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Aaron Panko

From: Ken Spencer <Kenneth.Spencer@pgn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 9:02 AM

To: Aaron Panko

Subject: FW: Notice of Filing / Request for Comments - Case No. SUB21-03 for 430 Turtle Bay Ct 

SE

Attachments: SUB21-03 NOF-RFC.pdf

Hello, 

 

The planned 10’ PUE throughout the proposed develop appears adequate for our purpose.  No other comments. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Ken Spencer, PE   Customer Operations Engineer   |   503.970.7200 

 

From: Shelby Guizar <SGuizar@cityofsalem.net>  

Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 2:41 PM 

To: Shelby Guizar <SGuizar@cityofsalem.net> 

Cc: Aaron Panko <APanko@cityofsalem.net> 

Subject: Notice of Filing / Request for Comments - Case No. SUB21-03 for 430 Turtle Bay Ct SE 

 

***Please take care when opening links, attachments or responding to this email as it originated outside of PGE.***  

Hello, 

 

The Notice of Filing/ Request for Comments for Class 2 Driveway Approach Permit and Class 2 Adjustment Subdivision 

Case No. SUB21-03 for 430 Turtle Bay Ct SE is attached for your information. Comments are due Monday, April 12, 2021 

by 5:00 p.m. Hard copies go out in the mail today for those of you who are to receive one. 

 

Application Summary: A subdivision tentative plan to divide approximately 4.96 acres into 16 lots with lots ranging in 

size from 8,010 square feet to 27,325 square feet. The applicant is requesting an alternative street standard to reduce 

the street width from 60-feet to 50-feet. 

 

Please direct questions or comments to the CASE MANAGER: 

Aaron Panko 

apanko@cityofsalem.net 

503-540-2356 

 

Thank you, 

 

Shelby Guizar 

Administrative Analyst 

City of Salem | Community Development Department  

555 Liberty St SE, Suite 305, Salem, OR 97301 

sguizar@cityofsalem.net | 503-540-2315 

Facebook [facebook.com] | Twitter [twitter.com] | LinkedIn [linkedin.com] | YouTube [youtube.com]| CityofSalem.net 

[cityofsalem.net] 

 



Aril 5, 2021

Aaron Panko, Planner 3
City of Salem Planning Division
555 Liberty st N.E.
Salem, oregon 97301

Subject CAse Number SUB21-03, Turtle bay Court

My name is Robert Stebner, and I reside at 309 Kurth Meadow Ave, s.e.,
which abuts the proposed development. I have reviewed the Notice of filing
Mailed on March 29, 2021, I have some concerns and some comments.
They are listed below.

1. I am concerned with the flow and disposition of rainwater that flows down
from the park, the flow from the West side slope of the development and
the flow from the slope of the East side of the development. Presently, the
rainwater flows down those slopes and runs into a drain that runs along the
back edge of my property, then to another drain that runs underground
along the property line between my lot and the lot immediately to the East,
then into the catch basin across the street.
My concern is that if the lots are developed, and we have more asphalt and
roofs, there will be an increase in the amount of water. In addition, if there
is fill dumped on those lots to provide a level building site, I have concern
where that water will go. I am concerned that all of this has not been taken
into consideration, and that we might, in the future, have excess rainwater
that will cause minor or major flooding.

2. There is a rock wall proposed along the lot line at the rear of my lot. My
Questions are:

A. How high will that rock wall be?
B. Will it be visually  acceptable so it does not detract from the value of

my home?



C. Who will maintain the rock wall along my property line, should mud
flow down the face, weeds grow in the dirt, rodents build nests, Etc.?
I have a concern about this if no plans are in place to address.

3. I have concerns about the foot paths that go directly to the park. These
foot paths will encourage park users to park on Vine Maple street and Kurth
Meadow Ave., thereby increasing the amount of traffic in our neighborhood.
In addition, I have a concern that people using the park will come into our
neighborhood. We have already had an instance of a person that was in
the park, who was a fugitive from the police, knocking on the door of one of
our residents, who is a single woman. This incident caused a certain
amount of stress for that person. The paths should be eliminated.

4. On the “storm water areas and pre-development travel time”, it states
that there will be 14 new houses, yet the plan itself states there are 15 lots.
Which lot will not have a house on it, and Why? Also, it states that the 14
houses will be approximately 2500 sq. feet. I know there will be some
variance from that number as the houses are designed, but it implies that
the homes will be single story. Is that correct? Are there any multiple story
homes being planned.

Finally, thank you for addressing my concerns and answering my
questions. If you need to contact me, I can be reached at:

Robert Stebner
309 Kurth Meadow Ave. s.e.
Salem , OR  97306
robstebner@comcast.net
503-399-0475

mailto:robstebner@comcast.net
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Aaron Panko

From: Michael M Sayre-Smith <msayresmith@icloud.com>

Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 7:49 PM

To: Aaron Panko

Cc: glennbaly12345@gmail.com; hughes.m@comcast.net

Subject: Comment re: Case # SUB21-03

Attn: Aaron Panko, Planner 

City of Salem, Planning Division 

Cc Glenn Baly, Mike Hughes 

 

Dear Mr's Panko, Ball and Hughes, 

 

Regarding Preposed Land Use Request affecting my property and neighborhood: 

 

I would prefer to NOT have preposed direct pedestrian access to Bryan Johnson Park from Sword Fern St. SE and Vine 

Maple St. SE.  Present sidewalks and street access are adequate and additional pedestrian access to/from park will 

encourage more (non-essential) pedestrian traffic in our neighborhood. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Mike Sayre-Smith 

321 Kurth Meadow Ave. SE 

(Lot #18) 

Salem, OR 97306 

(503) 709-0180 (voice message or text) 

Email: msayresmith@icloud.com 
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Aaron Panko

From: Cynthia LeBrun <cynthia.lebrun@icloud.com>

Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 6:40 PM

To: Aaron Panko

Subject: Subdivision Case No. SUB21-03

My comments regarding this proposed residential development: 

 

1.  Why is the petitioner requesting a reduction of the street width from 60’ to 50’? 

 I would guess its to increase the number of homesites.  I do not approve of a higher density of homes 

connecting to Vine Maple and Sword Fern.  This would create increase traffic on Kurth Meadow Avenue, create higher 

density housing (currently Kurth Meadow Estates have 9,000-10,000 home sites) and could potentially create rainwater 

runoff due to new roofs, reduction of trees, additional driveways and paved roads. 

 

2.  I question the need for two access points to Bryan Johnston Park.  I, personally, had a parolee come down through 

the park to my house last summer.  I would ask you to consider a gated passage.  With the decrease in police funding, 

this access causes me concern. 

 

I appreciate the opportunity for comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia LeBrun 

276 Kurth Meadow Avenue SE 

Salem   OR   97306 
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Aaron Panko

From: Christine Kidd <christinekidd@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 6:04 PM

To: Aaron Panko

Subject: SUB21-03

Hello Mr Panko, 

Our home overlooks the proposed subdivision at 430 Turtle Bay Court. Instead of looking at Bryan Johnston Park, out 

deck will be viewing an asphalt road and more huge houses if this project is allowed to go ahead. 

 

I strongly object to the proposed new subdivision. 

 

We are almost through with the trauma of massive forest destruction (over 200 trees) and the constant hammering 

noise from the other subdivision that was approved a few years ago right next to this one.   

 

Now the Noyes’s have the audacity and greed to propose the eradication of 5 more acres of irreplaceable habitat for 

personal profit.  This has to stop.  If approved, 58 more mature trees would be removed. 

 

We live here.  We have seen the reduction in the number of wildlife since the trees were cut down from the other 

project.  We see deer, foxes and chipmunks much less often than before.  We see fewer sapsuckers, robins, and quail 

than before.  Where are these creatures supposed to live when the last bit of remaining undeveloped land next to the 

park is developed?  And backyard trees or landscape trees are no substitute for towering mature Douglas Fir trees.  That 

loss will never be made up.  The soil will be paved over and animals that live underground, like ground squirrels and 

mice, will also lose their habitat.  

 

When do we draw the line on this kind of short sighted unnecessary development?  

 

I fear my comments as a taxpayer, citizen, and homeowner will be disregarded. I beg you, on behalf of the park users, 

the animals that rely on this area for their survival, and the neighbors who have had enough, to deny this permit 

application.   

Sincerely, 

Christine Kidd 

5940 Summerside St SE 

Salem, OR 97306 
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Aaron Panko

From: Roger Kidd <rogkidd@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 3:27 PM

To: Aaron Panko

Subject: Subdivision case # SUB21-03

Wow, talk about trying to ramrod a development proposal through.  "City offices have very limited staffing due to 

COVID-19" as it states on the comment form, yet only ten days to review and submit possible objections?  Sheesh- I 

know Salem is extremely pro-development and never sees a patch of green as anything other than a possible 

construction site, but this takes it to a new level. 

 

I object to this new development proposal on environmental grounds (habitat loss, tree loss- about 75% cut down 

according to the proposal), public health impact (pollution of construction site, ongoing light pollution from new street 

lamps), and general quality of life impact (development and part of a road go right next to Bryan Johnston Park 

boundary).   

 

There is much searchable documented science on the detrimental effects of habitat loss and light pollution for example 

that I would encourage you to look up.  The ridiculously short turnaround time given to submit objections does not lend 

itself for putting together a comprehensive EIR, but I guess that's your point.  I plan to explore litigation options to at 

least slow this thing down. 

 

Roger Kidd 

South Gateway resident 
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Aaron Panko

From: Ryan <Ryan@johnsontaylorlaw.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 3:52 PM

To: Aaron Panko

Subject: RE:  Subdivision Case No. SUB21-03; 430 Turtle Bay Court SE, Salem, OR 97306

Hi Aaron,  

 

Just a quick comment on this one.  I live in the recently developed neighborhood of Kurth Meadow Ave.  In reviewing 

the plan for the development of the subdivision, which will connect Kurth Meadow with Turtle Bay, I think the 

committee should consider making a footpath that connects these new neighborhood to the adjacent Bryan Johnston 

park.  I feel this will benefit the newly developed neighborhoods.   Otherwise, access to the park is an arduous uphill 

walk all the way up and around Lone Oak, up to Mildred.  If you have any questions or concerns, please just let me 

know.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Ryan Johnson 

 

 

 
 

1193 Liberty St. SE 

Salem, OR 97302 

(503)990-6641 

www.johnsontaylorlaw.com 

DISCLAIMER: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it contains privileged and confidential information and are intended solely for the use of the 

individual or entity to which they are addressed. If you are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivering the e-mail to the 

intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of this e-mail or any of its attachment(s) is strictly prohibited. If you 

have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the sending individual or entity by e-mail and permanently delete the original e-mail 

and attachment(s) from your computer system.  Absent an express agreement between the parties this communication does not constitute legal 

advice or create an attorney-client relationship. U.S. Treasury Department Regulations require me to advise you that any federal tax advice 

contained in this communication, including any attachments, is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, by anyone for the purpose 

of avoiding federal tax penalties that may be imposed by the federal government or for promoting, marketing, or recommending to another party 

any tax-related matters addressed herein. 

 



April 7, 2021 

 

City of Salem  

Aaron Panko, Planner III 

555 Liberty Street SE 

Room 305 

Salem Oregon 97301 

Re: Subdivision Case No. SUB21-03 

 

As homeowners in the Kurth Meadow Subdivision we have several concerns about the 

proposed development of the adjacent property.  Our concerns are as follows; 

       

1. The request to reduce the street width will make a small area very densely populated and   

potentially create issues.  Why is it necessary to reduce the street size? The impact of 

adding seven homes by extending Vine Maple plus a reduced street size is troubling.  

Those seven homes will be using Kurth Meadow Ave and Vine Maple streets with no 

alternative ingress or egress.  In the need of emergency services, will the reduced street 

size be an issue and impede their ability to quickly and safely render aid? The street area 

is small already and the amount of trucks and equipment needed for the infrastructure 

and actual home construction will be significant and disruptive.  Is there a plan for 

handling such construction in a small area?  

 

 

2. The other nine lots proposed on Turtle Bay have an option for ingress and egress as they 

can use the streets of Sword Fern and/or Turtle Bay. So while it will be disruptive at least 

there will be options for traffic but why is it necessary to reduce the street width? Again 

will this reduced street width have an impact on emergency services? The issue of packing 

a lot of new construction into a small area is concerning.   

 

3. Current homeowners need assurance from the City that this development can support 

adequate drainage for all lots so there is no problem in the future.  

 

 



4. Current homeowners need assurance that all infrastructure construction will be handled 

appropriately and least disruptive to all. Just the mitigation of dust associated with this 

project is a concern. We have had problems with this issue in the past. 

 

5.  The proposed two additional trail openings from Bryan Johnston Parks seem an unsafe 

situation.   The proposed opening at Vine Maple will open onto a small court area where 

the current homes have no fencing.  It is assumed that the new homes also will have no 

fences. It may not be obvious to pedestrians that they have to come all the way around to 

get out of the area. We suggest that this trail opening has a locked gate with all residents 

having a key.  The trail opening that would spill onto Sword Fern is less concerning as it 

intersects with the street and the access to the next street (Kurth Meadow) is visible and 

a clear route for pedestrian traffic.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration on these issues. 

 

Respectfully- 

 

Larry and Terrie Gladden 

251 Kurth Meadow Ave 

Salem 



   
Code authority references are abbreviated in this document as follows: Salem Revised Code (SRC); 
Public Works Design Standards (PWDS); Salem Transportation System Plan (Salem TSP); and 
Stormwater Management Plan (SMP).  

 
  

MEMO 

  

TO: Aaron Panko, Planner III 
Community Development Department 

 
FROM: 

Glenn J. Davis, PE, CFM, Chief Development Engineer  
Public Works Department 

 
DATE: May 19, 2021 

 
SUBJECT: PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUB21-03 (20-119160-LD) 
430 TURTLE BAY COURT SE 
16-LOT SUBDIVISION  

 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
A subdivision tentative plan to divide approximately 4.96 acres into 16 lots with lots 
ranging in size from 8,010 square feet to 27,325 square feet. The applicant is 
requesting an alternative street standard to reduce the street right-of-way width from 
60 feet to 50 feet. The subject property is approximately 4.96 acres in size, zoned RA 
(Residential Agriculture), and located at 430 Turtle Bay Court SE - 97306 (Marion 
County Assessor Map and Tax Lot number: 083W16DD 00300). 
 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF PLAT APPROVAL 
 
1. Construct internal streets to Local street standards, with the following exception: 

Turtle Bay Court SE is authorized to remain within a 50-foot-wide right-of-way 
abutting the City park property pursuant to SRC 803.065(a).  The north/south portion 
of Vine Maple Street SE meets the local street standard right-of-way width of 60 feet, 
and the east/west portion of Vine Maple Street SE meets the cul-de-sac standard 
right-of-way width of 50 feet. 

 
2. Construct trail connections from the northerly terminus of the sidewalk abutting 

proposed lot 1 (Vine Maple Street SE) and from the northerly terminus of the 
sidewalk abutting lot 8 (Sword Fern Street SE) to the nearest existing trail systems in 
Bryan Johnston Park.  These connections shall be constructed according to 
Architectural Barriers Act guidelines published by the US Access Board.  The 
proposed trail connection shown extending into the park from the cul-de-sac of Vine 
Maple Street SE is not required. 

 
3. Construct stormwater flow control and treatment facilities pursuant to SRC 

Chapter 71 and PWDS.  
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4. Dedicate a 10-foot public utility easement along the street frontage of all internal 
streets.  

 
5. Provide easements on the final plat pursuant to the widths and alignments specified 

in PWDS. 
 
6. Change the physical street address for the existing residence on lot 8. 
 
 
FACTS AND FINDINGS 
 
Water 
 
1. Existing Conditions 
 

a. The subject property is located within the S-3 water service level. 
 

a. A 20-inch water main is located in the unimproved right-of-way for Lone Oak 
Road SE.  
 

b. A 16-inch water main is located in Turtle Bay Court SE.  
 

c. There are 8-inch water mains located in Sword Fern Street SE and Vine Maple 
Street SE. 

 
Sanitary Sewer 
 
1. Existing Conditions 

 
a. There are 8-inch sanitary sewer mains located in in the unimproved right-of-way 

for Lone Oak Road SE, Sword Fern Street SE, and Vine Maple Street SE. 
 
Storm Drainage 
 
2. Existing Conditions 
 

a. A proposed 24-inch stormwater main is located in the unimproved right-of-way 
for Lone Oak Road SE.  
 

b. 10-inch stormwater mains are located in Sword Fern Street SE and Vine Maple 
Street SE. 
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Streets 
 
1. Turtle Bay Court SE 

 
a. Standard—This street is designated as a Local street in the Salem TSP. The 

standard for this street classification is a 30-foot-wide improvement within a 
60-foot-wide right-of-way.   
 

b. Existing Condition—This street has an approximate 30-foot improvement within a  
50-foot-wide right-of-way abutting the subject property.  

 
2. Sword Fern Street SE 

 
a. Standard—This street is designated as a Local street in the Salem TSP. The 

standard for this street classification is a 30-foot-wide improvement within a 
60-foot-wide right-of-way.   
 

b. Existing Condition—This street has an approximate 30-foot improvement within a  
60-foot-wide right-of-way abutting the subject property.  

 
3. Vine Maple Street SE 

 
a. Standard—This street is designated as a Local street in the Salem TSP. The 

standard for this street classification is a 30-foot-wide improvement within a 
60-foot-wide right-of-way.   
 

b. Existing Condition—This street has an approximate 30-foot improvement within a  
60-foot-wide right-of-way abutting the subject property.  

 
Natural Resources 
 
1. Wetlands—There are no Salem-Keizer Local Wetland Inventory wetlands mapped 

on the subject property.  
 

2. Floodplain—There is no floodplain or floodway areas mapped on the subject 
property.  
 

3. Landslide Hazards—City records show there are 2-point landslide hazard areas 
mapped on the subject property.   

 
Parks 
 
The proposed development is served by Bryan Johnston Park north of the subject 
property.   
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CRITERIA AND FINDINGS 
 
The following Code references indicate the criteria that must be found to exist before an 
affirmative decision may be made. The applicable criteria and the corresponding 
findings are as follows: 
 
SRC 205.010(d)(1)—The tentative subdivision plan complies with the standards of 
this Chapter and with all applicable provisions of the Unified Development Code, 
including, but not limited to the following: 
 
1. Lot standards, including, but not limited to, standards for lot area, lot width 

and depth, lot frontage, and designation of front and rear lot lines; 
 
2. City infrastructure standards; and 
 
3. Any special development standards, including, but not limited to floodplain 

development, special setbacks, geological or geotechnical analysis, and 
vision clearance. 
 

Findings—The subject property is located outside of the Urban Service Area but does 
not precede City construction of required facilities.  Pursuant to SRC 200.020, no Urban 
Growth Preliminary Declaration is required. 
 
The applicant shall provide the required field survey and subdivision plat per Statute 
and Code requirements outlined in the Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) and SRC.  If 
said documents do not comply with the requirements outlined in ORS and SRC, and as 
per SRC Chapter 205, the approval of the subdivision plat by the City Surveyor may be 
delayed or denied based on the non-compliant violation. It is recommended the 
applicant request a pre-plat review meeting between the City Surveyor and the 
applicant’s project surveyor to ensure compliance with ORS 672.005(2)(g)&(h), 
672.007(2)(b), 672.045(2), 672.060(4), and Oregon Administrative Rules 850-020-
0015(4)&(10), 820-020-0020(2), and 820-020-0045(5).   
 
Public Works staff has reviewed the Flood Insurance Study and Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps and has determined that no floodplain or floodway areas exist on the subject 
property  
 
A 10-foot-wide public utility easement is required along the frontage of all proposed 
internal streets pursuant to SRC 803.035(n). 
 
According to the Salem-Keizer Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) the subject property does 
not contain any wetland areas or hydric soils.   
 
City records show that the subject property may be located within a landslide hazard 
area. The applicant’s engineer submitted findings demonstrating that the proposed 
development is a low landslide hazard risk based on SRC Chapter 810. 
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The existing dwelling on the subject property is currently addressed 430 Turtle Bay 
Court SE.  The address of the existing dwelling shall be changed pursuant to 
addressing standards in SRC Chapter 255.  
 
SRC 205.010(d)(3)—Development within the tentative subdivision plan can be 
adequately served by City infrastructure.  
 
Findings—Water, sewer, and stormwater infrastructure are available in the vicinity of 
the site and appear to be adequate to serve the property.   
 
The proposed development is subject to SRC Chapter 71 and the revised PWDS as 
adopted in Administrative Rule 109, Division 004. To demonstrate the proposed parcels 
can meet the PWDS, the applicant provided an engineered tentative stormwater design 
to accommodate future impervious surface on all proposed lots. Prior to final plat, the 
applicant shall provide an engineered stormwater design pursuant to SRC 71 and 
PWDS to accommodate future impervious surface on all proposed lots, including 
stormwater facilities needed to serve new streets.  Because of topographic constraints, 
the applicant is proposing the use of non-GSI facilities for stormwater flow control.  A 
design exception request was approved by the City Engineer on 03/30/2021 to modify 
the GSI requirement pursuant to PWDS Appendix 4E. 
 
All public and private City infrastructure proposed to be located in the public right-of-way 
shall be constructed or secured per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B) prior to final plat approval. 
Any easements needed to serve the proposed parcels with City infrastructure shall be 
shown on the final plat. 
 
SRC 205.010(d)(4)—The street system in and adjacent to the tentative subdivision 
plan conforms to the Salem Transportation System Plan. 
 
The nearest major streets adjacent to the subject property are Lone Oak Road SE, a 
Collector street located to south and east, and Mildred Lane SE, a Minor Arterial street 
located to the north.  The proposed street system within the proposed development is 
limited to local streets in conforming with the Salem TSP. 
 
SRC 205.0010(d)(5)—The street system in and adjacent to the tentative 
subdivision plan is designed so as to provide for the safe, orderly, and efficient 
circulation of traffic into, through, and out of the subdivision. 
  
Findings—The easterly boundary of the subject property abuts an unimproved portion 
of Lone Oak Road SE.  Turtle Bay Court SE, Sword Fern Street SE, and Vine Maple 
Street SE currently abut the subject property and meet the current right-of-way or 
improvement width standards for Local streets. Prior to plat, the City shall remove the 
reserve strip at the current terminus of Turtle Bay Court SE.  
 
Construct internal streets to Local street standards, with the following exception: Turtle 
Bay Court SE is authorized as a 50-foot-wide right-of-way abutting the City park 
property pursuant to SRC 803.065(a). The north/south portion of Vine Maple Street SE 
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meets the local street standard right-of-way width of 60 feet, and the east/west portion 
of Vine Maple Street SE meets the cul-de-sac standard right-of-way width of 50 feet.   
 
SRC 205.010(d)(6)—The tentative subdivision plan provides safe and convenient 
bicycle and pedestrian access from within the subdivision to adjacent residential 
areas and transit stops, and to neighborhood activity centers within one-half mile 
of the development. For purposes of this criterion, neighborhood activity centers 
include, but are not limited to, existing or planned schools, parks, shopping 
areas, transit stops, or employment centers.  
 
Findings—The subject property is served by Bryan Johnston Park and abuts this park 
along the northern boundary of the subject property. The applicant shall construct trail 
connections from the northerly terminus of the sidewalk abutting proposed lot 1 (Vine 
Maple Street SE) and from the northerly terminus of the sidewalk abutting lot 8 (Sword 
Fern Street SE) to the nearest existing trail systems in Bryan Johnston Park.  These 
connections shall be constructed according to Architectural Barriers Act guidelines 
published by the US Access Board.  The proposed trail connection shown extending 
into the park from the cul-de-sac of Vine Maple is not required.  
 
SRC 205.010(d)(7)—The tentative subdivision plan mitigates impacts to the 
transportation system consistent with the approved Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), 
where applicable. 
 
Findings—The proposed 16-lot subdivision generates less than 200 average daily 
vehicle trips to Turtle Bay Court SE, Sword Fern Street SE, and Vine Maple Street SE, 
all Local streets.  Therefore, a TIA is not required as part of the proposed subdivision 
submittal. 
 
RESPONSE TO CITIZEN COMMENTS: 
 
Comment: Park access should be restricted. 
 
Finding: Bryan Johnston Park is classified in the Comprehensive Parks System Master 
Plan as a Neighborhood Park, meaning it serves the surrounding neighborhood, 
providing local access to basic recreation resources for nearby residents, and is located 
within walking or bicycling distance of most users. The trail connections from the 
subdivision into the park are needed to expand the park service area and provide park 
access to the neighbors to the south of the park.  
 
Automobiles are not the primary transportation mode for neighborhood parks, but for 
those who do drive, on-street parking is provided on Mildred Lane SE.  Staff’s opinion is 
that only a very small minority of park users would choose to drive to the park and then 
park on the neighborhood streets.  Nonetheless, Local streets are designed for on-street 
parking on both sides of the street. 
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Public parks are fenced only if there is a safety issue stemming from play such as a 
playground close to a street or parking lot.  The applicant’s proposal conforms to the 
following CPSMP policies: 
 

• Policy 3.1: Access barriers to existing parks and open spaces shall be evaluated 
and prioritized for removal or mitigation to provide equitable service to all 
residents of the community. 
 

• Policy 3.4: Park access shall be provided utilizing public right-of-way corridors, 
publicly owned land, access easements, and other means as necessary. 
 

• Policy 3.5: Pedestrian and bicycle access shall be considered the primary 
transportation modes for neighborhood parks. For facilities with larger service 
areas, public transit and automobiles should also provide access. New facilities 
should be located near transit, when possible, to minimize traffic impacts and to 
provide equitable access by all city residents. 

 
 
Prepared by: Jennifer Scott, Program Manager 
cc: File 


