from 
flooding. The Hazus-MH analysis also provides useful flood data on individual communities so that 
planners can identify problems and consider which mitigating activities will provide the greatest 
resilience to flooding. 

The main flooding problems within Marion County are primarily in the areas of Turner and Salem near 
the Mill Creek floodplain. The community of Keizer also has a high level of estimated damage from the 
Willamette River and its tributaries that flow through the community. (Figure 3-4). There are few areas 
of concentrated flood damage in the study area. The small amount of damage that is estimated is scattered 
across the county at various places along the mapped streams. 

Marion countywide 100-year flood loss: 
• Number of buildings damaged: 2,552 
• Loss estimate: $126,324,000 
• Loss ratio: 0.2% 
• Damaged critical facilities: 10 
• Potentially displaced population: 4,568 
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Figure 3-4.  Ratio of flood loss estimates by Marion County community. 
 

 
 

3.3.4 Exposure analysis 
Separate from the Hazus-MH flood analysis, we did an exposure analysis by overlaying building locations 
on the 100-year flood extent. We did this to estimate the number of buildings that are elevated above the 
level of flooding and the number of displaced residents. This was done by comparing the number of non- 
damaged buildings from Hazus-MH with the number of exposed buildings in the flood zone. A small 
proportion (2%) of Marion County’s buildings were found to be within designated flood zones. Of the 
3,053 buildings that are exposed to flooding, we estimate that 501 are above the height of the 100-year 
flood. This evaluation also estimates that 4,568 residents might have mobility or access issues due to 
surrounding water. See Appendix B: Table B-5 for community-based results of flood exposure. 
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3.3.5 Areas of significant risk 
We identified locations within the study area that are comparatively at greater risk from flood hazard: 

• The very large floodplain of Mill Creek (near Salem) and its tributaries from the city of Turner to 
Salem correspond to high levels of urban development. This area is at high risk from flood hazard. 

• Many buildings in the city of Keizer along Labish Ditch are at risk of the estimated 500-year flood. 
• Buildings within the Willamette River floodplain, particularly in the city of Salem, including West 

Salem, are at risk from flood hazard. 
 
3.3 Landslide Susceptibility 

 
This study  represents  our  current understanding of landslide susceptibility within this study area. 
However, changing climate, precipitation patterns, land use, wildfire events, and land and forest 
management strategies may increase or decrease the susceptibility to landslides. 

Landslides are mass movements of rock, debris, or soil most commonly downhill. There are many 
different types of landslides in Oregon. In Marion County, the most common are debris flows and shallow- 
and deep-seated landslides. Landslides can occur in many sizes, at different depths, and with varying rates 
of movement. Generally, they are large, deep, and slow moving or small, shallow, and rapid. Factors that 
influence landslide type include slope steepness, water content, and geology. Many triggers can cause a 
landslide: intense rainfall, earthquakes, or human-induced factors like water concentration, excavation 
along a landslide toe or loading at the top. Landslides can cause severe damage to buildings and 
infrastructure. Fast-moving landslides may pose life safety risks and can occur throughout Oregon (Burns 
and others, 2016). 

 
3.3.1 Data sources 
The Statewide Landslide Information Layer for Oregon (SLIDO), release 3.2 (Burns and Watzig, 2014) is 
an inventory of mapped landslides in the state of Oregon. SLIDO is a compilation of past studies; some 
studies were completed very recently using new technologies, like lidar-derived topography, and some 
studies were performed more than 50 years ago. Consequently, SLIDO data vary greatly in scale, scope, 
and focus and thus in accuracy and resolution across the state. 

Burns and others (2016) used SLIDO 3.2 inventory data along with maps of generalized geology and 
slope to create a landslide susceptibility overview map of Oregon that shows zones of relative 
susceptibility: Very High, High, Moderate, and Low. Landslide inventory data directly define the Very High 
landslide susceptibility zone, whereas the landslide inventory data coupled with statistical results from 
generalized geology and slope maps define the other relative susceptibility zones (Burns and others, 
2016). Statewide landslide susceptibility map data have the inherent limitations of SLIDO and of the 
generalized geology and slope maps used to create the map. Therefore, the Statewide Landslide 
Susceptibility Map varies significantly in quality across the state, depending on the quality of the input 
datasets. Another limitation is that susceptibility mapping does not include some aspects of landslide 
hazard, such as runout, where the momentum of the landslide can carry debris beyond the zone deemed 
to be a high hazard area. 

Burns and Mickelson (2012) published detailed landslide inventory and susceptibility maps for the 
city of Silverton. DOGAMI (Harvey and Peterson, 1998; 2000; Hofmeister and others, 2000; Hofmeister 
and Wang, 2000) produced several landslide hazard maps in the city of Salem region approximately 20 
years  ago  (IMS-6,  IMS-5,  IMS-17,  IMS-18).  These  maps  are  currently  part  of  the  city  of  Salem’s 
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development building code. This report did not use either of these datasets and thus results in this report 
are different than one would obtain if these datasets were used. 

Recent landslide inventory mapping in Marion County (Calhoun and others, 2020) based on lidar using 
methods outlined in DOGAMI Special Paper Special Paper 42 (SP-42: Burns and Madin, 2009) was 
published in 2020 and was not incorporated into the 2016 Statewide Landslide Susceptibility Map. For 
this risk assessment, we took a conservative approach and overlaid this new landslide inventory (Calhoun 
and others, 2020), which is equivalent to Very High susceptibility, and replaced the susceptibility zones 
in the Statewide Landslide Susceptibility Map (Burns and others, 2016). Areas that were previously 
mapped as Very High but were outside of the new landslide mapping were changed to High zones. 

We used the data from the combined Statewide Landslide Susceptibility Map (Burns and others, 2016) 
and new landslide mapping (Calhoun and others, 2020) in this report to identify the general level of 
susceptibility of a given area to landslide hazards, primarily shallow and deep landslides. We overlaid 
building and critical facilities data on landslide susceptibility zones to assess the exposure for each 
community (Table B-6). The total dollar value of exposed buildings was summed for the study area and 
is reported below. We also estimated the number of people threatened by landslides. Land value losses 
due to landslides and potentially hazardous unmapped areas that may pose real risk to communities were 
not examined for this report. 

 
3.3.2 Countywide results 
Communities that developed in terrain with moderate to steep slopes or at the base of steep hillsides may 
be exposed to landslides. We found that communities along the North Santiam and Santiam Rivers and 
Scotts Mills have a high level of exposure to landslide hazard. The percentage of building value exposed 
to very high and high landslide susceptibility is approximately 4.3% for the entire study area. 

We combined High and Very High susceptibility zones as the primary scenarios to provide a general 
sense of community risk for planning purposes (Appendix E: Plate 6). It was useful to combine exposure 
for both susceptibility zones to best communicate the level of landslide risk to communities. These 
susceptibility zones represent areas most susceptible to landslides with the highest impact to the 
community. 

For this risk assessment we compared building locations to geographic extents of the landslide 
susceptibility zones (Figure 3-5). The exposure results shown below are for the High and Very High 
susceptibility zones. See Appendix B: Detailed Risk Assessment Tables for exposure analysis results of 
all susceptibility categories. 

 

 
 

Most of the developed land in Marion County is located on the gentle terrain found in the Willamette 
River Valley, which is typically Low susceptibility landslide zones. However, there are developed areas in 
the southwest part of Salem, large portion of Scotts Mills, and communities along the North Santiam River 
that are highly susceptible to landslide hazard. Landslide hazard is ubiquitous in the eastern panhandle 
portion of Marion County, which may present challenges for planning and mitigation efforts. Awareness 

Marion countywide landslide exposure (High and Very High susceptibility): 
• Number of buildings: 7,470 
• Value of exposed buildings: $2,663,045,000 
• Percentage of total county value exposed: 4.3% 
• Critical facilities exposed: 3 
• Potentially displaced population: 18,538 
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of nearby areas of landslide hazard is beneficial to reducing risk for every community and rural area of 
Marion County. 

Figure 3-5.  Landslide susceptibility exposure by Marion County community. 
 

 
 
3.3.3 Areas of significant risk 
We identified locations within the study area that are comparatively at greater risk to landslide hazard: 

• Buildings in the unincorporated county along the North Santiam River are exposed to High and 
Very High landslide hazard. 

• Many buildings in the cities of Scotts Mills and Silverton have significant exposure to High and 
Very High landslide hazard. 

• The residential neighborhoods in the southwestern portions of Salem and just outside of Salem 
are built on existing landslides (mapped as Very High susceptibility). 
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3.4 Channel Migration 
 

The frequency and severity of channel migration may change over time due to changes in climate and 
precipitation patterns, land use, and how we manage our waterways. This study represents our current 
understanding of channel migration hazards and risk, but we recognize that channel migration mapping 
and risk assessments will need to be updated with time and changing conditions. 

Channel migration is a dynamic process by which a stream’s location changes over time. This process 
includes channel bed and bank erosion, sediment deposition, and channel avulsion, a process in which the 
stream abruptly moves to a new location on the floodplain. Many factors influence channel movement, 
including the local geology, size, and quantity of sediment within the river, discharge of water, vegetation, 
channel shape, and slope. Human changes to the channel, such as the construction of dams and levees, 
also has a major impact on how a channel changes its course. In combination, these factors affect how a 
river’s energy and erosive power is dispersed. Straight, steep streams have highly concentrated erosive 
power; by contrast, curving channels that flow across wide and flat floodplains allow the river to dissipate 
its energy over a wider area and for sediment to be deposited (Rapp and Abbe, 2003). 

The area in which a stream channel moves laterally over a given time is known as a channel migration 
zone (CMZ). In places where development has occurred within the CMZ, structures are at risk for severe 
damage to foundations and infrastructure. The CMZ typically extends beyond the limits of the regulatory 
floodplain, but little consideration is given to this potential hazard. This factor contributes greatly to the 
level of risk that exists for many developed areas along streams (Rapp and Abbe, 2003). 

 
3.4.1 Data sources 
The channel migration zones used for this report were developed by Appleby and others (2021) for the 
Pudding River and the Santiam and North Santiam Rivers. The CMZ includes the areas of historical channel 
migration, potential erosion, and channel avulsion; these areas are mapped based on geology, historical 
aerial imagery, lidar topography, limited field work, and measured rates of historical channel migration. 
The methodology for developing the related zones and how they are combined are described in Appleby 
and others (2021). The CMZ is subdivided into seven subcomponents: the active channel, historical 
migration area, 30-year and 100-year erosion hazard areas, the avulsion hazard area, and flagged 
streambanks that are actively eroding or adjacent to landslides (Figure 3-6). 

To assess the exposure within each community, we overlaid buildings and critical facilities on the 30- 
year erosion hazard area within the CMZ. While there is risk throughout the CMZ, we chose to examine 
the structures within the 30-year erosion hazard area, because it represents the area of greatest 
probability of being at risk from channel migration during the next 30 years. We estimated the total dollar 
value of exposed buildings and the number of people potentially displaced from the 30-year CMZ and 
reported these values in the following section. Land value losses due to CMZ were not examined for this 
report. 
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Figure 3-6.  Example diagram of the components of a channel migration zone (CMZ) map in Marion 
County, including the active channel (AC) in dark blue, historical migration area (HMA) in light blue, 
avulsion hazard area (AHA) with hatched lines, 30-year and 100-year erosion hazard areas (EHA) in 

dark and light green, flagged streambanks with yellow and orange lines, and CMZ boundary outlined 
in magenta (from Appleby and others, 2021). 

 

 
 
 

3.4.2 Countywide results 
Mapped channel migration areas along the North Santiam, Santiam, and Pudding Rivers show a very high 
level of risk from this hazard for many communities along these watercourses. To quantify risk, the 
exposure analysis was conducted by determining which buildings were within or outside of the CMZ (see 
Appendix E: Plate 8). Due to the frequency of shifting channel patterns in these streams, channel 
migration hazard presents a significant risk compared to other hazards in the county. 

 

 
 

A significant number of buildings in the unincorporated county and cities along the Santiam and North 
Santiam Rivers are within areas where channel migration is likely to occur. Nearly half of the buildings in 

Marion countywide channel migration exposure (30-year Erosion Hazard 
Area): 

• Number of buildings: 826 
• Value of exposed buildings: $295,868,000 
• Percentage of total county value exposed: 0.5% 
• Critical facilities exposed: 2 
• Potentially displaced population: 1,475 
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the city of Stayton are mapped within the potential channel migration zone. Figure 3-7 illustrates the 
distribution of exposed building value due to channel migration with the different communities of Marion 
County. See Appendix B: Detailed Risk Assessment Tables for complete analysis results. 

 
 

Figure 3-7.  Channel migration zone exposure by Marion County community. 
 

 
 
3.4.3 Areas of significant risk 
We identified locations within the study area that are comparatively at greater risk to channel migration 
hazard: 

• The portions of the communities of Marion, Gates, Idanha, Jefferson, Mill City, and Mehama located 
along the Santiam and North Santiam Rivers have areas of potential risk from channel migration 
hazard. 
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• Many residential and commercial buildings are exposed to channel migration hazard in the 
southern portion of Stayton along the Santiam River. 

 
3.5 Wildfire 

 
The frequency, intensity, and severity of wildfires may change over time due to changes in climate, 
drought conditions, urbanization, and how we manage our forested lands. This study represents our 
current understanding of wildfire hazards and wildfire risk, but we recognize that wildfire models and 
risk assessments will need to be updated with time and changing conditions. 

Wildfires are a natural part of the ecosystem in Oregon. However, wildfires can present a substantial 
hazard to life and property in growing communities. The most common wildfire conditions include hot, 
dry, and windy weather; the inability of fire protection  forces to  contain or suppress  the fire; the 
occurrence of multiple fires that overwhelm committed resources; and a large fuel load (dense 
vegetation). Once a fire has started, its behavior is influenced by numerous conditions, including fuel, 
topography, weather, drought, and development (Gilbertson-Day and others, 2018). Post-wildfire 
geologic hazards can also present risk. These usually include flood, debris flows, and landslides. Post- 
wildfire geologic hazards were not evaluated in this project. 

The Marion County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (WCCWPP), from 2017, recommended that 
the county develop policies that address fire restriction enforcement, wildland urban interface standards, 
and building code enforcement related to emergency access. Forests cover large portions of the study area 
and play an important role in the local economy, but also surround homes and businesses (MCCWPP, 
2017). Contact the Marion County Planning Division for specific requirements related to the county’s 
comprehensive plan. 

As previously mentioned, Marion County was impacted by the 2020 Labor Day Fires, specifically the 
Beachie Creek and Lionshead Wildfires. These fires are termed “megafires” because they were greater 
than 100,000 acres in size. The Beachie Creek wildfire burned nearly 194,000 acres and the Lionshead 
wildfire burned 205,000 acres (Northwest Interagency Coordination Center website, accessed 
2/25/2022). The fires resulted in severe impacts to the built and natural environment in Marion County 
and directly demonstrate the level of wildfire risk in the county. The Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management estimates that more than 1,500 structures, including 700 homes were destroyed within the 
study area from these wildfires. 

 
 

3.5.1 Data sources 
The Pacific Northwest Quantitative Wildfire Risk Assessment (PNRA): Methods and Results (Gilbertson- 
Day and others, 2018) is a comprehensive report that includes a database of spatial information related 
to wildfire hazard developed by the United States Forest Service (USFS) for the states of Oregon and 
Washington. The steward of this database in Oregon is the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF). The 
database was created to assess the level of risk residents and structures have to wildfire. For this project, 
the burn probability dataset, a dataset included in the PNRA database, was used to measure the risk to 
communities in Marion County. 

Using guidance from ODF, we categorized the Overall Wildfire Risk dataset into low, moderate, and 
high-hazard zones for the wildfire exposure analysis. Overall Wildfire Risk was developed as a 
combination of burn probability and the presence of infrastructure and assets. The range of values in the 
risk dataset describe the level of potential impact and are characterized by very high negative values that 

916



Marion County HMP 2022 DOGAMI-46  

indicate very high risk down to zero which indicates low risk. The risk dataset also includes positive values 
that represents uninhabited areas that benefit from wildfire, but these were combined into the low-risk 
category (Gilbertson-Day and others, 2018). 

Overall Wildfire Risk values were grouped into three hazard categories: 
• Low wildfire hazard (-0.000011 to 0.005) 
• Moderate wildfire hazard (-0.000119 to -0.000011) 
• High wildfire hazard (-0.203 to -0.000119) 

We overlaid the buildings layer and critical facilities on each of the wildfire hazard zones to determine 
exposure. In certain areas no wildfire data are present which indicates areas that have minimal risk to 
wildfire hazard (see Appendix B: Table B-8). The total dollar value of exposed buildings in the study area 
is reported in the following section. We also estimated the number of people threatened by wildfire. Land 
value losses, infrastructure, and environmental impacts due to wildfire were not examined for this project. 

 
3.5.2 Countywide results 
The High hazard category was chosen as the primary scenario for this report because that category 
represents areas that have the highest potential for losses. However, Low hazard is not the same as no 
hazard. Moderate wildfire risk is included with high risk in the assessment of exposure to wildfire, because 
under certain conditions moderate risk zones can be very susceptible to burn. In combining the High and 
Moderate risk categories within Marion County, we can emphasize areas where lives and property are 
most at risk. 

 

 
 

For this risk assessment, the building locations were compared to the geographic extent of the wildfire 
risk categories. More than 1,000 buildings in along the North Santiam River are exposed to High or 
Moderate wildfire hazard. These are the primary areas of greatest risk to this hazard, especially in heavily 
forested areas along state Highway 22 (Appendix E: Plate 7). The communities of Detroit, Idanha, Gates, 
and Mill City have the highest percentage of exposure to high and moderate wildfire hazard within the 
study area. Figure 3-8 illustrates the level of risk from wildfire for the different communities of Marion 
County. See Appendix B: Detailed Risk Assessment Tables for multiscenario analysis results. 

Marion countywide wildfire exposure (High or Moderate risk): 
• Number of buildings: 2,819 
• Value of exposed buildings: $813,993,000 
• Percentage of total county value exposed: 1.3% 
• Critical facilities exposed: 7 
• Potentially displaced population: 4,754 
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Figure 3-8. Wildfire risk exposure by Marion County community. 
 

 
 
 
3.5.3 Areas of significant risk 
We identified locations within the study area that are comparatively at greater risk from wildfire hazard: 

• While the Beachie Creek, Lionshead, and P-515 wildfires that occurred in the fall of 2020 
caused widespread and devastating damage to areas along the North Santiam River, those 
wildfires were not specifically examined in this report. However, the areas that burned will be 
at risk to indirect hazards such as post-wildfire debris flows, rock falls, and flash flooding. The 
data used in this risk assessment, both asset and hazard information, originated prior to the 
date of these fires. The areas most at risk based on the data used in this study correspond to 
areas impacted by the 2020 wildfires. 

• Exposure to wildfire risk is highest for communities in the forested areas along state Highway 
22 that follows along the North Santiam River. 
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3.6 Volcano Hazard – Lahar 
 

A lahar is a water-saturated mixture of muddy debris and rock fragments that originates from a volcano 
and flows down channels at a rapid speed. Lahars are typically generated from a volcanic eruption but 
can be initiated during heavy rains or by a sudden outburst of glacial melt. They are most common when 
a volcano that is covered with heavy loads of snow and ice erupts. When water mixes with materials from 
eruptions, a lahar or volcanic debris flow can occur (Driedger and Scott, 2008). 

Distal volcanic hazards, as opposed to proximal volcanic hazards affect areas away from the center of 
geologic activity. A lahar is considered a distal volcanic hazard because a lahar can travel long distances 
and cause damage (Burns and others, 2011). Because a lahar moves like flowing concrete, it has the 
capacity to destroy most things in its path. Lahar deposits tend to exacerbate flooding and channel 
migration risk in the river valleys they affect (Driedger and Scott, 2008). For additional detailed 
information on the volcanic hazards and potential impacts, Walder and others (1999) Volcano Hazards in 
the Mount Jefferson Region, Oregon, USGS Open-File Report 99-24 should be reviewed. This report 
discusses the risk from lahars to the Detroit Dam and Detroit Lake. If lahars entered this lake, they could 
cause large waves that could overtop the dam and possibly cause dam failure, with catastrophic effects 
downstream. Such events have very low probabilities but great potential consequences (Walder and 
others, 1999). 

 
3.6.1 Data sources 
The lahar zones used in this report were created by Walder and others (1999) and were based on previous 
volcanic eruptions to estimate the extent of potential lahars on Mount Jefferson. Three nested lahar zones 
were computed based on an estimated volume of debris that could suddenly flow from Mount Jefferson. 
The largest and least likely scenario (>15,000-year annual recurrence) is designed at a volume of 500 
million cubic meters (650 million cubic yards) and would correspond to volcanic activity or a low- 
probability landslide event involving large flank failures not caused by magmatic intrusion (Walder and 
others, 1999). The intermediate and small lahar scenarios are based on more likely events ranging from 
small eruptions, stream explosion, or rain-on-snow events. Such events are estimated to produce volumes 
of debris smaller than the largest scenario. The intermediate scenario, categorized in this report as 
“Medium,” has an estimated volume of 100 million cubic meters (130 million cubic yards) with an annual 
recurrence of 1,000 to 15,000 years. The smallest scenario, categorized as “Small,” has an estimated 
volume of 20 million cubic meters (25 million cubic yards) with an annual recurrence of 100 to 1,000 
years. 

For this risk assessment, we compared the locations of buildings and critical facilities to the geographic 
extent of the lahar inundation zones to assess the exposure for each community (Appendix B: Table-B, 
and Appendix E: Plate 8). The exposure results shown below are for only the Medium scenario. We also 
estimated the number of people at risk from lahar hazard. 

 
3.6.2 Countywide results 
Most of the 350,000 residents in the study area are not exposed to lahar hazard, but the hazard poses 
significant concerns for those closer to Mount Jefferson and those within the distal riverine valley. 
The total dollar value of exposed buildings was summed for the study area and is shown in Figure 3-9. 
The communities most threatened from a volcanic eruption and lahar event are Gates, Detroit, Idanha, 
and Mill City. See Appendix B: Detailed Risk Assessment Tables for cumulative multiscenario analysis 
results. 
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Figure 3-9.  Lahar exposure by study area community. 
 

 
Note that “Salem (West Salem)” is the portion of the city of Salem within Polk County. Values for “Salem” and “Salem 
(West Salem)” can be summed to calculate the total value for the city of Salem. 

Marion countywide lahar exposure (Medium scenario): 
• Number of buildings: 1,789 
• Exposure value: $414,766,000 
• Percentage of exposure value: 0.7% 
• Critical facilities exposed: 3 
• Potentially displaced population: 2,401 
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3.6.3 Areas of vulnerability or risk 
We identified locations within the study area that are comparatively more vulnerable or at greater risk to 
lahar hazard: 

• Lahar risk is present for all buildings near the North Santiam River along state Highway 22. 
• The 100–1,000-year return interval is a significant threat for residents closer to Mt. Jefferson. 

Detroit has 47% exposure and Idanha has 66% exposure to this hazard. 
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this study is to provide a better understanding of potential impacts from multiple natural 
hazards at the community scale. We accomplished this by using the latest natural hazard mapping and 
loss estimation tools or exposure analysis to quantify risk to buildings and potential displacement of 
permanent residents. This detailed approach provides new context for the county’s risk reduction efforts. 
We note several important findings based on the results of this study: 

• Extensive damage and losses for some areas in Marion County can occur from an 
earthquake—Based on the results of a Mt. Angel Fault Mw-6.8 earthquake, some communities in 
Marion County will experience at least some impact and disruption. Results show that this 
earthquake could cause building value losses of 30% to 35% to all communities in the 
northeastern portion of Marion County. The damages in this part of the county are primarily from 
earthquake shaking, while damage to other buildings along the Willamette, Santiam, and North 
Santiam Rivers could also be due to ground deformation related to liquefaction. High vulnerability 
within the building inventory (unreinforced masonry) also contributed to losses expected in the 
county. 

• Retrofitting buildings to modern seismic building codes can reduce damages and losses 
from earthquake shaking—Seismic building codes have a major influence on earthquake 
shaking damage estimated in this study. We found that retrofitting to at least Moderate code was 
a very effective mitigation strategy because the additional benefit from retrofitting to High code 
was minimal. In our simulation of upgrading buildings to at least Moderate code, the estimated 
loss for the entire study area was reduced from 11% to 7%. We found further reduction in 
estimated loss in our simulation to 5.2% by upgrading all buildings to High code. Communities 
with older buildings, that were constructed below the Moderate seismic code standards, are both 
the most vulnerable and have the greatest potential for risk reduction. For example, the city of Mt. 
Angel could reduce losses from 37% to 13% by retrofitting all buildings to at least moderate code. 
This stands in contrast to areas with newer building stock, such as the city of Keizer, which would 
see small reductions in damage estimates. Although seismic retrofits are an effective strategy for 
reducing earthquake shaking damage, it should be noted that earthquake-induced landslide and 
liquefaction hazards will also be present in some areas, and these hazards require different 
geotechnical mitigation strategies. 

• Some communities in the study area are at moderate risk from flooding—Many buildings 
within the floodplain are vulnerable to significant damage from flooding. At first glance, Hazus- 
MH flood loss estimates may give a false impression of lower risk because they show lower 
damages within individual communities relative to other hazards we examined. This is likely due 
to the difference between the type of results from loss estimation and exposure analysis, as well 
as the limited area impacted by flooding. Flooding is one of the most frequently occurring natural 
hazards and thus commonly has repetitive losses that occur with recurrence intervals of 10s to 
100s of years versus volcanic hazards with recurrence intervals of 100s to thousands of years. We 
estimate that an average of 13% building value loss occurs for buildings within the 100-year flood 
zone. The areas that are most vulnerable from flood hazard within the study are buildings along 
the Mill Creek (near Salem) between Turner and Salem and along Labish Ditch in Keizer. 

• Elevating structures in the flood zone reduces vulnerability—We used flood exposure 
analysis in addition to Hazus-MH loss estimation to identify buildings that were not damaged but 
were within the area expected to experience a 100-year flood. By using both analyses in this way, 
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we quantified the number of elevated structures within the flood zone. This showed possible 
mitigation needs in flood loss prevention and the effectiveness of past activities. For example, in 
the city of Turner nearly a third of the buildings exposed to flooding are elevated above the base 
flood elevation. Based on the number of buildings exposed to flooding throughout the county, 
many would benefit from elevating above the level of flooding. 

• Landslide risk is significant for steeper areas in the county—The recent landslide mapping 
used in this study was created using lidar and modern mapping methods to develop very accurate 
landslide hazard maps. We used exposure analysis to assess the threat from landslide hazards. 
The developed areas in the southwest part of Salem, a large portion of Scotts Mills, and 
communities along the North Santiam River are highly susceptible to landslide hazards. Nearly 
50% of the buildings in Scotts Mills are exposed to Very High or High landslide hazard. 

• Exposure analysis show that buildings in the riverine valleys of the study area are at risk 
from channel migration hazard—Exposure analysis shows that channel migration hazard is a 
threat to communities and buildings along the Pudding, Santiam, and North Santiam Rivers. The 
city of Stayton has very high risk from channel migration hazard, with nearly 400 buildings 
exposed to the hazard. 

• Results from the wildfire risk assessment correspond to the 2020 Labor Day Wildfires 
along the North Santiam River—Exposure analysis based on data prior to the 2020 wildfires 
show that buildings along state Highway 22 are significantly more vulnerable to wildfire hazard 
than the rest of the county. Hazards that are related to post-wildfire conditions, such as post- 
wildfire debris flow, rockfalls, and flash flooding, are likely to be present in burned areas. Post- 
wildfire damage assessments were not within the scope of this study, but such activities could 
offer a better understanding to limit future risk. 

• Exposure analysis shows that communities along the North Santiam River are at risk to 
lahar hazard—Exposure analysis shows that volcanic lahar hazard is a minor threat to some 
communities in the study area. Structures near the North Santiam River along state Highway 22 
are most at risk to lahar compared to other parts of the study area. In the community of Detroit 
and Idanha there are 47% and 66%, respectively, of buildings exposed to the 100- to 1,000-year 
return interval of lahar hazard. 

• Many of the study area’s critical facilities are at significant risk to earthquake and channel 
migration—Critical facilities were identified and were specifically examined within this report. 
We have estimated that 35% (85 of 236) of Marion County’s critical facilities will be non- 
functioning after a Mt. Angel Fault Mw-6.8 earthquake. Additionally, 8% (20 of 236) of critical 
facilities are exposed to channel migration hazard and 4% (11 of 236) to flood hazard. We found 
little exposure of critical facilities to landslide, wildfire, and lahar hazards. 

• The biggest causes of displacement to population are earthquake and landslide hazards— 
Potential displacement of permanent residents from natural hazards was estimated within this 
report. We estimated that there is risk to 5.3% of the population in the county from landslide 
hazard (not a single hazard event) and 4.3% from an earthquake. Channel migration hazard is a 
potential threat to 1.8% of permanent residents. A small percentage of residents are vulnerable 
to displacement from flood, wildfire, and lahar hazards. 

• The results allow communities the ability to compare across hazards and prioritize their 
needs—Each community within the study area was assessed for natural hazard exposure and 
loss. This allowed for comparison of risk for a specific hazard between communities. It also allows 
for a comparison between different hazards, though care must be taken to distinguish loss 
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estimates and exposure results. The loss estimates and exposure analyses can assist in developing 
plans that address the concerns for those individual communities. 

 
 

5.0 LIMITATIONS 

There are several limitations to keep in mind when interpreting the results of this risk assessment. 
• Spatial and temporal variability of natural hazard occurrence – With the exception of 

earthquakes, other hazards like flood, landslide, channel migration, and wildfire are extremely 
unlikely to occur across the fully mapped extent of the hazard zones. For example, areas mapped 
in the 100-year flood zone will be prone to flooding on occasion in certain watersheds during 
specific events, but not all at once throughout the entire county or even the entire community. 
While we report the overall impacts of a given hazard scenario, the losses from a single hazard 
event probably will not be as severe and widespread. 

• Loss estimation for individual buildings – Hazus-MH is a model, not reality, which is an 
important factor when considering the loss ratio of an individual building. On-the-ground 
mitigation, such as elevation of buildings to avoid flood loss, has been only minimally captured. 
Also, due to a lack of building material information, assumptions were made about the 
distribution of wood, steel, and unreinforced masonry buildings. Loss estimation is most 
insightful when individual building results are aggregated to the community level because it 
reduces the impact of data outliers. 

• Loss estimation versus exposure – We recommend careful interpretation of exposure results. 
This is due to the spatial and temporal variability of natural hazards (described above) and the 
inability to perform loss estimations due to the lack of Hazus-MH damage functions. Exposure is 
reported in terms of total building value, which could imply a total loss of the buildings in a 
particular hazard zone, but this is not the case. Exposure is simply a calculation of the number of 
buildings and their value and does not make estimates about the level to which an individual 
building could be damaged. 

• Population variability – Some of the communities in Marion County have a number of vacation 
homes and rentals, which are typically occupied during the summer. Our estimates of potentially 
displaced people rely on permanent populations published in the 2010 U.S. Census (United States 
Census Bureau, 2010b) and adjusted for population growth based on PSU Population Research 
Center data. As a result, we are slightly underestimating the number of people that may be in 
harm’s way on a summer weekend. 

• Data accuracy and completeness – Some datasets in our risk assessments had incomplete 
coverage or lacked high-resolution data within the study area. We used lower-resolution data 
where there was incomplete coverage or where high-resolution data were not available. We made 
assumptions to amend areas of incomplete data coverage based on reasonable methods described 
within this report. Data layers in which assumptions were made to fill gaps are building footprints, 
population, some building specific attributes, and landslide susceptibility. Many of the datasets 
included known or suspected artifacts, omissions and errors, however repairing these problems 
was beyond the scope of the project and are areas needing additional research. We are aware that 
some uncertainty has been introduced from these data amendments at an individual building 
scale, but at community-wide scales the effects of the uncertainties are slight. 
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6.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following areas of implementation are needed to better understand hazards and reduce risk to 
natural hazard through mitigation planning. These implementation areas, while not comprehensive, touch 
on all phases of risk management and focus on awareness and preparation, planning, emergency 
response, mitigation funding opportunities, and hazard-specific risk reduction activities. 

 
6.2 Awareness and Preparation 

 
Awareness is crucial to lowering risk and lessening the impacts of natural hazards. When community 
members understand their risk and know the role that they play in preparedness, the community becomes 
a safer place to live. Awareness and preparation not only reduce the initial impact from natural hazards, 
but they also reduce the amount of recovery time for a after a disaster—this ability is commonly referred 
to as “resilience.” 

This report is intended to provide local officials with a comprehensive and authoritative profile of 
natural hazard risk to underpin their public outreach efforts. 

Messaging can be tailored to stakeholder groups. For example, outreach to homeowners could focus 
on actions they can take to reduce risk to their property. The DOGAMI Homeowners Guide to Landslides 
(https://www.oregongeology.org/Landslide/ger_homeowners_guide_landslides.pdf) provides a variety 
of risk reduction options for homeowners who live in high landslide susceptibility areas. This guide is one 
of many existing resources. Agencies and local community organizations that partner with local officials 
in the development of additional effective resources could help this information reach a wider audience. 

 
6.3 Planning 

 
Local decision-makers can make plans based on the geohazard and risk information presented in this 
report. The primary framework for accomplishing this is through the comprehensive planning process. A 
comprehensive plan sets the long-term trajectory of capital improvements, zoning, and urban growth 
boundary expansion, all of which are planning tools that can be used to reduce natural hazard risk. 

Another framework is the natural hazard mitigation plan (NHMP) process. NHMP plans focus on 
characterizing natural hazard risk and identifying actions to reduce risk. The information presented in 
this report is a key resource because it directly informs the vulnerability assessment section of the NHMP 
plan. 

While there are many similarities between this report and an NHMP, the hazards or critical facilities 
in the two reports can vary. Differences between the reports may be due to data availability or limited 
methodologies for specific hazards. The critical facilities considered in this report may not be identical to 
those listed in a typical NHMP due to  the lack of damage functions  in Hazus-MH for non-building 
structures and to different considerations about emergency response during and after a disaster. 

 
6.4 Emergency Response 

 
Critical facilities play a major role during and immediately after a natural disaster. This study can help 
emergency managers identify vulnerable critical facilities and develop contingencies in their response 
plans. Additionally, detailed mapping of potentially displaced residents can be used to reevaluate 
evacuation routes and identify vulnerable populations to assist with early warning. 
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The building database that accompanies this report can guide predisaster mitigation, emergency 
response, and community resilience improvements. Vulnerable areas can be identified and supported 
through awareness campaigns. These campaigns can be aimed at predisaster mitigation actions, such as 
seismic retrofitting. Emergency response entities can benefit from the use of the building dataset through 
identification of potential hazards and populated buildings before and during a disaster. Reduction of the 
magnitude of the disaster, emergency planning, and improved response time contribute to a community’s 
natural hazard resilience. 

 
6.5 Mitigation Funding Opportunities 

 
Several funding sources are available to communities that are susceptible to natural hazards and have 
specific mitigation projects they wish to accomplish. State and federal funds are available for projects that 
demonstrate cost effective natural hazard risk reduction. The Oregon Department of Emergency 
Management (OEM) State Hazard  Mitigation  Officer (SHMO)  can  provide  communities  assistance 
in determining eligibility, finding mitigation grants, and navigating the mitigation grant application 
proAcet sths.e time of writing this report, FEMA has three programs that assist states, local communities, tribes, 
and territories with natural hazard mitigation funding: Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) 
Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities (BRIC), and Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Grant 
Program. FEMA also has a grant program specifically for flooding called Flood Mitigation Assistance 
(FMA). The SHMO can help with finding further opportunities for earthquake and tsunami assistance and 
funding. 

 
6.6 Hazard-Specific Risk Reduction Actions 

 
6.6.1 Earthquake 

• Evaluate critical facilities for seismic preparedness by identifying structural deficiencies and 
vulnerabilities to dependent systems (e.g., water, fuel, power). 

• Evaluate vulnerabilities of critical facilities. We estimate that 35% of critical facilities (Appendix 
A: Community Risk Profiles) will be damaged by an earthquake scenario described in this 
report, which will have many direct and indirect negative effects on first-response and recovery 
efforts. 

• Identify communities and buildings that would benefit from seismic upgrades. 
 

6.6.2 Flood 
• Map areas of potential floodwater storage areas. 
• Identify structures that have repeatedly flooded in the past and would be eligible for FEMA’s 

“buyout” program. 
• Additional risk reduction strategies may be found on FEMA’s website at  

https://www.ready.gov/floods. 
 

6.6.3 Landslide 
• Create modern landslide inventory and susceptibility maps. 
• Monitor ground movement in high susceptibility areas. 
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• Evaluate risks to transportation networks and land value losses due to landslide in future risk 
assessments. 

• Study the risk from landslides that are experience channel erosion at the toe of the landslide. 
• Additional risk reduction strategies may be found on FEMA’s website at  

https://www.ready.gov/landslides-debris-flow. 
 

6.6.4 Channel migration 
• Future development in areas with the largest CMZs, particularly Pudding River, the Santiam, and 

North Santiam Rivers, should include CMZ mitigation strategies into plans and designs. 
• Evaluate the losses in land value or productivity due to channel migration. 
• Evaluate risks to transportation networks and bridges due to channel migration. 
• Identify areas suitable for conservation corridors along rivers that are at risk from channel 

migration. These can be multipurpose including areas that provide or improve floodwater 
storage, riparian and aquatic habitat restoration, and climate change resilience, and water 
quality. 

 
6.6.5 Wildfire-related geologic hazards 

• Evaluate post-wildfire geologic hazards including flood, debris flows, and landslides. 
• Additional risk reduction strategies may be found on FEMA’s website at  

https://www.ready.gov/wildfires. 
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APPENDIX A. COMMUNITY RISK PROFILES 
 

A risk analysis summary for each community is provided in this section to encourage ideas for natural 
hazard risk reduction. Increasing disaster preparedness, public hazards communication, and education, 
ensuring functionality of emergency services, and ensuring access to evacuation routes are actions that 
every community can take to reduce their risk. This appendix contains community specific data to provide 
an overview of the community and the level of risk from each natural hazard analyzed. In addition, for 
each community a list of critical facilities and assumed impact from individual hazards is provided. 
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A.28 City of Turner.......................................................................................................... 81 

A.29 City of Woodburn ................................................................................................... 82 
 
 
 
 
 

A.1 Unincorporated Marion County (Rural) 
 
 

Table A-1.  Unincorporated Marion County (rural) hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Unincorporated Marion 
County (rural) 

47,599 43,387 54 16,042,238,000 
 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 
 

Hazard 

 
 

Scenario 

Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

% Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

 
Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

 

 
Loss Estimate ($) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 205 0.4% 247 1 9,060,000 0.1% 

 
Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 

Deterministic 

 
1,794 

 
3.8% 

 
7,868 

 
25 

 
2,169,985,170 

 
14% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 

  Potentially 
Displaced 

% Potentially 
Displaced 

 
Exposed 

Exposed 
Critical 

 
Building 

 
Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very High 
Susceptibility 

4,282 9.0% 3,132 2 1,000,718,000 6.2% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

263 0.6% 288 0 90,300,000 0.6% 

Wildfire High and Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

1,671 3.5% 1,550 3 416,940,000 2.6% 
 
 

152 0.3% 175 0 43,913,000 0.3% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 
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Table A-2.  Unincorporated Marion County (rural) critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete 
Damage 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Abiqua School       
Ames Municipal Airport       
Aurora Sewage Treatment Plant       
Aurora State Airport  X     
Bethany Charter School  X     
Bethel Elementary School  X     
Brooks Sewage Treatment Plant  X     
Cascade JR/SR High School       
Central Howell Elementary School  X     
Cloverdale Elementary School       
Crosshill Christian School       
Detroit Ranger Station   X  X  
Drakes Crossing RFPD  X     
Drift Creek Station       
Elkhorn Station   X  X  
Evergreen Elementary School  X     
Fruitland Elementary School  X     
Harchenko Industrial Airport       
Holy Family Academy  X     
Jefferson Christian School       
Jefferson High School       
Jefferson Middle School       
Jefferson Sewage Water Treatment X      
Lake Labish Elementary School       
Livingstone Adventist Academy       
Marion County Emergency Operations 
Center 

      

Marion County Fire District 1 - Brooklake 
Station 5 

      

Marion County Fire District 1 - Four 
Corners Station 1 

 X     

Marion County Fire District 1 - Labish 
Station 7 

 X     

Marion County Fire District 1 - Macleay 
Station 4 

      

Marion County Fire District 1 - Pratum 
Station 3 

      

Marion County Public Works       
Monitor Elementary School       
Monitor RFPD 58       
Mt Angel Sewage Treatment Plant       
North Marion Intermediate School       
North Marion Middle School       
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Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete 
Damage 

Landslide High and 
Very High 

Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

North Marion Primary School       
North Marion SR High School       
Pioneer Elementary School       
Pratum Elementary School       
St. John Bosco High School  X     
St. Paul Substation  X     
Sacred Heart Catholic School       
Silver Crest Elementary School       
Silverton RFPD - Abiqua Station       
Silverton RFPD - Crooked Finger Station     X  
Silverton RFPD - Victor Point Station       
Talbot Station       
Valley Inquiry Charter School       
Victor Point Elementary       
William P Lord High School  X     
Woodburn RFPD 6 - Station 24 Waconda       
Woodburn RFPD 6 - Station 25 Broadacres       
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A.2 Unincorporated Community of Brooks 

Table A-3.  Unincorporated community of Brooks hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Brooks 272 249 2 89,505,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged   
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical Loss Estimate 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

14 5.1% 61 0 13,149,525 14.7% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 
 
 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 

Table A-4.  Unincorporated community of Brooks critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire High 
or Moderate 

Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 
Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Brooks School       
Willamette Valley Christian School       
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A.3 Unincorporated Community of Butteville 

Table A-5.  Unincorporated community of Butteville hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Butteville 352 193 0 78,691,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged   
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical Loss Estimate 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

18 5.2% 56 0 13,144,000 17% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

15 4.2% 10 0 3,393,000 4.3% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 
 
 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 
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A.4 Unincorporated Community of Four Corners 

Table A-6.  Unincorporated community of Four Corners hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Four Corners 9,385 6,508 3 1,801,596,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged   
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical Loss Estimate 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

199 2.1% 558 1 86,297,683 4.8% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 
 
 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 

Table A-7.  Unincorporated community of Four Corners critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire High 
or Moderate 

Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 
Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Auburn Elementary School       
Four Corners Elementary School  X     
Mary Eyre Elementary School       
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A.5 Unincorporated Community of Hayesville 

Table A-8.  Unincorporated community of Hayesville hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Hayesville 11,677 7,876 7 2,382,452,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged   
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical Loss Estimate 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

333 2.8% 954 2 158,024,983 6.6% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

14 0.1% 6 0 2,218,000 0.1% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

7 0% 7 0 1,209,000 0% 
 
 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 

Table A-9.  Unincorporated community of Hayesville critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire High 
or Moderate 

Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 
Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Early College High School       
Grace Academy  X     
Hayesville Elementary School  X     
Lamb Elementary School       
Marion County Fire District 1 - Chemeketa 
Station 8 

      

Middle Grove Elementary School       
Scott Elementary School       
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A.6 Unincorporated Community of Labish Village 

Table A-10. Unincorporated community of Labish Village hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Labish Village 232 167 0 43,407,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged   
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical Loss Estimate 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

4 1.9% 18 0 3,210,885 7.4% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 
 
 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 
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A.7 Unincorporated Community of Marion 

Table A-11. Unincorporated community of Marion hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Marion 230 244 0 64,728,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged   
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical Loss Estimate 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

0 0.1% 4 0 875,700 1.4% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

3 1.3% 1 0 408,000 0.6% 
 
 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 

Table A-12. Unincorporated community of Marion critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

 
Lahar 

Hazard 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Marion Fire Station       
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A.8 Unincorporated Community of Mehama 

Table A-13. Unincorporated community of Mehama hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Mehama 203 189 1 53,460,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged   
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical Loss Estimate 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

3 1.3% 17 0 3,014,033 5.6% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

42 21% 29 0 9,312,000 17% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel 
Migration Zone 

8 3.9% 12 0 3,051,000 5.7% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

36 18% 28 0 7,074,000 13% 
 
 

0 0% 0 1 0 0% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 

Table A-14. Unincorporated community of Mehama critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

 
Lahar 

Hazard 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Mehama Fire Station      X 
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A.9 City of Aumsville 
 

Table A-15. City of Aumsville hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Aumsville  4,215  1,459  5  509,635,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged  
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Loss Estimate ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 6 0 76,000 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

36 0.9% 93 2 16,580,652 3.3% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 
 
 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 

Table A-16. City of Aumsville critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

 
Lahar 

Hazard 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Aumsville Elementary School       
Aumsville Police Department       
Aumsville RFPO  X     
Aumsville Sewage Treatment Plant  X     
Willamette Valley Baptist School       
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A.10 City of Aurora 
 

Table A-17. City of Aurora hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Aurora  985  560  2  258,763,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged  
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Loss Estimate ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 2 0 7,000 0% 

Earthquake Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

32 3.3% 100 2 31,708,988 12% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very High 
Susceptibility 

27 2.7% 15 0 5,511,000 2.1% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 1 0 118,000 0.05% 

Wildfire High and Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone (1,000 
to 15,000-year) 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 
 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 
 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-18. City of Aurora critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Aurora Police Department  X     
Aurora RFPD - Aurora Station  X     
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A.11 City of Detroit 
 

Table A-19. City of Detroit hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 
 

Table A-20. City of Detroit critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Detroit Fire Station       

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Detroit  205 315  1  69,925,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

0 0% 2 0 186,986 0.3% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

52 2 6% 78 0 18,032,000 26% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

120 5 9% 185 0 36,915,258 53% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
128 6 

 
2% 

 
198 

 
0 47,132,000 

 
67% 
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A.12 City of Donald 
 

Table A-21. City of Donald hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-22. City of Donald critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Aurora RFPD - Donald Station  X     

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Donald  995 490  1  195,528,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

181 1 8% 221 1 57,784,232 30% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0% 
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A.13 City of Gates 
 

Table A-23. City of Gates hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-24. City of Gates critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Gates Main Station     X X 

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Gates  540 326  1  71,352,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

6 1. 1% 20 0 2,291,112 3.2% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

231 4 3% 151 0 28,397,000 40% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

53 1 0% 27 0 7,145,000 10% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

212 3 9% 124 1 27124398 38% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
369 6 

 
8% 

 
216 

 
1 49,569 

 
70% 
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A.14 City of Gervais 
 

Table A-25. City of Gervais hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 

 
Table A-26. City of Gervais critical facilities. 

 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

City Hall  X     
Gervais High School  X     
Gervais Middle School  X     

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Gervais  2,620 719  3  247,297,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

397 1 5% 266 4 55,400,740 22% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0% 

 

948



Marion County HMP 2022 DOGAMI-78  

A.15 City of Hubbard 
 

Table A-27. City of Hubbard hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-28. City of Hubbard critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Hubbard Police Department  X     
Hubbard RFPD  X     
Hubbard Sewage Treatment Plant  X     

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Hubbard  3,315 1,187  3  458,199,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

379 1 1% 466 3 125,813,507 28% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

6 0. 2% 2 0 594,000 0.1% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0% 
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A.16 City of Idanha 
 

Table A-29. City of Idanha hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-30. City of Idanha critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Idanha-Detroit RFPD       

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Idanha  155 159  1  35,338,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 3 1. 7% 2 0 23,000 0.1% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

0 0. 1% 1 0 149,000 0.4% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

28 1 8% 39 0 9,935,000 28% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

23 1 5% 21 0 4,094,000 15% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

79 5 1% 66 0 13610108 39% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
141 9 

 
1% 

 
127 

 
0 27,525,000 

 
78% 

 

950



Marion County HMP 2022 DOGAMI-80  

A.17 City of Jefferson 
 

Table A-31. City of Jefferson hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 
 

Table A-32. City of Jefferson critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Jefferson Elementary School       
Jefferson Main Station    X   

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Jefferson  3,280 1,243  2  389,441,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 5 0. 1% 2 0 8,000 0.0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

2 0. 1% 12 0 3,211,000 0.8% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

62 1. 9% 25 0 8,146,000 2.1% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

15 0. 5% 4 0 1,626,000 0.4% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0% 
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A.18 City of Keizer 
 

Table A-33. City of Keizer hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 

) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

Table A-34. City of Keizer critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Centennial School  X     
Claggett Creek Middle School       
Clear Lake Elementary       
Cummings Elementary School  X     
Forest Ridge Elementary School       
Gubser Elementary       
Keizer Elementary  X     
Keizer Fire District  X     
Keizer Police Department  X     
Kennedy Elementary School       
Clearlake Station 6       
McNary High School       
Urgent Care Inland Shores       
Weddle Elementary School       
Whiteaker Middle School       

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Keizer 38,585 16,380  15  5,592,798,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

  

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 704 1. 8% 336 0 26,571,000 0.5% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

2,479 6. 4% 3,994 5 722,048,109 13% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

142 0. 4% 62 0 18,852,000 0.3% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

17 0. 0% 6 0 2190893 0.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0% 

 

952



Marion County HMP 2022 DOGAMI-82  

A.19 City of Mill City 
 

Table A-35. City of Mill City hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-36. City of Mill City critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Mill City Main Station     X X 

Santiam Elementary     X X 

Santiam JR SR High School      X 

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Mill City  1,915 1,269  3  299,237,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

5 0. 3% 17 0 4,876,531 1.6% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

126 6. 6% 78 0 19,040,000 6.4% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

196 1 0% 72 0 25,451,000 8.5% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

260 1 4% 171 2 38745652 13% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
1,604 8 

 
4% 

 
1,069 

 
3 245,855 

 
82% 
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A.20 City of Mt. Angel 
 

Table A-37. City of Mt. Angel hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-38. City of Mt. Angel critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

John F Kennedy SR High School  X     
Mount Angel Fire Department       
Mount Angel Police Department       
Mount Angel Public Works       
Mt Angel Middle School       
Silverton - Mt Angel Family Medicine       
St Mary's Public School       

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Mt. Angel  3,520 1,219  7  539,815,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

613 1 7% 553 1 197,469,572 37% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

0 0% 2 0 87,000 0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0% 
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A.21 City of Salem 
 

Table A-39. City of Salem hazard profile. 
 

 

Community Overview 
 

Community Name Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Salem  141,565  58,163  80  22,532,083,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Damaged  
Displaced Displaced Damaged Critical 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Loss Estimate ($) Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 2,571 1.8% 1,431 8 70,473,000 0.3% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

1,924 1.4% 3,591 5 1,044,527,904 4.6% 
 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 

 Potentially % Potentially  Exposed  
Displaced Displaced Exposed Critical Building Exposure 

Hazard Scenario Residents Residents Buildings Facilities Value ($) Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

11,252 7.9% 2,927 1 1,261,015,000 5.6% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

1,555 1.1% 432 0 170035265 0.8% 
 
 

0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 
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Table A-40. City of Salem critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Armed Forces Reserve Center       
Baker Elementary School       
Battle Creek Elementary X      
Blanchet Catholic School       
Bush Elementary School  X     
Candalara Elementary School       
Chavez Elementary       
Chemawa Indian School  X     
Crossler Middle School       
Eagle Charter School       
Englewood Elementary School  X     
Grant Community School       
Hallman Elementary School       
Hammond Elementary School  X     
Heritage School       
Highland Elementary School       
Hoover Elementary School       
Houck Middle School       
Immanuel Evangelical Lutheran 
School 

      

Judson Middle School       
Lee Elementary School       
Leslie Middle School       
Liberty Elementary School       
Marion County Community 
Corrections 

 X     

McKay High School       
McKinley Elementary School       
McNary Army Aviation Hangars X      
McNary Field X      
MG George A White Building       
Military Department       
Miller Elementary School       
Montessori Discovery Center       
Morningside Elementary School       
North Salem High School X      
Oregon Dept of Transportation X      
Oregon Emergency Management       
Oregon State Hospital       
Oregon State Police X      
Oregon State Police – Capitol Office       
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Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 
Oregon Youth Authority - Hillcrest 
Youth Corrections 

      

Parrish Middle School       
Pringle Elementary School       
Queen of Peace School       
Richmond Elementary School       
Roberts High School       
St John Lutheran School       
St Joseph School       
Salem Academy Christian School       
Salem Child Development Center       
Salem Clinic Main       
Salem Clinic South       
Salem Emergency Services       
Salem Fire Dept - Station 01       
Salem Fire Dept - Station 02       
Salem Fire Dept - Station 03       
Salem Fire Dept - Station 04       
Salem Fire Dept - Station 07       
Salem Fire Dept - Station 09       
Salem Fire Dept - Station 10       
Salem Heights Elementary School       
Salem Hospital X      
SALEM KINDERCARE       
Salem Montessori School       
Salem Police Department       
Salem Public Works X      
Schirle Elementary School       
SONSHINE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL       
South Salem High School   X    
Sprague High School       
St Vincent Depaul School       
Stephens Middle School       
Sumpter Elementary School       
Swegle Elementary School       
Urgent Care Clinic South       
Waldo Middle School       
WASHINGTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL       
Wright Elementary School       
Yakima Valley Farm Workers Clinic       
Yoshikai Elementary School       
Zoom Care Salem       
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A.22 City of Salem (West Salem) 

Table A-41. City of Salem (West Salem) hazard profile. 
 

Community Overview 

Community Name  Population Number of Buildings Critical Facilities1 Total Building Value ($) 

Salem (West Salem ) 27,405  10,797  12  3,194,904,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

 
 

Scenario 

Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

% Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

  
Damaged 
Buildings 

Damaged 
Critical 

Facilities 

 

 
Loss Estimate ($) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 361 1.3%  157 0 12,098,000 0.4% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

758 2.8%  580 1 132,316,114 4.1% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

 
 

Scenario 

Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

% Potentially 
Displaced 
Residents 

  
Exposed 

Buildings 

Exposed 
Critical 

Facilities 

 
Building 

Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

1,104 4.0%  424 0 117,055,000 3.7% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

4 0.0%  1 0 428,000 0.0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

0 0.0%  0 0 0 0.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
7 

 
0.0% 

  
4 

 
0 

 
772 

 
0.0% 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 
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Table A-42. City of Salem (West Salem) critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Brush College Elementary School  X     
Chapman Hill Elementary School       
Harrit Elementary School       
Kalapuya Elementary School       
Myers Elementary School       
Riviera Christian School       
Salem Fire Dept - Station 05       
Salem Fire Dept - Station 11       
Straub Middle School       
Walker Middle School       
West Salem Clinic       
West Salem High School       
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A.23 City of Scotts Mills 
 

Table A-43. City of Scotts Mills hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-44. City of Scotts Mills critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Scotts Mills Elementary School       
Silverton RFPD - Scotts Mills Station       

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Scotts Mills  385 242  2  63,043,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

96 24. 9% 118 0 16,983,461 26.9% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

234 6 1% 140 0 31,315,000 50% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

15 3. 9% 7 0 1280323 2.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 0. 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0.0% 
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A.24 City of Silverton 
 

Table A-45. City of Silverton hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 

) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

Table A-46. City of Silverton critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Evergreen Surgeons - Walter Harris       
Family Medical Group Silverton  X     
Mark Twain JR High School       
Northwest Family Medicine       
Robert Frost Elementary School       
Silverton - McClaine Street Clinic       
Silverton Christian School       
Silverton High School       
Silverton Hospital       
Silverton Middle School       
Silverton Police Department       
Silverton Public Works       
Silverton RFPD - Headquarters       

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Silverton 10,520 4,077  13  1,740,060,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

  

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 81 0. 8% 12 0 1,861,000 0.1% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

1,107 10. 5% 1,406 1 427,198,866 24.6% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

568 5. 4% 188 0 80,361,000 4.6% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

336 3. 2% 106 0 44651351 2.6% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 0. 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0.0% 
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A.25 City of St. Paul 
 

Table A-47. City of St. Paul hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-48. City of St. Paul critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

St Paul Elementary School       
St Paul High School       
St Paul Parochial School       
St Paul RFPD       

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
St. Paul  440 247  4  132,631,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

10 2. 2% 40 0 14,607,033 11.0% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

1 0. 3% 1 0 220,000 0.2% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0% 0 0 0 0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 0. 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0.0% 
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A.26 City of Stayton 
 

Table A-49. City of Stayton hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 

) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 
 

Table A-50. City of Stayton critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Regis High School     X  
Santiam Memorial Hospital - Stayton       
St Mary's Catholic School       
Stayton Christian School       
Stayton City Shops       
Stayton Elementary School       
Stayton Emergency Services       
Stayton High School     X  
Stayton Middle School       
Stayton Police Department    X   
Stayton RFPD       
Stayton Water Treatment Plant    X   

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Stayton  7,880 3,043  12  1,546,547,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

  

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 1 0. 0% 2 0 33,000 0.0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

62 0. 8% 150 0 64,342,531 4.2% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

97 1. 2% 32 0 13,290,000 0.9% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

866 1 1% 379 2 157,134,000 10% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

50 0. 6% 22 2 9113578 0.6% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 0. 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0.0% 
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A.27 City of Sublimity 
 

Table A-51. City of Sublimity hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 

Table A-52. City of Sublimity critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Sublimity Elementary School       
Sublimity Middle School       
Sublimity Public Works       
Sublimity RFPD       

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Sublimity  3,050 1,157  4  546,449,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

6 0. 2% 19 0 7,850,753 1.4% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 0. 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0.0% 
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A.28 City of Turner 
 

Table A-53. City of Turner hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

 
 

Table A-54. City of Turner critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

Turner Elementary School       
Turner Fire Department X      
Turner Police Department       

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Turner  2,410 1,365  3  421,185,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

 

 
) 

 

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 596 24. 7% 347 1 5,849,000 1.4% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

9 0. 4% 55 0 11,885,560 2.8% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

300 1 3% 149 0 42,486,000 10% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

50 2. 1% 28 0 6515452 1.5% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 0. 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0.0% 
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A.29 City of Woodburn 
 

Table A-55. City of Woodburn hazard profile. 
 
 

uilding Value ($) 
 
 
 
 

) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1Facilities with multiple buildings were consolidated into one building complex. 
2No damage is estimated for exposed structures with “First floor height” above the level of flooding (base flood elevation). 

Community Overview 

Community Name Popul ation Number of Buildings Critical Facili    
Woodburn 25,185 7,332  17  3,446,910,000 

Hazus-MH Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Dam 
Damaged Cr 
Buildings Faci 

aged 
itical 
lities Loss Estimate ($ 

  

 
Loss Ratio 

Flood2 1% Annual Chance 41 0. 2% 8 0 266,000 0.0% 

Earthquake* Mt. Angel Mw-6.8 
Deterministic 

4,595 18. 2% 3,270 4 1,287,042,534 37.3% 

Exposure Analysis Summary 
 
 

Hazard 

Potentially % Potentially 
Displaced Displaced 

Scenario Residents Residents 

Exp 
Exposed Cr 

Buildings Faci 

osed 
itical Building 
lities Value ($) 

 
Exposure 

Ratio 

Landslide High and Very 
High Susceptibility 

15 0. 1% 5 0 1,224,000 0.0% 

Channel 
Migration 

Channel Migration 
Zone 

0 0. 0% 0 0 0 0.0% 

Wildfire High and 
Moderate Risk 

87 0. 3% 20 0 8217418 0.2% 

Lahar Medium Zone 
(1,000 to 15,000- 
year) 

 
0 0. 

 
0% 

 
0 

 
0 0 

 
0.0% 

 

966



Marion County HMP 2022 DOGAMI-96  

Table A-56. City of Woodburn critical facilities. 
 

 
 
 
 

Critical Facilities by Community 

Flood 1% 
Annual 
Chance 

Earthquake 
Moderate to 

Complete Damage 

Landslide High 
and Very High 
Susceptibility 

Channel 
Migration 

Zone 

Wildfire 
High or 

Moderate 
Risk 

Lahar 
Medium 

Hazard Zone 

Exposed >50% Prob. Exposed Exposed Exposed Exposed 

French Prairie Middle School  X     
Gethsemane Christian Academy  X     
Heritage Elementary School  X     
Legacy Medical Group - Woodburn  X     
Lincoln Elementary School  X     
Nellie Muir Elementary School       
Salud Medical Center       
Silverton - Woodburn Immediate Care 
and Family Medicine 

      

Silverton - Woodburn Internal 
Medicine 

      

St Luke's School       
Valor Middle School       
Woodburn Arthur Academy       
Woodburn Family Medicine       
Woodburn High School       
Woodburn Police Department       
Woodburn Public Works       
Woodburn RFPD 6 - Station 21 HQ       
Woodburn RFPD 6 - Station 22 James 
Street 

      

Woodburn Success High School       
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Table B-1.   Marion County building inventory. 

(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

 Residential  Commercial and Industrial  Agricultural Public and Nonprofit All Buildings  
      Number of 

 Building Building  Building Building Buildings Value of 
Number  Value per Number Value per Number Value per Number Value per Number per Buildings per 

of Building Community of Building    Community of Building    Community of Building    Community of Watershed    Building Watershed 
Community  Buildings Value ($) Total Buildings   Value ($) Total Buildings Value ($) Total Buildings    Value ($) Total Buildings Total Value ($) Total 

Unincorp.         
Marion Co 20,033 
(rural) 

7,206,367 45% 719 858,042 5.3% 22,199 7,441,292 46% 436 536,537 3.3% 43,387 25% 16,042,238 26% 

Brooks 156 37,487 42% 27 17,240 19.3% 58 14,603 16% 8 20,175 22.5% 249 0.1% 89,505 0.1% 

Butteville 116 55,557 71% 1 474 0.6% 74 21,203 26.9% 2 1,456 1.9% 193 0.1% 78,691 0.1% 
Four 4,336 
Corners 

1,449,611 80% 177 200,238 11.1% 1,967 96,170 5.3% 28 55,578 3.1% 6,508 3.8% 1,801,596 2.9% 

Hayesville 5,038 1,848,581 78% 207 197,850 8% 2,502 121,144 5.1% 129 214,877 9.0% 7,876 4.6% 2,382,452 3.8% 

Labish 138 
Village 

36,978 85% 9 3,475 8.0% 19 2,158 5.0% 1 796 1.8% 167 0% 43,407 0% 

Marion 125 35,697 55% 2 597 0.9% 114 24,616 38.0% 3 3,817 6% 244 0.1% 64,728 0.1% 

Mehama 114 30,536 57% 18 10,838 20% 55 10,609 20% 2 1,476 3% 189 0.1% 53,460 0.1% 

Total 
Unincorp 30,056 
County 

 
10,700,813 

 
52% 

 
1,160 

 
1,288,755 

 
6% 

 
26,988 

 
7,731,795 

 
37.6% 

 
609 

 
834,713 

 
4% 

 
58,813 

 
34.5% 

 
20,556,076 

 
32.7% 

Aumsville 1,283 384,099 75% 50 43,934 9% 104 28,682 6% 22 52,919 10% 1,459 0.9% 509,635 0.8% 

Aurora 428 169,434 65% 60 37,293 14% 65 45,575 18% 7 6,460 2.5% 560 0.3% 258,763 0.4% 

Detroit 242 54,049 77% 11 4,215 6% 55 7,943 11.4% 7 3,718 5% 315 0% 69,925 0% 

Donald 359 82,831 42% 32 80,527 41% 94 29,610 15% 5 2,560 1.3% 490 0% 195,528 0% 

Gates 206 48,934 69% 6 3,639 5% 112 18,036 25% 2 743 1% 326 0% 71,352 0% 

Gervais 637 182,425 74% 13 13,617 6% 46 4,930 2% 23 46,325 19% 719 0% 247,297 0% 

Hubbard 962 293,470 64% 141 150,652 4% 75 7,476 2% 9 6,602 1% 1,187 1% 458,199 1% 

Idanha 94 19,141 54% 14 9,160 26% 46 6,000 17% 5 1,037 3% 159 0% 35,338 0% 

Jefferson 1,060 321,719 83% 35 19,728 5% 130 26,216 7% 18 21,778 6% 1,243 1% 389,441 1% 

Keizer 11,877 4,758,762 85% 393 360,465 6% 3,993 210,603 4% 117 262,968 5% 16,380 10% 5,592,798 9% 

Mill City 884 233,300 78% 27 11,726 4% 339 21,704 7% 19 32,507 11% 1,269 1% 299,237 0% 

Mt. Angel 941 345,131 64% 69 87,703 16% 153 22,087 4% 56 84,893 16% 1,219 1% 539,815 1% 

Salem 40,365 14,640,969 65% 3,364 5,133,496 23% 13,261 733,938 3% 1,173 2,023,679 9% 58,163 34% 22,532,083 36% 
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(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

Residential 
 
 

Number 
of Building 

Community  Buildings Value ($) 

 Commercial and Industrial  Agricultural Public and Nonprofit All Buildings  
     Number of 

Building Building  Building Building Buildings Value of 
Value per Number Value per Number Value per Number Value per Number per Buildings per 

Community of Building    Community of Building    Community of Building    Community of Watershed    Building Watershed 
Total Buildings   Value ($) Total Buildings Value ($) Total Buildings    Value ($) Total Buildings Total Value ($) Total 

Salem 
(West 

 
10,106 

 
2,784,458 

 
87% 

 
220 

 
174,429 

 
5% 

 
407 

 
21,552 

 
1% 

 
64 

 
214,465 

 
7% 

 
10,797 

 
6% 

 
3,194,904 

 
5% 

Salem)                 
Scotts Mills 149 39,987 63% 5 1,226 2% 78 12,337 20% 10 9,494 15% 242 0% 63,043 0% 

Silverton 3,426 1,285,699 74% 186 235,685 14% 385 53,125 3% 80 165,551 10% 4,077 2% 1,740,060 3% 

St. Paul 155 65,091 49% 14 13,122 10% 63 25,634 19% 15 28,784 22% 247 0% 132,631 0% 

Stayton 2,463 963,861 62% 243 401,864 26% 256 48,559 3% 81 132,263 9% 3,043 2% 1,546,547 2% 

Sublimity 979 486,698 89% 35 25,793 5% 128 16,869 3% 15 17,089 3% 1,157 1% 546,449 1% 

Turner 822 287,771 68% 99 66,333 16% 383 27,530 7% 61 39,552 9% 1,365 1% 421,185 1% 

Woodburn 6,469 2,223,170 64% 388 887,455 26% 352 77,309 2% 123 258,975 8% 7,332 4% 3,446,910 5% 

Total Study   113,963 
Area 

40,371,813 64% 6,565 9,050,817 14% 47,513 9,177,510 15% 2,521 4,247,075 7% 170,562 100% 62,847,215 100% 
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Table B-2.   Earthquake loss estimates. 
 

 

(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

 

Total Earthquake Damage 
 

 

 
Total 

Buildings Damaged All Buildings Changed to At Least Moderate Code 

Total 
Number of 
Buildings 

Estimated 
Building 
Value ($) 

Yellow- 
Tagged 

Buildings 

Red-Tagged 
Buildings 

Sum of 
Economic 

Loss 

 
Loss Ratio 

Yellow- 
Tagged 

Buildings 

Red-Tagged 
Buildings 

Sum of 
Economic 

Loss 

 
Loss Ratio 

 

Unincorp. Marion Co (rural) 43,387 16,042,238 5,262 2,605 2,169,985 13.5% 4,114 1,252 1,508,735 9.0% 

Brooks 249 89,505 46 15 13,150 14.7% 33 6 7,740 9.0% 

Butteville 193 78,691 40 15 13,144 16.7% 33 8 10,102 13.0% 

Four Corners 6,508 1,801,596 466 92 86,298 4.8% 250 49 56,715 3.0% 

Hayesville 7,876 2,382,452 777 176 158,025 6.6% 447 90 107,487 5.0% 

Labish Village 167 43,407 15 3 3,211 7.4% 10 2 2,169 5.0% 

Marion 244 64,728 3 0 876 1.4% 1 0 533 1.0% 

Mehama 189 53,460 14 3 3,014 5.6% 6 1 1,485 3.0% 
 

 

Total Unincorporated County 58,813 20,556,076 6,625 2,911 2,447,702 11.9% 4,893 1,408 1,694,966 8.0% 
 

 

Aumsville 1,459 509,635 78 15 16,581 3.3% 25 2 8,869 2.0% 

Aurora 560 258,763 76 24 31,709 12.3% 57 13 23,240 9.0% 

Detroit 315 69,925 1 0 187 0.3% 1 0 134 0.0% 

Donald 490 195,528 130 91 57,784 30.0% 118 33 32,604 17.0% 

Gates 326 71,352 17 3 2,291 3.0% 7 1 1,305 2.0% 

Gervais 719 247,297 151 115 55,401 22.0% 155 58 41,279 17.0% 

Hubbard 1,187 458,199 279 186 125,814 27.0% 253 77 81,760 18.0% 

Idanha 159 35,338 1 0 149 0.0% 1 0 104 0.0% 

Jefferson 1,243 389,441 11 1 3,211 1.0% 4 0 1,869 0.0% 

Keizer 16,380 5,592,798 3,017 977 722,048 13.0% 2,546 613 591,976 11.0% 

Mill City 1,269 299,237 14 2 4,877 2.0% 7 1 3,577 1.0% 

Mt. Angel 1,219 539,815 300 253 197,470 37.0% 273 135 123,614 23.0% 

Salem 58,163 22,532,083 2,965 626 1,044,528 5.0% 1,600 309 595,384 3.0% 
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(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

 

Total Earthquake Damage 
 

 

Buildings Damaged All Buildings Changed to At Least Moderate Code 
 

 

 

Red-Tagged 
Buildings 

Red-Tagged 
Buildings 

 
 

124 

65 

539 

8 

23 

2 

8 

1506 

7,479 

76 

38 

303 

5 

12 

1 

3 

772 

3,860 
 

 

Sum of 
Economic 

Loss 

 
Loss Ratio 

Yellow- 
Tagged 
Buildings 

132,316 4.0% 328 

16,983 27.0% 52 

427,199 25.0% 754 

14,607 11.0% 22 

64,343 4.0% 63 

7,851 1.0% 8 

11,886 3.0% 18 

1,287,043 37.0% 1610 

6,671,977 11.0% 12,796 

 

Sum of 
Economic 

Loss 

94,315 

 
Loss Ratio 

 

3.0% 

11,827 19.0% 

282,972 16.0% 

9,671 7.0% 

34,658 2.0% 

5,678 1.0% 

6,218 1.0% 

820,194 24.0% 

4,466,215 7.0% 

 

 
 
 
 

Salem (West Salem) 

Total 
Number of 
Buildings 

10,797 

Total 
Estimated 
Building 
Value ($) 

3,194,904 

Yellow- 
Tagged 

Buildings 

456 

Scotts Mills 242 63,043 53 

Silverton 4,077 1,740,060 867 

St. Paul 247 132,631 31 

Stayton 3,043 1,546,547 126 

Sublimity 1,157 546,449 18 

Turner 1,365 421,185 47 

Woodburn 7332 3,446,910 1764 

Total Study Area 170,562 62,847,215 17,028 
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Table B-3.   Flood loss estimates. 
 

 

(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

10% (10-yr) 2% (50-yr) 1% (100-yr) 0.2% (500-yr) 
 

 

Community 
Total Number of 

Buildings 
Total Estimated 

Building Value ($) 
Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

Loss 
Ratio 

 Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

Loss 
Ratio 

 Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

Loss 
Ratio 

 Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

Loss 
Ratio 

Unincorp. Mari 
Co (rural) 

on 43,387 16,042,238 97 1,650 0.0%  180 4,923 0.0%  247 9,060 0.1%  559 41,213 0.3% 

Brooks 249 89,505 0 0 0.00%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Butteville 193 78,691 0 0 0.00%  0 0 0.00%  0 0 0.00%  31 2,646 3.36% 

Four Corners 6,508 1,801,596 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Hayesville 7,876 2,382,452 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  1 2 0.0% 

Labish Village 167 43,407 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Marion 244 64,728 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Mehama 189 53,460 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Total Unincorp 
County 

58,813 20,556,076 97 1,650 0.0%  180 4,923 0.0%  247 9,060 0.0%  591 43,861 0.2% 

Aumsville 1,459 509,635 4 43 0.0%  6 63 0.0%  6 76 0.0%  6 94 0.0% 

Aurora 560 258,763 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  2 7 0.00%  0 0 0.00% 

Detroit 315 69,925 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Donald 490 195,528 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Gates 326 71,352 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Gervais 719 247,297 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Hubbard 1,187 458,199 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Idanha 159 35,338 1 7 0.0%  1 9 0.0%  2 23 0.1%  3 76 0.2% 

Jefferson 1,243 389,441 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  2 8 0.0%  50 892 0.2% 

Keizer 16,380 5,592,798 230 6,150 0.1%  320 21,726 0.4%  336 26,571 0.5%  4,908 408,198 7.3% 

Mill City 1,269 299,237 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Mt. Angel 1,219 539,815 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Salem 58,163 22,532,083 489 20,961 0.1%  1,065 52,786 0.2%  1,431 70,473 0.3%  3,924 221,657 1.0% 

Salem (West 
Salem) 10,797 3,194,904 3 6 0.0%  64 4,790 0.1%  157 12,098 0.4%  635 54,672 1.7% 

Scotts Mills 242 63,043 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Silverton 4,077 1,740,060 0 0 0.0%  6 1,099 0.1%  12 1,861 0.1%  27 2,615 0.2% 
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(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

10% (10-yr) 2% (50-yr) 1% (100-yr) 0.2% (500-yr) 
 

 

Community 
Total Number of 

Buildings 
Total Estimated 

Building Value ($) 
Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

Loss 
Ratio 

 Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

Loss 
Ratio 

 Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

Loss 
Ratio 

 Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

Loss 
Ratio 

St. Paul 247 132,631 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Stayton 3,043 1,546,547 0 0 0.0%  2 10 0.0%  2 33 0.0%  5 153 0.0% 

Sublimity 1,157 546,449 0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0%  0 0 0.0% 

Turner 1,365 421,185 93 928 0.2%  282 4,084 1.0%  347 5,849 1.4%  534 13,929 3.3% 

Woodburn 7,332 3,446,910 0 0 0.0%  1 10 0.0%  8 266 0.0%  17 1,074 0.0% 

Total Study Area 170,562 62,847,215 917 29,744 0.0%  1,927 89,501 0.1%  2,552 126,324 0.2%  10,700 747,221 1.2% 
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Table B-4.   Flood exposure. 
 

 

 

1% (100-yr) 
 
 

Community 

Total 
Number of 

 
Total 

Potentially Displaced 
Residents From Flood 

% Potentially 
Displaced Residents 

 
Number of Flood 

 
% of Flood Exposed 

Number of Flood 
Exposed Buildings 

Buildings Population Exposure From Flood Exposure Exposed Buildings Buildings Without Damage 

Unincorp. Marion Co (rural) 43,387 47,599 205 0.4% 313 0.7% 66 

Brooks 249 272 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Butteville 193 352 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Four Corners 6,508 9,385 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Hayesville 7,876 11,677 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Labish Village 167 232 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Marion 244 230 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Mehama 189 203 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Total Unincorporated County 58,813 69,950 205 0.0% 313 1.0% 66 

Aumsville 1,459 4,215 0 0.0% 6 0.0% 0 

Aurora 560 985 0 0.0% 2 0.0% 0 

Detroit 315 205 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Donald 490 995 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Gates 326 540 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Gervais 719 2,620 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Hubbard 1,187 3,315 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Idanha 159 155 3 2.0% 3 2.0% 1 

Jefferson 1,243 3,280 5 0.0% 3 0.0% 1 

Keizer 16,380 38,585 704 2.0% 347 2.0% 11 

Mill City 1,269 1,915 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Mt. Angel 1,219 3,520 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Salem 58,163 141,565 2,571 2.0% 1,726 3.0% 295 
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1% (100-yr) 
 
 

Community 

Total 
Number of 

 
Total 

Potentially Displaced 
Residents From Flood 

% Potentially 
Displaced Residents 

 
Number of Flood 

 
% of Flood Exposed 

Number of Flood 
Exposed Buildings 

Buildings Population Exposure From Flood Exposure Exposed Buildings Buildings Without Damage 

Salem (West Salem) 10,797 27,405 361 1.0% 174 2.0% 17 

Scotts Mills 242 385 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Silverton 4,077 10,520 81 1.0% 19 0.0% 7 

St. Paul 247 440 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Stayton 3,043 7,880 1 0.0% 2 0.0% 0 

Sublimity 1,157 3,050 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 

Turner 1,365 2,410 596 25.0% 448 33.0% 101 

Woodburn 7332 25185 41 0.0% 10 0.0% 2 

Total Study Area 170,562 349,120 4568 1.0% 3053 2.0% 501 
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Table B-5.   Landslide exposure. 
 

 

(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

Very High Susceptibility High Susceptibility Moderate Susceptibility 
 

 
 
 

Community 

 
Total 

Number of 
Buildings 

Total 
Estimated 
Building 
Value ($) 

 
Number 

of 
Buildings 

 
 

Building 
Value ($) 

Percent of 
Building 

Value 
Exposed 

 
 

Number of 
Buildings 

 
 

Building 
Value ($) 

Percent of 
Building 

Value 
Exposed 

 
 

Number of 
Buildings 

 
 

Building 
Value ($) 

Percent of 
Building 

Value 
Exposed 

Unincorp. 
Marion Co 
(rural) 

 
43,387 

 
16,042,238 

 
2,019 

 
676,155 

 
4.2% 

 
1,113 

 
324,563 

 
2.0% 

 
8,651 

 
2,680,246 

 
17% 

Brooks 249 89,505 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 17 3,460 4% 

Butteville 193 78,691 6 1,851 2% 4 1,542 2.0% 58 22,666 29% 

Four Corners 6,508 1,801,596 0 0 0% 2 78 0% 176 56,831 3% 

Hayesville 7,876 2,382,452 0 0 0% 6 2,218 0.1% 235 68,187 3% 

Labish Village 167 43,407 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 33 8,921 21% 

Marion 244 64,728 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0% 1 89 0% 

Mehama 189 53,460 19 7,351 14% 10 1,962 3.7% 21 5,100 10% 

Total Unincorp. 
County 

58,813 20,556,076 2,044 685,357 3.3% 1,135 330,362 1.6% 9,192 2,845,499 14% 

Aumsville 1,459 509,635 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 26 7,372 1% 

Aurora 560 258,763 0 0 0% 15 5,511 2.1% 192 81,235 31% 

Detroit 315 69,925 54 10,546 15% 24 7,485 10.7% 134 28,616 41% 

Donald 490 195,528 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 1 314 0% 

Gates 326 71,352 141 26,006 36% 10 2,391 3.4% 20 5,402 7.6% 

Gervais 719 247,297 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 2 748 0.3% 

Hubbard 1,187 458,199 0 0 0% 2 594 0.1% 53 17,912 3.9% 

Idanha 159 35,338 20 3,092 8.8% 19 6,843 19% 60 11,972 34% 

Jefferson 1,243 389,441 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 56 15,970 4.1% 

Keizer 16,380 5,592,798 0 0 0% 62 18,852 0.3% 1,107 396,935 7.1% 

Mill City 1,269 299,237 45 12,464 4.2% 33 6,576 2.2% 155 34,342 12% 

Mt. Angel 1,219 539,815 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 108 50,742 9.4% 

Salem 58,163 22,532,083 1,531 633,172 2.8% 1,396 627,843 2.8% 8,647 3,333,449 15% 
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(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

Very High Susceptibility High Susceptibility Moderate Susceptibility 
 

  Total   Percent of   Percent of   Percent of 
Total Estimated Number  Building   Building   Building 

Number of Building of Building Value Number of Building Value Number of Building Value 
Community Buildings Value ($) Buildings Value ($) Exposed Buildings Value ($) Exposed Buildings Value ($) Exposed 
Salem (West 
Salem) 

Scotts Mills 

Silverton 

St. Paul 

Stayton 

Sublimity 

Turner 

Woodburn 

Total Study Area 

10,797 3,194,904 0 0 0% 424 117,055 3.7% 4,759 1,455,158 46% 
 

132 

115 

0 

9 

0 

113 

0 

4,204 
 

 

28,843 46% 8 2,471 3.9% 12 3,784 6.0% 

47,778 2.7% 73 32,583 1.9% 737 305,763 18% 

0 0% 1 220 0.2% 27 8,898 6.7% 

4,227 0.3% 23 9,063 0.6% 338 159,959 10% 

0 0% 0 0 0% 92 45,157 8.3% 

33,157 7.9% 36 9,329 2.2% 199 66,040 16% 

0 0% 5 1,224 0% 312 104,945 4.2% 

1,484,643 2.4% 3,266 1,178,402 1.9% 26,229 8,980,211 14% 

 

242 63,043 

4,077 1,740,060 

247 132,631 

3,043 1,546,547 

1,157 546,449 

1,365 421,185 

7,332 3,446,910 

170,562 62,847,215 
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Table B-6.   Channel migration zone exposure. 
 

 

(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

Channel Migration Hazard 

  Potentially 
Displaced 

Residents From 

% Potentially 
Displaced 

Residents From 

  

Total Estimated Channel Channel Number of 

 Total Number of  Building Value Migration Migration Buildings Building Value Ratio of 
Community Buildings Total Population ($) Exposure Exposure Exposed ($) Exposure Value 

Unincorp. Marion Co (rural) 43,387 47,599 16,042,238 263 0.6% 288 90,300 0.6% 

Brooks 249 272 89,505 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Butteville 193 352 78,691 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Four Corners 6,508 9,385 1,801,596 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Hayesville 7,876 11,677 2,382,452 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Labish Village 167 232 43,407 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Marion 244 230 64,728 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Mehama 189 203 53,460 8 3.9% 12 3,051 5.7% 

Total Unincorporated 58,813 69,950 20,556,076 271 0.4% 300 93,351 0.5% 

Aumsville 1,459 4,215 509,635 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Aurora 560 985 258,763 0 0.0% 1 118 0.1% 

Detroit 315 205 69,925 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Donald 490 995 195,528 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Gates 326 540 71,352 53 10.0% 27 7,145 10.0% 

Gervais 719 2,620 247,297 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Hubbard 1,187 3,315 458,199 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Idanha 159 155 35,338 23 15.0% 21 4,094 15.0% 

Jefferson 1,243 3,280 389,441 62 1.9% 25 8,146 2.1% 

Keizer 16,380 38,585 5,592,798 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Mill City 1,269 1,915 299,237 196 10.0% 72 25,451 8.5% 

Mt. Angel 1,219 3,520 539,815 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Salem 58,163 141,565 22,532,083 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 
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(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

Channel Migration Hazard 

  Potentially 
Displaced 

% Potentially 
Displaced 

  

 Residents From Residents From  
Total Estimated Channel Channel Number of 

 Total Number of  Building Value Migration Migration Buildings Building Value Ratio of 
Community Buildings Total Population ($) Exposure Exposure Exposed ($) Exposure Value 

Salem (West Salem) 10,797 27,405 3,194,904 4 0.0% 1 428 0.0% 

Scotts Mills 242 385 63,043 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Silverton 4,077 10,520 1,740,060 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

St. Paul 247 440 132,631 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Stayton 3,043 7,880 1,546,547 866 11.0% 379 157,134 10.0% 

Sublimity 1,157 3,050 546,449 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Turner 1,365 2,410 421,185 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Woodburn 7,332 25,185 3,446,910 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Total Study Area 170,562 349,120 62,847,215 1,475 0.4% 826 295,868 0.5% 
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Table B-7.   Wildfire exposure. 
 

 

(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

 

High Hazard Moderate Hazard 
 
 
 
 

Community 

 
 
 

Total Number of 

 
 

Total Estimated 
Building Value 

 
 
 

Number of 

 
 
 

Building Value 

 
 

Percent of 
Building Value 

 
 
 

Number of 

 
 
 

Building Value 

 
 

Percent of 
Building Value 

Buildings ($) Buildings ($) Exposed Buildings ($) Exposed 

Unincorp. Marion Co (rural) 43,387 16,042,238 154 38,350 0.0% 1,396 378,590 2.0% 

Brooks 249 89,505 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Butteville 193 78,691 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Four Corners 6,508 1,801,596 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Hayesville 7,876 2,382,452 0 0 0.0% 7 1,209 0.0% 

Labish Village 167 43,407 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Marion 244 64,728 0 0 0.0% 1 408 1.0% 

Mehama 189 53,460 9 1,787 3.3% 19 5,288 10.0% 

Total Unincorp. County 58,813 20,556,076 163 40,137 0.0% 1,423 385,496 1.9% 

Aumsville 1,459 509,635 0 0 0.0% 46 19,823 4.0% 

Aurora 560 258,763 0 0 0.0% 14 8,339 3.0% 

Detroit 315 69,925 111 23,075 33.0% 74 13,841 20.0% 

Donald 490 195,528 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Gates 326 71,352 52 12,128 17.0% 72 14,997 21.0% 

Gervais 719 247,297 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Hubbard 1,187 458,199 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Idanha 159 35,338 62 13,003 36.8% 4 607 1.7% 

Jefferson 1,243 389,441 0 0 0.0% 4 1,626 0.4% 

Keizer 16,380 5,592,798 0 0 0.0% 6 2,191 0.0% 

Mill City 1,269 299,237 13 3,993 1.3% 158 34,753 11.6% 

Mt. Angel 1,219 539,815 0 0 0.0% 2 173 0.0% 

Salem 58,163 22,532,083 67 26,292 0.1% 365 143,743 0.6% 

Salem (West Salem) 10,797 3,194,904 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 
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(all dollar amounts in thousands) 
 

 High Hazard   Moderate Hazard  
  

Total Number of 
Total Estimated 
Building Value 

 

Number of 

 

Building Value 
Percent of 

Building Value 

 

Number of 

 

Building Value 
Percent of 

Building Value 
Community Buildings ($) Buildings ($) Exposed Buildings ($) Exposed 

Scotts Mills 242 63,043 0 0 0.0% 7 1,280 2.0% 

Silverton 4,077 1,740,060 11 3,764 0.2% 95 40,887 2.3% 

St. Paul 247 132,631 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Stayton 3,043 1,546,547 0 0 0.0% 22 9,114 0.6% 

Sublimity 1,157 546,449 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 

Turner 1,365 421,185 0 0 0.0% 28 6,515 1.5% 

Woodburn 7332 3,446,910 0 0 0.0% 20 8,217 0.2% 

Total Study Area 170,562 62,847,215 479 122,391 0.2% 2,340 691,602 1.1% 
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Table B-8.   Volcanic lahar - lahar exposure. 
 
 

 

 
 

 
Total 

Total 
Estimated 

Small: 1%-0.1% (100 to 1,000-yr) Medium: 0.1%-0.007% (1,000 to 15,000-yr) Large: >0.007% (>15,000-yr) 
 

 
Community 

Number of 
Buildings 

Building 
Value ($) 

Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

 
Loss Ratio 

Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

 
Loss Ratio 

Number of 
Buildings 

Loss 
Estimate 

 
Loss Ratio 

Unincorp. Marion Co (rural) 43,387 16,042,238 73 13,604 0.1% 175 43,913 0.30% 1,107 344,288 2.0% 

Brooks 249 89,505 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Butteville 193 78,691 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Four Corners 6,508 1,801,596 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Hayesville 7,876 2,382,452 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Labish Village 167 43,407 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Marion 244 64,728 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Mehama 189 53,460 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 156 44,399 83.0% 

Total Unincorp. County 58,813 20,556,076 73 13,604 0.1% 175 43,913 0.20% 1,263 388,686 1.9% 

Aumsville 1,459 509,635 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Aurora 560 258,763 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Detroit 315 69,925 131 32,835 47.0% 198 47,132 67% 260 59,862 86.0% 

Donald 490 195,528 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Gates 326 71,352 0 0 0.0% 216 49,569 70% 280 62,651 88.0% 

Gervais 719 247,297 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Hubbard 1,187 458,199 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Idanha 159 35,338 108 23,151 66.0% 127 27,525 78% 151 33,496 95.0% 

Jefferson 1,243 389,441 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Keizer 16,380 5,592,798 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Mill City 1,269 299,237 0 0 0.0% 1,069 245,855 82% 1,103 255,078 85.0% 

Mt. Angel 1,219 539,815 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Salem 58,163 22,532,083 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Salem (West Salem) 10,797 3,194,904 0 0 0.0% 4 772 0.00% 4 772 0.0% 
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Community 

 
Total 

Number of 
Buildings 

Total 
Estimated 
Building 
Value ($) 

Small: 1%-0.1% (100 to 1, 

Number of Loss 
Buildings Estimate 

000-yr) 
 

Loss Ratio 

Medium: 0.1% 

Number of 
Buildings 

-0.007% (1,000 t 

Loss 
Estimate 

o 15,000-yr) 
 

Loss Ratio 

Large: 

Number of 
Buildings 

>0.007% (>15,00 

Loss 
Estimate 

0-yr) 
 

Loss Ratio 

Scotts Mills 242 63,043 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Silverton 4,077 1,740,060 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

St. Paul 247 132,631 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Stayton 3,043 1,546,547 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 2,228 1,184,906 77.0% 

Sublimity 1,157 546,449 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Turner 1,365 421,185 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Woodburn 7,332 3,446,910 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0.0% 

Total Study Area 170,562 62,847,215 312 69,591 0.1% 1,789 414,766 0.70% 5,289 1,985,452 3.2% 
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APPENDIX C. HAZUS-MH METHODOLOGY 
 

C.1 Software 

We performed all loss estimations using Hazus®-MH 4.2 and ArcGIS® Desktop® 10.2.2. 
 

C.2 User-Defined Facilities (UDF) Database 

A UDF database was compiled for all buildings in Marion County for use in both the flood and earthquake 
modules of Hazus-MH. The Marion County assessor database (acquired in 2021) was used to determine 
which taxlots had improvements (i.e., buildings) and how many building points should be included in the 
UDF database. 

 

Locating buildings points 
 

The Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) used the SBFO-1 (Williams, 2021) 
dataset to help precisely locate the centroid of each building. Extra effort was spent to locate building 
points along the 1% and 0.2% annual chance inundation fringe. When buildings were partially within the 
inundation zone, the building point was moved to the centroid of the portion of the building within the 
inundation zone. An iterative approach was used to further refine locations of building points for the flood 
module by generating results, reviewing the highest value buildings, and moving the building point over 
a representative elevation on the lidar digital elevation model to ensure an accurate first floor height. 

 

Attributing building points 
 

Populating the required attributes for Hazus-MH was achieved through a variety of approaches. The 
Marion County assessor database was used whenever possible, but in many cases that database did not 
provide the necessary information. The following is list of attributes and their sources: 

• Longitude and Latitude – Location information that provides Hazus-MH the x and y-position of 
the UDF point. This allows for an overlay to occur between the UDF point and the flood or 
earthquake input data layers. The hazard model uses this spatial overlay to determine the correct 
hazard risk level that will be applied to the UDF point. The format of the attribute must be in 
decimal degrees. A simple geometric calculation using GIS software is done on the point to derive 
this value. 

• Occupancy class – An alphanumeric attribute that indicates the use of the UDF (e.g. ‘RES1’ is a 
single family dwelling). The alphanumeric code is composed of seven broad occupancy types (RES 
= residential, COM = commercial, IND = industrial, AGR = agricultural, GOV = public, REL = non- 
profit/religious, EDU = education) and various suffixes that indicate more specific types. This code 
determines the damage function to be used for flood analysis. It is also used to attribute the 
Building Type field, discussed below, for the earthquake analysis. The code was interpreted from 
“Stat Class” or “Description” data found in the Marion County assessor database. When data was 
not available, the default value of RES1 was applied throughout. 

• Cost – The replacement cost of an individual UDF. Loss ratio is derived from this value. 
Replacement cost is based on a method called RSMeans valuation (Charest, 2017) and is 
calculated by multiplying the building square footage by a standard cost per square foot. These 
standard rates per square foot are in tables within the default Hazus database. 
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• Year built – The year of construction that is used to attribute the Building Design Level field for 
the earthquake analysis (see “Building Design” below). The year a UDF was built is obtained from 
Marion County assessor database. When not available, the year of “1900” was applied. 

• Square feet – The size of the UDF is used to pro-rate the total improvement value for taxlots with 
multiple UDFs. The value distribution method will ensure that UDFs with the highest square 
footage will be the most expensive on a given taxlot. This value is also used to pro-rate the 
Number of People field for Residential UDFs within a census block. The value was obtained from 
DOGAMI’s building footprints; where (RES) footprints were not available, we used the Marion 
County assessor database. 

• Number of stories – The number of stories for an individual UDF, along with Occupancy Class, 
determines the applied damage function for flood analysis. The value was obtained from the 
Marion County assessor database when available. For UDFs without assessor information for 
number of stories that are within the flood zone, closer inspection using Google Street View™ or 
available oblique imagery was used for attribution. 

• Foundation type – The UDF foundation type correlates with First Floor Height values in feet (see 
Table 3.11 in the Hazus-MH Technical Manual for the Flood Model [FEMA Hazus-MH, 2012a]). It 
also functions within the flood model by indicating if a basement exists or not. UDFs with a 
basement have a different damage function from UDFs that do not have one. The value was 
obtained from the Marion County assessor database when available. For UDFs without assessor 
information for basements that are within the flood zone, closer inspection using Google Street 
View™ or available oblique imagery was used to ascertain if one exists or not. 

• First floor height – The height in feet above grade for the lowest habitable floor. The height is 
factored during the depth of flooding analysis. The value is used directly by Hazus-MH, where 
Hazus-MH overlays a UDF location on a depth grid and using the first floor height determines 
the level of flooding occurring to a building. It is derived from the Foundation Type attribute or 
observation via oblique imagery or Google Street View™ mapping service. 

• Building type – This attribute determines the construction material and structural integrity of 
an individual UDF. It is used by Hazus-MH for estimating earthquake losses by determining which 
damage function will be applied. This information was unavailable from the Marion County 
assessor data, so instead it was derived from a statistical distribution based on Occupancy class. 

• Building design level – This attribute determines the seismic building code for an individual 
UDF. It is used by Hazus-MH for estimating earthquake losses by determining which damage 
function will be applied. This information is derived from the Year Built attribute (Marion County 
Assessor) and state/regional Seismic Building Code benchmark years. 

• Number of people – The estimated number of permanent residents living within an individual 
residential structure. It is used in the post-analysis phase to determine the amount of people 
affected by a given hazard. This attribute is derived from default Hazus database (United States 
Census Bureau, 2010a) of population per census block and distributed across residential UDFs 
and adjusted based on population growth estimates from PSU Population Research Center. 

• Community – The community that a UDF is within. These areas are used in the post-analysis for 
reporting results. The communities were based on incorporated area boundaries; unincorporated 
community areas were based on building density. 
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Seismic building codes 
 

Oregon initially adopted seismic building codes in the mid-1970s (Judson, 2012). The established 
benchmark years of code enforcement are used in determining a “design level” for individual buildings. 
The design level attributes (pre code, low code, moderate code, and high code) are used in the Hazus-MH 
earthquake model to determine what damage functions are applied to a given building (FEMA, 2012b). 
The year built or the year of the most recent seismic retrofit are the main considerations for an individual 
design level attribute. Seismic retrofitting information for structures would be ideal for this analysis but 
was not available for Marion County. Table C-1 outlines the benchmark years that apply to buildings 
within Marion County. 

 
 

Table C-1.   Marion County seismic design level benchmark years. 
 

 

Building Type Year Built Design Level Basis 

Single-Family Dwelling 
(includes Duplexes) 

prior to 1976 Pre Code Interpretation of Judson (Judson, 2012) 
1976–1991 Low Code 
1992–2003 Moderate Code 
2004–2016 High Code 

 

Manufactured Housing prior to 2003 Pre Code Interpretation of OR BCD 2002 Manufactured 
2003–2010 Low Code Dwelling Special Codes (Oregon Building Codes 

Division, 2002) 
 

2011–2016 Moderate Code Interpretation of OR BCD 2010 Manufactured 
Dwelling Special Codes Update (Oregon Building 
Codes Division, 2010) 

 

All other buildings prior to 1976 Pre Code Business Oregon 2014-0311 Oregon Benefit- 
1976–1990 Low Code 
1991–2016 Moderate Code 

Cost Analysis Tool, p. 24 (Business Oregon, 
2015) 

 

 

Table C-2 and corresponding Figure C-1 illustrate the current state of seismic building codes for the 
county. 
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Table C-2.   Seismic design level in Marion County. 
 

 

Pre Code Low Code Moderate Code High Code 
 
 

Community 
Unincorp. Marion Co 

Total Number 
of Buildings 

Number of 
Buildings 

Percentage 
of Buildings 

Number of 
Buildings 

Percentage 
of Buildings 

Number of 
Buildings 

Percentage 
of Buildings 

Number of 
Buildings 

Percentage 
of Buildings 

(rural) 43,387 12,333 28% 13,978 32% 15,162 35% 1,914 4.4% 

Brooks 249 100 40% 76 30.5% 56 22.5% 17 6.8% 

Butteville 193 54 28% 56 29% 70 36% 13 6.7% 

Four Corners 6,508 2,338 36% 2,575 40% 1,472 23% 123 1.9% 

Hayesville 7,876 2,661 34% 3,393 43.1% 1,660 21.1% 162 2.1% 

Labish Village 167 84 50% 58 35% 18 11% 7 4.2% 

Marion 244 95 39% 45 18.4% 82 33.6% 22 9.0% 

Mehama 189 81 43% 65 34% 33 17% 10 5.3% 
 

 

Total Unincorporated 

County 58,813 17,746 30% 20,246 34% 18,553 32% 2,268 3.9% 
 

Aumsville 1,459 526 36% 312 21.4% 316 22% 305 21% 

Aurora 560 161 29% 126 22.5% 161 28.8% 112 20.0% 

Detroit 315 55 17% 217 68.9% 24 7.6% 19 6.0% 

Donald 490 199 41% 118 24.1% 119 24% 54 11.0% 

Gates 326 101 31% 149 46% 60 18% 16 5% 

Gervais 719 219 30% 109 15% 260 36% 131 18% 

Hubbard 1,187 462 39% 303 26% 277 23% 145 12% 

Idanha 159 55 35% 48 30% 37 23% 19 12% 

Jefferson 1,243 390 31% 307 25% 296 24% 250 20% 

Keizer 16,380 4,513 28% 5,268 32% 5,773 35% 826 5% 

Mill City 1,269 110 9% 328 26% 466 37% 365 29% 

Mt. Angel 1,219 453 37% 334 27% 314 26% 118 10% 

Salem 58,163 23,168 40% 18,285 31% 12,217 21% 4,493 8% 

Salem (West Salem) 10,797 2,498 23% 4,129 38% 2,735 25% 1,435 13% 

Scotts Mills 242 116 48% 43 18% 61 25% 22 9% 

Silverton 4,077 1,395 34% 997 24% 964 24% 721 18% 

St. Paul 247 78 32% 68 28% 89 36% 12 5% 

Stayton 3,043 980 32% 903 30% 933 31% 227 7% 

Sublimity 1,157 254 22% 256 22% 488 42% 159 14% 

Turner 1,365 432 32% 340 25% 369 27% 224 16% 

Woodburn 7,332 2,850 39% 2,135 29% 1,730 24% 617 8% 
 

 

Total Study Area 170,562 56,761 33% 55,021 32% 46,242 27% 12,538 7% 
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Figure C-1. Seismic design level by Marion County community. 
 

 
 

C.3 Flood Hazard Data 

Depth grids for “Zone A” designated flood zones, or approximate 100-year flood zones, were developed 
by the Strategic Alliance for Risk Reduction (STARR) in 2015 to revise the Marion County FIRMs (FEMA, 
2018). DOGAMI developed depth grids from detailed stream model information within the study area. 
Both sets of depth grids were used in this risk assessment to determine the level to which buildings are 
impacted by flooding. 

A study area-wide, 2-meter, lidar-based depth grid was developed for each of the 10-, 50-, 100-, and 
500-year annual chance flood events. The depth grids were imported into Hazus-MH for determining the 
depth of flooding for areas within the FEMA flood zones. 

Once the UDF database was developed into a Hazus-compliant format, the Hazus-MH methodology was 
applied using a Python (programming language) script developed by DOGAMI (Bauer, 2018). The analysis 
was then run for a given flood event, and the script cross-referenced a UDF location with the depth grid 
to find the depth of flooding. The script then applied a specific damage function, based on a UDF’s 

l 
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Occupancy Class [OccCls], which was used to determine the loss ratio for a given amount of flood depth, 
relative to the UDF’s first-floor height. 

 
C.4 Earthquake Hazard Data 

The following hazard layers used for our loss estimation are derived from work conducted by Madin and 
others (2021): National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP) soil classification, liquefaction 
susceptibility and wet landslide susceptibility. The liquefaction and landslide susceptibility layers 
together with NEHRP were used by the Hazus-MH tool to calculate ground motion layers and permanent 
ground deformation and associated probability. The default value of 5 feet was used for the water table 
depth value. 

During the Hazus-MH earthquake analysis, each UDF was analyzed given its site-specific parameters 
(ground deformation) and evaluated for loss, expressed as a probability of a damage state. Specific 
damage functions based on Building type and Building design level were used to calculate the damage 
states given the site-specific parameters for each UDF. The output provided probabilities of the five 
damage states (None, Slight, Moderate, Extensive, Complete) from which losses in dollar amounts were 
derived. 

 
C.5 Post-Analysis Quality Control 

Ensuring the quality of the results from Hazus-MH flood and earthquake modules is an essential part of 
the process. A primary characteristic of the process is that it is iterative. A UDF database without errors is 
highly unlikely, so this part of the process is intended to limit and reduce the influence these errors have 
on the final outcome. Before applying the Hazus-MH methodology, closely examining the top 10 largest 
area UDFs and the top 10 most expensive UDFs is advisable. Special consideration can also be given to 
critical facilities due to their importance to communities. 

Identifying, verifying, and correcting (if needed) the outliers in the results is the most efficient way to 
improve the UDF database. This can be done by sorting the results based on the loss estimates and closely 
scrutinizing the top 10 to 15 records. If corrections are made, then subsequent iterations are necessary. 
We continued checking the “loss leaders” until no more corrections were needed. 

Finding anomalies and investigating possible sources of error are crucial in making corrections to the 
data. A wide range of corrections might be required to produce a better outcome. For example, floating 
homes may need to have a first-floor height adjustment or a UDF point position might need to be moved 
due to issues with the depth grid. Incorrect basement or occupancy type attribution could be the cause of 
a problem. Commonly, inconsistencies between assessor data and taxlot geometry can be the source of an 
error. These are just a few of the many types of problems addressed in the quality control process. 
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APPENDIX D. ACRONYMS AND DEFINITIONS 
 

D.1 Acronyms 

CRS Community Rating System 
CSZ Cascadia subduction zone 
DLCD Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
DOGAMI Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (State of Oregon) 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 
FIS Flood Insurance Study 
FRI Fire Risk Index 
GIS Geographic Information System 
NFIP National Flood Insurance Program 
NHMP Natural hazard mitigation plan 
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
ODF Oregon Department of Forestry 
OEM Oregon Emergency Management 
OFR Open-File Report 
OPDR Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience 
PGA Peak ground acceleration 
PGD Permanent ground deformation 
PGV Peak ground velocity 
Risk MAP Risk Mapping, Assessment, and Planning 
SHMO State Hazard Mitigation Officer 
SLIDO State Landslide Information Layer for Oregon 
UDF User-defined facilities 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USGS U.S. Geological Survey 
WUI Wildland-urban interface 
WWA West Wide Wildfire Risk Assessment 
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D.2 Definitions 

1% annual chance flood – The flood elevation that has a 1-percent chance of being equaled or exceeded 
each year. Sometimes referred to as the 100-year flood. 

0.2% annual chance flood – The flood elevation that has a 0.2-percent chance of being equaled or 
exceeded each year. Sometimes referred to as the 500-year flood. 

Base flood elevation (BFE) – Elevation of the 1-percent-annual-chance flood. This elevation is the basis 
of the insurance and floodplain management requirements of the NFIP. 

Critical facilities – Facilities that, if damaged, would present an immediate threat to life, public health, 
and safety. As categorized in HAZUS-MH, critical facilities include hospitals, emergency 
operations centers, police stations, fire stations and schools. 

Exposure – Determination of whether a building is within or outside of a hazard zone. No loss estimation 
is modeled. 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) – An official map of a community, on which FEMA has delineated both 
the SFHAs and the risk premium zones applicable to the community. 

Flood Insurance Study (FIS) – Contains an examination, evaluation, and determination of the flood 
hazards of a community and, if appropriate, the corresponding water-surface elevations. 

Hazus-MH – A GIS-based risk assessment methodology and software application created by FEMA and 
the National Institute of Building Sciences for analyzing potential losses from floods, hurricane 
winds, and earthquakes. 

Lidar – A remote sensing technology that measures distance by illuminating a target with a laser and 
analyzing the reflected light. Lidar is popularly used as a technology to make high-resolution 
maps. 

Liquefaction – Describes a phenomenon whereby a saturated soil substantially loses strength and 
stiffness in response to an applied stress, usually an earthquake, causing it to behave like liquid. 

Loss Ratio – The expression of loss as a fraction of the value of the local inventory (total value/loss). 
 

Magnitude – A scale used by seismologists to measure the size of earthquakes in terms of energy released. 
 

Risk – Probability multiplied by consequence; the degree of probability that a loss or injury may occur as 
a result of a natural hazard. Sometimes referred to as vulnerability. 

Risk MAP – The vision of this FEMA strategy is to work collaboratively with State, local, and tribal entities 
to deliver quality flood data that increases public awareness and leads to action that reduces risk 
to life and property. 

Riverine – Of or produced by a river. Riverine floodplains have readily identifiable channels. 
 

Susceptibility – Degree of proneness to natural hazards that is determined based on physical 
characteristics that are present. 

Vulnerability – Characteristics that make people or assets more susceptible to a natural hazard. 
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Building Distribution Map of Marion County, Oregon ¢ 0 3 6 Kilometers 

Multi-Hazard Risk Report for Marion County, Oregon: Appendix E—Map Plates 

PLATE 1 

¬«219 Bu�eville Building Occupancy 
Buildings by Occupancy Class 

(community/total value) 
*Unincorporated 

Aurora 0 2.5 5 Miles Agricultural / U�lity 
Residen�al Commercial/Industrial Agricultural/U�lity Public/Nonprofit 

St Paul Donald 

Woodburn 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Hubbard 

 
 
 
 

OREGON 

Commercial / Industrial 

Public / Nonprofit 

Residen�al 

Marion County 
County (rural)* ($16B) 

Brooks* ($90M) 

Bu�eville* ($79M) 
Four Corners* ($1.8B) 

Hayesville* ($2.3B) 
Labish Village* ($43M) 

Marion* ($65M) 
Mehama* ($53M) 

Aumsville ($510M) 

0 30,000 60,000 Buildings 

 
¬«99E 

 

Gervais ¬«214 

 
Mt Angel 

 
 
 
 
 

Data Sources: 

Aurora ($259M) 
Detroit ($70M) 

Donald ($196M) 

Gates ($71M) 

Pudding River 
 

Brooks 
 
 

Labish Village 

 
 

Butte Creek 

 
 
 
 
Sco�s Mills 

Building footprints: Statewide Building Footprints for Oregon, release 1.0 (2021) 
Roads: Oregon Department of Transportation Signed Routes (2013) 
Place names: U.S. Geological Survey Geographic Names Information System (2015) 
City limits: Oregon Department of Transportation (2014) 
Basemap: Oregon Lidar Consortium (2017) 
Hydrography: U.S. Geological Survey National Hydrography Dataset (2017) 

Gervais ($247M) 
Hubbard ($458M) 

Idanha ($35M) 
Jefferson ($389M) 

Keizer ($5.6B) 
Mill City ($299M) 

Keizer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Salem 
 

Mill Creek 

 
 
 

Hayesville 
 
 
 

Four Corners 

¬«213 

Silverton 
 
 
 
 

Silver Creek 

 
 
 
 
 
 

¬«214 

Projection: NAD 1983 HARN Oregon Statewide Lambert 
Software: Esri� ArcMap 10, Adobe� Illustrator CC 

Mt. Angel ($540M) 
Salem ($23B) 

Salem - West ($3.2B) 

Sco�s Mills ($63M) 
Silverton ($1.7B) 
St. Paul ($133M) 

Stayton ($1547M) 

Sublimity ($546M) 
Turner ($421M) 

Woodburn ($3447M) 

 

 
§̈¦5 

Turner 
 
 

Aumsville 

 
 
 

Sublimity 

 
 
 

 
Santiam River 

 
 
 

¬«164 

 
 
 
 

Marion 

Stayton  
¬«22 

 

Mehama 

 
 

 
North Santiam River 

 
 

Mill City 

 
 
 
 
 

Gates 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cartography by: Matt C. Williams, 2021 

Jefferson Disclaimer: This product is for informational purposes and may 
not have been prepared for or be suitable for legal, engineering, 
or surveying purposes. Users of this information should review 
or consult the primary data and information sources to ascertain 
the usability of the information. This publication cannot substitute  
for site-speci�ic investigations by quali�ied practitioners. Site-speci�ic 
data may give results that differ from the results shown in the 
publication. See the accompanying text report for more details on the 
limitations of the methods and data used to prepare this publication. 
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published with the Marion County Natural Hazard Risk 
Assessment can be used to inform regarding queries at the 
community scale. 

Detroit  
 
 
 

Idanha 

 
Oregon DepMaratmrioenntCoof uGnetoyloHgMy aPnd Mineral Industries Open-File Report O-22-05 2022 DOGAMI-123 

L 

D
 

994



 

¬« 

 

 
Population Density Map of Marion County, Oregon ¢ 0 3 6 Kilometers 
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This map is an overview map and not intended to provide 
details at the community scale. The GIS data that are 
published with the Marion County Natural Hazard Risk 
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Mt. Angel Fault Magnitude-6.8 Earthquake Shaking Map of Marion County, Oregon  
PLATE 3 
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Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA)  is  the 
maximum acceleration in a given location, or 
rather, how hard the  ground  is  shaking  during 
an  earthquake.  It  is  one  measurement   of 
ground  motion,  which  is   closely   associated 
with the level of damage that occurs from an 
earthquake. 
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are published with the Marion County 
Natural Hazard Risk Assessment can 
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Flood Hazard Map of Marion County, Oregon 
PLATE 4 
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The �lood hazard data show areas expected to be inundated 
during a 100-year �lood event. Flooding sources are riverine 
in origin. Areas are consistent with the regulatory �lood 
zones depicted in Marion County’s Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps. 
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Landslide Susceptibility Map of Marion County, Oregon 
PLATE 5 
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Landslide susceptibility is categorized as Low, 
Moderate, High, and Very High which describes 
the general level of susceptibility to landslide 
hazard. The dataset is an aggregation of three 
primary sources: landslide inventory (SLIDO), 
generalized geology, and slope. 

 
Data Sources: 
Landslide susceptibility: Oregon Department of Geology, Burns and others (2016) & 
Hairston-Porter and others (2021) 
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This map is an overview map and not intended to provide 
details at the community scale. The GIS data that is 
published with the Marion County Natural Hazard Risk 
Assessment can be used to inform regarding queries at the 
community scale. 

Detroit  
 
 
 

Idanha 

 
Oregon DepMaartrmioennCt oofuGnetyolHogMyPand Mineral Industries Open-File Report O-22-05 2022 DOGAMI-127 

L 

D
 

1001



 

 

 

 
Channel Migration Zone Map of Marion County, Oregon ¢ 0 3 6 Kilometers 
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The channel migration hazard data show 
areas expected to be exposed in a 100-year 
period. The Pudding River and the Santiam 
and North Santiam Rivers were mapped for 
channel migration hazard. Some mapped 
areas indicate severe channel migration 
potential. 

 
 

Data Sources: 
Channel migration hazard: Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (2021) 
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This map is an overview map and not intended to provide 
details at the community scale. The GIS data that are 
published with the Marion County Natural Hazard Risk 
Assessment can be used to inform regarding queries at the 
community scale. 
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Wild�ire Risk Map of Marion County, Oregon 
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Overall Wild�ire Risk is categorized as 
Low, Moderate, and High and indicates the 
level of risk a location has to wild�ire 
hazard. The Overall Wild�ire Risk data 
layer is derived from a combination of the 
burn probability (�ire history and behav- 
ior) and �ire impacts (infrastructure and 
assets). 

 
 

Data Sources: 
Wild�ire risk data: Oregon Department of Forestry, Pyrologix, LCC. (2018) 
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Lahar Exposure Map of Marion County, Oregon ¢ 0 3 6 Kilometers 
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The lahar hazard data show areas of 
expected exposure from several local lahar 
scenarios produced from a volcanic event 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: MAY 15, 2023 
             
 
 
 

 
TO:  MAYOR CLARK AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 
THRU:  Adam Brown, City Manager  
 
From:  E. Shannon Johnson, City Attorney 
 
SUBJECT: KEIZER PUBLIC ART ORDINANCE 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move the City Council adopt Ordinance 2023-_____ Amending Ordinance Providing for Public 
Art and Public Murals; Amendment of Ordinance No. 2020-813.   
 

I. SUMMARY:    
 
City Council directed staff to bring back an amendment to the Keizer Public Art program to clarify 
naming responsibilities for future artwork.  Such proposed amendment is attached for Council’s 
consideration.    
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. The Keizer City Council adopted Ordinance 2020-813 (An Ordinance Providing for 
Public Art and Public Murals).  The Ordinance assigns the following 
responsibilities:  

a. Under Sections 8 and 11, the City Council has responsibility for siting 
spaces for public art.  

b. Under Sections 3, 4, 5, and 6 the Keizer Public Art Commission (KPAC) has 
authority to take applications by a property owner for placement of public 
art; receive an application from artists for placement of public art at the 
Keizer Community Center; receive applications for placement of public art 
at other locations; and develop specific policies and criteria to review art 
submissions.  

B. The Keizer City Council approved Resolution No. R2020-3060 adopting public art 
and public murals policies which repealed Resolution No. R2016-2741. The 
resolution included policies regarding installation and insurance of public art.  

 

1017



Keizer Public Art Ordinance   May 15, 2023
   

 
 

C. Typically, art work is purchased as designed and named by the artist. On occasion, 
the City commissions art to be made available to the City and does not have a 
name. 

D. At the April 3, 2023 City Council meeting, Council directed staff to bring 
amendments to the art program to clarify naming responsibilities for art that is 
not already named. 

III. CURRENT SITUATION:  

A. As directed by Council on April 3, 2023, attached is a proposed Ordinance 
amending the public art ordinance to clarify that art not named by the artist shall 
be named by the City Council.  

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – This action has no impact on the council’s short or long-term 
goals.  

B. Financial – No financial impact.  

C. Timing – There is no particular timing requirements for this amendment. 

D. Policy/legal – The City Council needs to amend the Ordinance to clarify naming 
responsibilities for City-owned art.  

V. ALTERNATIVES: 

A. Adopt the attached Ordinance amending the public art program to clarify naming 
responsibilities for art.  

B. Take No Action – Without action, naming responsibilities will not be addressed.  

VI. RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Council adopt the attached Ordinance.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

• Ordinance No. 2020-813 (Providing for Public Art and Public Murals) 
• Resolution R2020-3060 (Adopting Public Art and Public Murals Policies) 
• Ordinance 2023-____ Amending Ordinance Providing for Public Art and Public Murals: 

Amendment of Ordinance No. 2020-813 
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Page 1 - ORDINANCE NO. 2020-" 313.3 

A BILL ORDINANCE NO, 
2020- 813 

FOR 

AN ORDINANCE 

PROVIDING FOR PUBLIC ART AND PUBLIC MURALS; 

REPEAL OF ORDINANCES NO. 2015-735 AND 2017-767; 
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY 

The City of Keizer ordains as follows: 

Section 1. PURPOSE. This Ordinance provides for the placement of Public Art and 

Public Murals. 

Section 2. DEFINITIONS. 

Alteration: Any change to a public mural, including but not limited to any change 

to the image(s), materials, colors or size of the public mural. Alteration does not 
include naturally occurring changes to the public mural caused by exposure to the 

elements or the passage of time, or maintenance or repair of the public mural that 
includes slight and unintended deviations from the original image, colors or 

materials that occur when the public mural is repaired due to the passage of time, 
or after damage resulting from vandalism. 

Art Easement: An easement given by a property owner to the City of Keizer to 

provide for placement of Public Art. 

Artist: A practitioner in the visual arts, generally recognized by critics and peers 
as a professional of serious intent, who produces works of art, and who is not a 

member of the Keizer Public Arts Commission. 

Artwork: All forms of original creations of visual art, including but not limited to, 

painting, sculpture, prints, ceramics, drawings, stained glass, mosaics, 

photography, fiber and textiles, calligraphy, mixed media, and any combination of 
media, including collage. 

City Building: Any building owned or leased by the City, or area therein, which 
is open to the public; provided however, “City Building” does not include parking 

lots, roads, bridges, utility lines, service facilities, maintenance sheds, pump 

Keizer City Attorney 
930 Chemawa Road NE 

PO Box 21000 
Keizer, Oregon 97307 
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stations, treatment plants and utility facilities, or buildings that have the primary 
purpose of displaying historical artifacts, cultural items, or works of art. 

City Manager: The City Manager of the City of Keizer, or the City Manager’s 
. designee. 

Keizer Community Center: Interior hallway walls at the Keizer Community 
Center located 930 Chemawa Road Northeast, Keizer, Oregon. 
  

Public Art: Original Artwork which is accessible to the public and/or public 

employees, and which has been approved as Public Art by the Keizer Public Arts 
Commission, acting on behalf of the City of Keizer. 

Public Mural: An original, two-dimensional work of visual art, comprised of paint, 

ceramic or glass tiles, or tesseare, executed by hand directly upon, or affixed 

directly to an exterior wall of a building, which has been approved by the Keizer 
Public Arts Commission and accepted by the City into its public art collection 

pursuant to this Ordinance. A Public Mural is not an original work of visual art if 
it is mechanically reproduced or computer generated and printed on a base that 

will be attached to the wall, such as, by way of illustration but not limitation, 

limited images digitally printed on vinyl. 

Section 3. APPLICATION FOR PLACEMENT OF PUBLIC: MURAL. A property 

owner or designee in non-residential zones may apply for placement of a Public Mural 

with the Keizer Public Arts Commission. 

Section4. APPLICATION FOR PLACEMENT OF PUBLIC ART AT KEIZER 

COMMUNITY CENTER. An Artist may apply for placement of Public Art at the Keizer 
  

Community Center. 

Section 5. APPLICATION FOR OTHER PUBLIC ART. An Artist may apply for 

placement of Public Art at other locations, including, but not limited to statues and 

sculptures outdoors. 

Page 2 - ORDINANCE NO, 2020-813 / 
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1 Section 6. REVIEW BY KEIZER PUBLIC ARTS COMMISSION. 

2 A. Keizer Public Arts Commission (KPAC) shall review each application and 

3 supporting materials, except for applications submitted by the Salem- 

4 Keizer School District, the Salem Keizer Education Foundation, or any 

5 other student art displays. Subject to scheduling approval, applications 

6 submitted by the Salem-Keizer School District, the Salem Keizer Education 

7 Foundation, or any other student art displays from schools, educational 

8 groups or students approved by the City Manager shall be allowed without 

9 KPAC approval. In addition, applications submitted by the Keizer Art 

10 Association shall be allowed without KPAC approval. 

11 B. The Keizer Public Arts Commission shall develop specific policies and 

12 criteria on which to base such review. These criteria shall include, but are 

13 not limited to, artistic quality, originality, context, permanence, diversity, 

14 feasibility, scale and community support. 

15 C, The Keizer Public Arts Commission shall be guided by the policies and 

16 criteria adopted by City Council Resolution, if any. 

17 ~=Section 7. FUNDING/CITY STAFF TIME. Unless specifically budgeted for by the City 

18 Council, any and all actual costs shall be by donation or in-kind work only. City staff 

19 time shall be allowed, as directed by the City Manager. 

20 Hl 

21 

Page 3 - ORDINANCE NO. 2020-813 
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Section 8. SITING OF PUBLIC MURAL, A Public Mural obtained pursuant to this   

Ordinance may be sited in, on or about any City Building as approved by the City Council, 

or other property under the control of or made available to the City by an Art Easement 

between the property owner and the City of Keizer. 

Section 9. PUBLIC MURAL/ART EASEMENT. A property owner who wishes to   

donate wall space to the public for a Keizer Public Arts Commission approved Public 

Mural may do so by granting an Art Easement for placement of a Public Mural on his/her 

building to the City. Art Easements will be for five or more years. The City Council can 

accept or decline any Art Easements for Public Murals which are offered to it. Art 

Easements are managed by the City Manager, as with other publicly owned property. The 

City Recorder is responsible for maintaining a written and photographic record of each 

Keizer Public Arts Commission-approved Public Mural and accepted Art Easement. 

Section 10. PUBLIC MURAL: CREATION. No person or Artist shall commence 

creation of any Public Mural without first obtaining approval from the Keizer Public Arts 

Commission, and agreeing to donate the Public Mural to the City’s Public Art collection. 

Any Public Mural that is created without approval of the Keizer Public Arts Commission, 

is inconsistent with the conditions of approval from the Keizer Public Arts Commission, 

or is altered without approval is not an allowed Public Mural and is an infraction under 

the Civil Infraction Ordinance. 

Section 11. LOCATION OF OTHER PUBLIC ART, Public Art, other than Art placed 

at the Keizer Community Center, may only be placed at locations approved by the Keizer 

Page 4 - ORDINANCE NO, 2020-813 
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21 

City Council. This category includes, but is not limited to, public statues or sculptures 

located in Council-approved areas where the City has been granted license or casement 

rights, or in public right-of-way areas. 

Section 12, ABATEMENT OF NUISANCE/CITATION FOR INFRACTION. The City 

Manager or his/her designee may make an investigation to determine whether a violation 

of this Ordinance has occurred. If the City Manager or his/her designee determines that 

there is a violation of this Ordinance, he or she may proceed to abate the nuisance pursuant 

to the Keizer Uniform Abatement Procedure or may seek any other legal or equitable 

remedy provided by law for the abatement of the nuisance or for the enforcement of the 

provisions of this Ordinance, including without limitation issuing a citation for infraction. 

Section 13. SAVINGS CLAUSE. Should any section or portion of this Ordinance be 

held unlawful and unenforceable by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision 

shall apply only to the specific section, or portion thereof, directly specified in the 

decision. All other sections or portions of this Ordinance shall remain in fuil force and 

effect. 

Section 14. REPEAL OF ORDINANCES NO. 2015-735 AND 2017-767. Ordinances 

No. 2015-735 and 2017-767 shall be repealed in its entirety. 

Hf 

Hf 

Hf 
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be
 Section 15. EFFECTIVE DATE, This Ordinance being necessary for the immediate 

2 preservation of the public health, safety and welfare, an emergency is declared to exist 

3 and this Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon its passage. 

  

    
  

4 PASSED this. 6th dayof_ April , 2020. 

5 SIGNED this 6th day of ___ April , 2020. 
6 

7 fen y 4 
8 “ Lied hay C : / Ad 

9 Mayor (/ 
10 | 

12 City Recorder} 
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CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON 

Resolution R2020- 3060 

ADOPTING PUBLIC ART AND PUBLIC MURALS POLICIES; 

REPEAL OF RESOLUTION NO. R2016-2741 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted an Ordinance Providing for Public Art 

and Public Murals in 2015; 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution No, R2015-2615 relating to 

Public Art and Public Mural policies; 

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted Resolution No. R2016-2741 relating to 

Public Art and Public Mural policies as recommended by the Keizer Public Arts 

Commission; 

WHEREAS, the Keizer Public Arts Commission wishes to make exceptions to 

the approval process for artwork provided by the Keizer Art Association; 

WHEREAS, the City Council has considered the matter and wishes to amend 

its policies; 

NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Ketzer that the Public 

Art and Public Murals policies attached hereto, and by this reference incorporated. 

herein, are hereby adopted. 

BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED that Resolution R2016-2741 is hereby repealed 

in its entirety. 

PAGE 1 ~ Resolution R2020- 39060 
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1 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution shall take effect 

2 immediately upon the date of its passage. 

  

  

  

3 PASSED this 6th ss dayof April , 2020. 
4 

5 SIGNED this th — dayof —— APFAl , 2020. 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12 City Recorder! 
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POLICIES FOR PUBLIC ART AND PUBLIC MURALS 

1, Artwork must not interfere with City-owned displayed art. 

2. Only City staff, authorized Keizer Art Association members, or authorized 
volunteers are permitted to install and uninstall Artwork in the Keizer Community Center, 

3, Except for Keizer Art Association exhibitions, City will be responsible for damage 

or loss to the Artwork while on display in the Keizer Community Center. Regardless of 
market value, the maximum liability to the City shall be $3,000 per individual art piece or 

$50,000 per exhibition. An exhibition means all Artwork displayed in the Keizer 
Community Center at the same time, but does not include City-owned displayed art. 

4. City will insure Public Murals in the City of Keizer. The maximum liability to the 
City shall be $10,000.00 per Public Mural. 

5. City will insure Other Public Art such as public statues and sculptures in an amount 
the Artist and City agree to in the Agreement for Exhibition of Property. The maximum 
liability to the City shall be $25,000.00 per individual art piece. 

6. If damaged Artwork, other than artwork associated with a Keizer Art Association 

exhibition, is repairable, City shall reimburse actual out-of-pocket costs for materials and 
Artist shall repair the Artwork without charges for labor. 

7. Artist will indemnify City related to any defects of the Artwork, faulty workmanship 
of the Artist, or any acts of negligence by the Artist. 

8. Except for Keizer Art Association exhibitions, Artist will be required to enter into 
an Agreement for Exhibition of Property prior to City staff installing property for display 
in the Keizer Community Center. 

9. Property owner will be required to enter into an Art Easement prior to installation 
of a Public Mural and such Art Easement shall be placed before the Keizer City Council 
for authorization prior to the City Manager signing it. 

10. City shall not broker for Artist in any manner, including, but not limited to, 

connecting Artist with potential purchasers or fielding questions about the property. 

11. A Public Mural may not include any words, pictures, or symbols that may be 
considered advertising for any business, entity, or location where the Public Mural is 

affixed.  
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 A BILL ORDINANCE NO. 1 
 2023-__________                                 2 
 FOR 3 
 4 
 AN ORDINANCE 5 
 6 

AMENDING ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR PUBLIC ART 7 
AND PUBLIC MURALS; AMENDMENT OF ORDINANCE 8 
NO. 2020-813 9 

 10 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Keizer has adopted Ordinance No. 11 

2020-813 which provides for public art and public murals; 12 

WHEREAS, such Ordinance sets forth some of the policies for public art in the 13 

City; 14 

WHEREAS, the Council finds that it is appropriate to amend Ordinance No. 15 

2020-813 to add naming responsibilities for City-owned art; 16 

NOW, THEREFORE,  17 

The City of Keizer ordains as follows: 18 

 Section 1.  AMENDMENT OF ORDINANCE 2020-813.  Ordinance No. 2020-19 
813 is hereby amended by adding a new Section 12 as set forth below and renumbering 20 
the current Sections 12 through 15 to Sections 13 through 16:  21 

 22 
Section 12. NAMING OF CITY-OWNED ART.  Public Art owned by the City 23 
or being commissioned for the City may only be named by the Artist or, if the Artist 24 
does not name the Art, by the Keizer City Council. 25 
 26 

 27 

 28 

 29 

 30 
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 Section 2.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days 1 

after its passage. 2 

PASSED this                 day of                                     , 2023. 3 
 4 
SIGNED this                 day of                                     , 2023. 5 

 6 
 7 

_________________________________ 8 
Mayor 9 
 10 
_________________________________ 11 
City Recorder 12 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: May 15, 2023 
             
 
 
 

 
TO:  MAYOR CLARK AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 
THROUGH:  Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Bill Lawyer, Public Works Director  
 
SUBJECT: FEE WAIVER FOR SOGGY DAY IN THE PARK 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move the City Council consider the matter and make a minute motion to formalize its intent with 
regard to the fees. 
 
I. SUMMARY:    

The Claggett Creek Watershed Council (CCWC) and the Keizer Chamber of Commerce are 
planning the Soggy Day in the Park event for Saturday May 27th, 2023. This event is 
designed to encourage families from the community to get into the outdoors, have fun, 
learn something about the Willamette River through boat rides on the river and learn 
about invasive species through nature hikes in the natural area of the park. Other 
activities planned include backhoe demonstrations, catered food and bouncy houses for 
kids to play in. 
 

II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. This is an annual event that is free to the public.    
 

B. City Resolution R2018-2932 states the City Council may reduce or waive rates, 
deposits, or other costs for certain uses if, in the Council’s sole discretion, the use 
is a significant benefit to the Keizer community considering such factors as the 
City’s fixed and non-fixed costs, staff resources, wear and tear on the facility, and 
other factors deemed appropriate by Council.   

 
C. Fees for this event have been waived in the past. 

 
III. CURRENT SITUATION:  

 
A. This matter is before the City Council to consider whether it is appropriate to 

waive or reduce fees for this event.  
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IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Financial – The breakdown of the total fees for event as proposed are; 

Application Fee - $63.00 
4 Hour Minimum Rental - $168.00 
Use Fee (2 hrs. at $42.00 per hr.) $84.00 
Total Fees $315.00 

B. Policy/legal – Requests for fee waivers must be considered by the City Council. 

ALTERNATIVES: 

A. Consider the matter of the fees and make a minute motion to deny the request. 

B. Consider the matter and make a minute motion to waive some or all of the fees.  

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council consider the matter and make a minute motion to 
formalize its intent with regard to the fees. 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING:  MAY 15, 2023 

             
 
 

 
TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
THRU:   John Teague, Chief of Police 
 
FROM:  Wanda Blaylock, Executive Assistant  
 
SUBJECT:  REPORT ON DISBURSEMENT OF PETTY CASH FUNDS FY23 
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
I move the City Council accept this report of disbursement of certain petty cash funds by the Police 
Department.  
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 
Each year the Police Department is required to report how funds are spent in aid of the 
community or as part of undercover investigations.    
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. In Fiscal Year 2007 the City Council established petty cash funds for the Keizer Police 
Department Community Services Unit and the Community Response Unit.  By council 
resolution, the department was instructed to report the expenditures from each of 
these funds each fiscal year. 

1. Community Assistance Fund.  In Fiscal Year 2011-12, through policy revision, the 
department changed the description of this to Community Assistance Fund to 
avoid confusion with a specific unit within the department.  Also, for greater 
accountability and tracking, the policy was updated and funds were assigned 
specifically to individual sergeants instead of being shared between the patrol 
sergeant vehicles. 

2. Community Response Unit.   This unit is currently staffed with a sergeant and 
three officers. 
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III. CURRENT SITUATION:  

 
A. The Community Response Unit did not expend funds during this fiscal year. 

B. The Community Assistance Fund was used in two instances. 

1. 8/15/22, $30, gas for transient living out of her vehicle. 

2. 9/22/22, $10.80, purchase of a used duffel bag for transient who didn’t have a 
container for her belongings. 

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – No strategic impact.   

B. Financial – Financial impact was previously budgeted.  

C. Timing – N/A 

D. Policy/legal –  N/A 

ALTERNATIVES: 

A.  Accept the  report. 

B.  Take no action. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council accept the report. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

None 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: MAY 15, 2023 

             
 
 

 
TO:  Mayor Clark and City Council Members 
 
THRU:   Adam J. Brown, City Manager 
 
FROM:  E. Shannon Johnson, City Attorney  
 
SUBJECT: CELL TOWER LEASE – POLICE PARKING LOT 
 
   
PROPOSED MOTION: 
 
“I move that the City Council adopt Resolution R2023-___ Authorizing the City Manager to Sign 
Cellular Tower Lease with T-Mobile West Tower LLC.” 
 
I. SUMMARY:    
 
The City entered into a cell site lease effective October 15, 1997 which currently terminates on 
or about May 31, 2023.  Pursuant to Council direction, staff has been negotiating a new lease 
with the current tenant and the parties have agreed on the terms of a new cellular tower lease. 
 
II. BACKGROUND: 
 

A. City and Western PCS I Corporation entered into that certain Site Lease effective 
October 15, 1997. 

B. T-Mobile West Tower, LLC is now the current tenant under that lease. 

C. The current lease expires on or about May 31, 2023. 

D. The parties have agreed on the terms of a new cellular tower lease. 

E. The parties desire to enter into the new lease. 

III. CURRENT SITUATION:  
 
A. The current lease will expire on or about May 31, 2023 without an extension.  

B. The parties have agreed on the terms of a new cellular tower lease. 
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C. Some of the terms in the proposed lease are outlined below for your convenience. 

1. The lease is for 30 years in five-year terms. 
2. The rent is $1,900.00 per month. 
3. There is a rent escalator/inflation clause of 3% per year. 
4. The collocation fee for Broadband Tenants is $850.00 per month with an 

escalator clause of 3% per year except for DISH.  The collocation fee for DISH 
is $500.00 per month with an escalator clause of 3% per year.   

5. The collocation fee for Non-Broadband Tenants is $300.00 per month with an 
escalator clause of 3% per year except for the City of Salem.  The collocation 
fee for the City of Salem is $200.00 per month with an escalator clause of 3% 
per year. 

6. There is an allowance to place a police/emergency antenna on the tower, 
provided that space is available. 

IV. ANALYSIS: 

A. Strategic Impact – None 

B. Financial –  Entering into a new lease increases the rent from the current rate of 
$998.94 to $1,900 per month, plus $200 per month for the City of Salem non-
broadband equipment.  When DISH is onboard, the rate would also increase by 
$500 per month. 

C. Timing –  The current lease expires May 31, 2023. 

D. Policy/legal – The new lease is anticipated to be for 30 years and it is appropriate 
that City Council authorize the City Manager to sign the new lease. 

V. ALTERNATIVES: 
 
A.  Adopt the attached Resolution authorizing the City Manager to sign the new 

cellular tower lease. 

B.  Take no action and the current lease will terminate and the cell tower will be 
removed. 

VI. RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the attached Resolution. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 
• Resolution R2023-___ Authorizing the City Manager to Sign Cellular Tower Lease with T-

Mobile West Tower LLC. 
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    PAGE 1 - Resolution R2023-_____ 

                Keizer City Attorney 
                930 Chemawa Road NE 
           PO Box 21000 
                    Keizer, Oregon 97307 
           503-856-3433 

 

 CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON 1 
 2 
 Resolution R2023-_____ 3 
 4 

AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO SIGN CELLULAR 5 
TOWER LEASE WITH T-MOBILE WEST TOWER LLC    6 

 7 
WHEREAS, the City and Western PCS I Corporation entered into that certain 8 

Site Lease effective October 15, 1997; 9 

WHEREAS, T-Mobile West Tower, LLC has stepped into the place of Western 10 

PCS I Corporation as the tenant under that Site Lease; 11 

WHEREAS, the current lease with T-Mobile West Tower, LLC expires on or 12 

about May 31, 2023; 13 

WHEREAS, the parties have agreed on the terms of a new cellular tower lease; 14 

NOW, THEREFORE, 15 

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Keizer that the City 16 

Manager is authorized to sign the attached Cellular Tower Lease with T-Mobile West 17 

Tower LLC. 18 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to take all 19 

acts necessary to consummate the Cellular Tower Lease as contemplated therein. 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 
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    PAGE 2 - Resolution R2023-_____ 

                Keizer City Attorney 
                930 Chemawa Road NE 
           PO Box 21000 
                    Keizer, Oregon 97307 
           503-856-3433 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution shall take effect immediately 1 

upon the date of its passage. 2 

PASSED this __________ day of _________________, 2023. 3 
 4 
SIGNED this __________ day of _________________, 2023. 5 

 6 
 7 

_________________________________ 8 
Mayor 9 

 10 
_________________________________ 11 
City Recorder 12 
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MINUTES 
KEIZER CITY COUNCIL 

Monday, May 1, 2023 
Keizer Civic Center, Council Chambers 

Keizer, Oregon 
 

CALL TO ORDER Mayor Clark called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. Roll call was taken 
as follows: 

 Present: 
Cathy Clark, Mayor  
Laura Reid, Councilor 
Shaney Starr, Councilor 
Kyle Juran, Councilor 
Daniel Kohler, Councilor 
Soraida Cross, Councilor 
Robert Husseman, Councilor 

 Youth Councilor Angelica 
  Sarmiento Avendano 

Staff: 
 Adam Brown, City Manager 
 Tim Wood, Assistant City Manager 
 Shannon Johnson, City Attorney 
 Shane Witham, Planning Director 
 John Teague, Police Chief 
 Machell DePina, Human Resources 
 Tracy Davis, City Recorder 
 

  

FLAG SALUTE  Mayor Clark led the pledge of allegiance. 
  

SPECIAL ORDERS OF BUSINESS 
PROCLAMATIONS  Mayor Clark read the proclamations designating May as Asian 

American, Native Hawaiians, and Pacific Islanders Heritage Month 
and Jewish American Heritage Month. 

Distinguished 
Young Women 

Fatima Falcone thanked the event sponsors and invited the participants 
to introduce themselves. Adriann Durkin, Betzy Macedonio, Dayanara 
Salvador, Siosi Utaatu and Madison Lietz (2024 Keizer Distinguished 
Young Woman), and Kiele Jarnagin (current Oregon Distinguished 
Young Woman) introduced themselves and shared their talent from the 
event and their plans for the future.  
City Manager Adam Brown introduced Water and Wastewater Engineer 
Sophorn Meng from Cambodia, and Recycling Product Engineer Jade 
Castro from the Philippines noting that they were here under the Young 
Southeast Asian Leaders Initiative program and learning from Keizer 
staff. 

  

COMMITTEE 
 REPORTS 

Jamie Davis reported that the Traffic Safety/Bikeways/Pedestrian 
Committee had updated the Committee Purpose and sent it to the Legal 
Department for review, heard testimony from citizens regarding safety 
concerns on roadways near the Verda/Chemawa roundabout, and 
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received positive feedback on the flashing speed sign on Shoreline. She 
noted that the committee will participate in the 40th birthday celebration, 
continues to work on updating and streamlining the Neighborhood Traffic 
Management Plan, and voted unanimously to recommend a flashing 
beacon crossing on Lockhaven by the McNary baseball cages.  
Councilor Husseman, Liaison to this committee, stressed that speeding 
throughout the city is the overall concern and noted that he hoped 
Councilors were hearing what this committee is talking about. 

  

PUBLIC 
COMMENTS 

Rhonda Rich, President of West Keizer Neighborhood Association, 
shared background and neighborhood input regarding the new flashing 
speed limit signs on Shoreline Drive. 
Judy Liechty, Keizer Community Food Bank, shared information about 
the food bank, the families that it serves and the need for donations. 

  

PUBLIC HEARING None 
  

ADMINISTRATIVE 
ACTION 

a. Community 
Center Fee 
Waiver – Keizer 
Chamber of 
Commerce/ 
KNOW Percey 
Event 

City Recorder Tracy Davis summarized her staff report and fielded 
questions. 
Councilor Starr moved that the Keizer City Council approve a waiver of 
the Community Center rental fee and refundable security deposit but 
charge for staffing and outside security in the amount of $850 for the 
2023 Keizer Chamber of Commerce/KNOW Percey event. Councilor 
Reid seconded. Motion passed unanimously as follows: 
AYES: Clark, Reid, Husseman, Cross, Kohler, Starr and Juran (7) 
NAYS: None (0) 
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) 
ABSENT: None (0) 

  

b. RESOLUTION – 
Amending City 
of Keizer City 
Council Rules of 
Procedure 
(Amending 
Resolution 
R2022-3269)  

City Manager Adam Brown summarized his staff report.  
Councilor Starr moved that the Keizer City Council adopt a resolution 
amending the City of Keizer City Council Rules of Procedure. Councilor 
Kohler seconded.  
Councilors Reid and Husseman voiced opposition to this resolution 
because it adds barriers to service, might open the City to liability as it 
relates to ADA conformance and is exclusive rather than inclusive. 
Discussion followed regarding the consequences for violation, the current 
practice and substitutes. 
Mayor Clark offered a friendly amendment that if a Council member 
liaison cannot attend a meeting, they shall contact the City Recorder and 
Council to find a substitute. 
Councilors Starr and Kohler accepted the amendment. 
City Attorney Shannon suggested the following language: “If a Council 
member liaison cannot attend a meeting, they shall attempt to arrange a 
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substitute Council member to appear and then contact the City 
Recorder’s office.” 
Councilors Starr and Kohler accepted the City Attorney’s suggested 
language for the amendment. 
Amended motion passed as follows: 
AYES: Clark, Cross, Kohler, Starr and Juran (5) 
NAYS: Husseman and Reid (2) 
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) 
ABSENT: None (0) 

  

c. City Council 
Rules of 
Procedure – 
Age 
Requirement 
Interpretation – 
Appointment to 
Volunteer 
Coordinating 
Committee 

City Attorney Shannon Johnson summarized his staff report and 
provided clarification.  
Councilor Starr moved that the Keizer City Council interpret the current 
Council Rules of Procedure to not allow committee members to be less 
than 18 years of age except where specified by resolution or ordinance. 
Councilor Cross seconded. 
Discussion followed regarding interpretation of the rules. 
Motion passed as follows: 
AYES: Clark, Cross, Kohler, Starr and Juran (5) 
NAYS: Husseman and Reid (2) 
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) 
ABSENT: None (0) 

  

d. City Council 
Rules of 
Procedure – 
Age 
Requirements 

Mr. Johnson summarized his staff report. 
Councilor Starr moved that Keizer City Council direct staff to prepare an 
amendment to the Council Rules of Procedure as follows: City committee 
and commission members be 18 years of age or older except where 
specified by resolution or ordinance and youth liaisons be between the 
ages of 15 and 17 except where specified by resolution or ordinance. 
Councilor Reid seconded.  
Councilor Reid offered a friendly amendment to change 17 to 18.  
Councilors Starr and Reid accepted the amendment. 
Discussion followed regarding the abilities of youth, the importance of 
being open and accepting of all volunteers, whether the youth councilor 
position was created by resolution, the youth position on the Community 
Diversity Engagement Committee, duties of liaisons and age 
specification for police cadets. 
Councilor Husseman offered a friendly amendment that the Youth 
Councilor position be between the ages of 15 and 18. Councilor Starr did 
not accept the amendment. 
Motion on amended motion passed as follows:  
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AYES: Clark, Reid, Cross, Kohler, Starr and Juran (6) 
NAYS: Husseman (1) 
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) 
ABSENT: None (0) 

  

e. Leash 
Ordinance 
Discussion 

City Manager Adam Brown summarized his staff report. 
Councilor Starr moved that the Keizer City Council direct staff to prepare 
an ordinance requiring dogs to be on a leash at all times in which they 
are not on their own property and behind a physical or wireless fence or 
when they are at city approved dog parks. Councilor Cross seconded.  
Discussion followed regarding enforcement on school property, including 
an exclusion of accredited service dogs, consequences for non-
compliance, public education and involvement, and Salem and Marion 
County leash laws.  
Motion passed as follows: 
AYES: Clark, Reid, Husseman, Cross and Starr (5) 
NAYS: Kohler and Juran (2) 
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) 
ABSENT: None (0) 

  

f. RESOLUTION – 
Authorizing the 
City Manager to 
Initiate an 
Application to 
the Standard 
Insurance 
Company and 
Paid Leave 
Oregon  

Human Resources Director Machell DePina summarized her staff report 
and fielded questions. 
Councilor Starr moved that the Keizer City Council adopt a Resolution 
Authorizing the City Manager to Initiate an Application to the Standard 
Insurance Company and Paid Leave Oregon for the Purpose of Approval 
to Offer Paid Leave Benefits through an Equivalent Plan. Councilor Reid 
seconded. Motion passed unanimously as follows: 
AYES: Clark, Reid, Husseman, Cross, Kohler, Starr and Juran (7) 
NAYS: None (0) 
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) 
ABSENT: None (0) 

  

CONSENT 
 CALENDAR 

a. Approval of April 10, 2023 Work Session Minutes 
b. Approval of April 17, 2023 Regular Session Minutes 
Item A was pulled. 
Councilor Starr moved for approval of Item B of the Consent Calendar. 
Councilor Reid seconded. Motion passed unanimously as follows: 
AYES: Clark, Reid, Kohler, Starr, Husseman, Cross and Juran (7) 
NAYS: None (0) 
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) 
ABSENT: None (0) 
 

Councilor Starr moved for approval of Item A of the Consent Calendar. 
Councilor Reid seconded. Motion passed as follows: 
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AYES: Clark, Reid, Kohler, Husseman, Cross and Juran (6) 
NAYS: None (0) 
ABSTENTIONS: Starr (1) 
ABSENT: None (0) 

  

OTHER BUSINESS City Attorney Shannon Johnson explained that an issue has come up 
that involves a civil forfeiture case recently decided by the Oregon Court 
of Appeals. He directed Council attention to the ‘Talking Points’ he had 
placed on the dais and provided additional details. 
Councilor Starr moved to suspend the rules to consider the ‘walk-on’ 
item. Councilor Reid seconded. Motion passed unanimously as follows: 
AYES: Clark, Reid, Husseman, Cross, Kohler, Starr and Juran (7) 
NAYS: None (0) 
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) 
ABSENT: None (0) 
 
Councilor Starr moved that the Keizer City Council adopt a Resolution 
Directing the City Attorney to take action to have City of Keizer join in an 
Amicus Brief in Yamhill County v. Real Property Commonly Known as: 
11475 NW Pike Road, et al Case. Councilor Reid seconded. Motion 
passed unanimously as follows: 
AYES: Clark, Reid, Husseman, Cross, Kohler, Starr and Juran (7) 
NAYS: None (0) 
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) 
ABSENT: None (0) 

  

STAFF UPDATES Human Resources Director Machell DePina reminded Councilors of the 
deadline for completion of the performance evaluation forms. Finalists for 
City Recorder are being interviewed this week. Recruitment for Police 
Chief and Deputy City Recorder is underway. 
City Manager Adam Brown reported that a presentation by the YSLI 
Fellows will be scheduled soon. 
Finance Director/Assistant City Manager Tim Wood announced that 
Budget Committee will meet on May 8 and 9. 

  

COUNCIL 
 MEMBER 
 REPORTS 

Councilor Cross reported on the Haley’s Heroes lunch. 
Councilor Juran reported on events he had attended and announced that 
the 24th was the 20th anniversary of Classic Homes. 
Councilor Starr reported on events she had attended. She added that 
Charlotte Bauer had come to work with her on ‘Take Your Child to Work 
Day’ and she was interviewed about her lemonade stand had announced  
that she wanted Ms. Starr’s job. 
Councilor Kohler shared details about meetings and events he had 
attended and announced upcoming ones. 
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Councilor Husseman announced that a Bike Skills Fair would be held at 
City Hall on June 10 from 1 to 3 p.m. 
Councilor Reid announced the new Homegrown Theater production and 
reported on the recent GNEKNA meeting noting that physical attendance 
was sparse but virtual attendance was significant. 
Youth Councilor Sarmiento reported on past and upcoming McNary 
events and asked for a volunteer to speak at the May 17 at 6:30 National 
Honor Society Inauguration ceremony. 
Mayor Clark announced that HB 2095 has passed and is on the 
Governor’s desk for signature. She reviewed various meetings, events 
and tours in which she had participated and announced upcoming ones. 

  

AGENDA INPUT May 8, 2023 – 6:00 p.m. – Budget Committee Meeting 
May 9, 2023 – 6:00 p.m. – Budget Committee Meeting 
May 15, 2023 – 7:00 p.m. – City Council Regular Session 
June 5, 2023 – 7:00 p.m. – City Council Regular Session 

  

ADJOURNMENT Mayor Clark adjourned the meeting at 10:07 p.m. 
  

MAYOR: APPROVED: 
 
 
 

  
 

Cathy Clark  Debbie Lockhart, Deputy City Recorder 
COUNCIL MEMBERS 

 
 
 

  
 

Councilor #1 – Laura Reid  Councilor #4 – Soraida Cross 
 
 
 

  
 

Councilor #2 – Shaney Starr  Councilor #5 – Robert Husseman 
 
 
 

  
 

Councilor #3 – Kyle Juran  Councilor #6 – Daniel R. Kohler 
 
Minutes approved:      
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