(‘CHERRIOTS

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR COMMENTS

DATE: Thursday, April 28, 2022
CASE/APP NUMBER: SPR-ADJ-DAP-DR22-24

PROPERTY LOCATION: 5205 Battle Creek Rd SE, Salem OR 97306

CASE MANAGER: Brandon Pike, Planner I, City of Salem
Email: bpike@cityofsalem.net

COMMENTS FROM: Jolynn Franke, Transit Planner I, Cherriots
Email: planning@cherriots.org

COMMENTS: Transit stops have been identified as needed in connection with this
proposed development. Cherriots requests two transit stops conforming to the applicable
standards of the Salem Area Mass Transit District to be constructed and right-of-way
dedication, if necessary, to be provided as part of the street improvements for this
development. On-street parking shall be restricted in the areas of the transit stops in
order to ensure unobstructed access by transit. The transit stops should be located on
Battle Creek Rd SE at the intersection with Eastlake Dr SE, far-side of the pedestrian
crossing in both directions. Approximate locations are marked in the screenshot on the
following page. The southbound stop should be a minimum of 50 feet away from the
crosswalk. Cherriots recommends extending the curb bulb design depicted in the
drawings to match the length of the median in order to accommodate the stop. The
northbound stop should be a minimum of 50 feet away from the Eastlake Dr SE
intersection (measured from the tangent of the intersecting street). Per our conversation
with Public Works, bus pullouts are not requested for these stops. Also included in the
following pages are Cherriots standard bus stop and no-parking zone design drawings.
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12" WIDE, 5% MAX.
COMPACTED SUBGRADE

NOTES:
1.

CONCRETE SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF
3000 P.S.I. AT 28 DAYS.

CONTRACTION JOINTS OF THE WEAKENED PLANE TYPE SHALL BE
1-%" DEEP AND TOOL ROUNDED BEFORE BROOMING. MATCH
EXISTING JOINT SPACING. 15" MAXIMUM.

EXPANSION JOINTS TO BE PLACED AT SIDES OF DRIVEWAY
APPROACHES, UTILITY VAULTS, ADA CURB RAMPS, AND AT SPACING
NOT TO EXCEED 45 FEET.

FOR SIDEWALKS ADJACENT TO THE CURB AND POURED AT THE
SAME TIME AS THE CURB, THE JOINT BETWEEN THEM SHALL BE A
TROWELED JOINT WITH A MIN. %3 INCH RADIUS.

FINISH WITH BROOM AND EDGE ALL JOINTS.

ALL EDGES SHALL BE TOOL ROUNDED AND SHINED PER
JURISDICTIONAL REQUIREMENTS AFTER BROOMING. PROVIDE 3"
SHINE IF NO OTHER REQUIREMENTS EXIST.

BASE AGGREGATE TO BE COMPACTED TO 95% OF AASHTO T-99.

STANDARD
SIDEWALK
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%" SLOPE TO FRONT
6”

1”7 RADIUS \ %" RADIUS

PAVEMENT —/7/ e

BASE AGGREGATE ?ﬁﬁ@ |
e

16"

NOTES:
1. CONCRETE SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF
3000 P.S.I. AT 28 DAYS.
2. EXPANSION JOINTS
2.A. TOBE PROVIDED:
2.A1. AT EACH POINT OF TANGENCY OF THE CURB.
2.A2. AT EACH COLD JOINT.
2.A3. AT EACH SIDE OF THE INLET STRUCTURES.
2.A4. AT EACH END OF DRIVEWAYS.

2.A5. AT LOCATIONS NECESSARY TO LIMIT SPACING TO 45 FEET.
3. CONTRACTION JOINTS:

3.A.  SPACING TO BE NOT MORE THAN 15 FEET.
3.B. THE DEPTH OF THE JOINT SHALL BE AT LEAST 1 INCHES.

4. BASE AGGREGATE TO BE 15"-0" OR %,"-0" COMPACTED TO 95% OF
AASHTO T-99 AND SHALL BE TO SUBGRADE, STREET STRUCTURE, OR
4" IN DEPTH, WHICHEVER IS GREATER.

STANDARD
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NOTES:

1.

CONTACT STEVE DICKEY AT (503) 588-2424 TO OBTAIN

SIGN MATERIALS.
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BUS STOP SIGN POLE,
ANCHOR & SLEEVE

REV #

DATE
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NOTES:
1.

MODULAR BLOCK WALL SHALL BE REQUIRED WHEN SLOPE GRADING
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BUS STOP SIGN
(OWNER PROVIDED) )

BUS STOP
SIGN

Ne—rrrr—"~ BUS STOP SIGN, POLE,
ANCHOR, AND SLEEVE,
SEE DETAIL C4.

7" MOUNTING HEIGHT
\
\
/

2" FROM FACE OF CURB OR
1" FROM BACK OF SIDEWALK

TYPICAL BUS STOP
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NEARSIDE || | | FARSIDE
STOP I i b STOP
BUS STOP ZONEJ BUS STOP ZONE
100" MINIMUM " 7 85" MINIMUM

BUS STOP ZONE

/ 150" MINIMUM

MIDBLOCK
STOP

NOTES:
1.  CHERRIOTS TO PROVIDE INFORMATION REGARDING BUS
TYPE, LENGTH, AND QUANTITY OF BUSES TO BE SERVICED
BY BUS STOP.
2. FOR MULTIPLE BUSES BEING SERVED AT ONE STOP:
2.A. ADD 50 FEET FOR EACH ADDITIONAL STANDARD
40-FOOT BUS.
2.B. ADD 70 FEET FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 60-FOOT
ARTICULATED BUS.
3. BUS STOP ZONE SHALL BE SIGNED AS A NO PARKING ZONE
PER STANDARDS OF LOCAL JURISDICTION.
4. X=10"MINIMUM FROM EDGE OF CROSSWALK OR END OF
RADIUS, WHICHEVER IS FURTHER FROM THE
INTERSECTION.

NO PARKING ZONES

DETAIL

REV #| DATE DESCRIPTION
BY EGW CHECKED RDV
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BUS STOP ZONE
100" MINIMUM
AFTER RIGHT TURN

FARSIDE | | NEARSIDE
STOP STOP

BUS STOP ZONE

l 140" MINIMUM
/BEFORE RIGHT TURN

1.

2.

BUS STOP ZONE
110" MINIMUM
AFTER LEFT TURN

FARSIDE
STOP

NOTES:

CHERRIOTS TO PROVIDE INFORMATION REGARDING BUS
TYPE, LENGTH, AND QUANTITY OF BUSES TO BE SERVICED
BY BUS STOP.

FOR MULTIPLE BUSES BEING SERVED AT ONE STOP:

2.A. ADD 50 FEET FOR EACH ADDITIONAL STANDARD

40-FOOT BUS.

2.B. ADD 70 FEET FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 60-FOOT

ARTICULATED BUS.
BUS STOP ZONE SHALL BE SIGNED AS A NO PARKING ZONE
PER STANDARDS OF LOCAL JURISDICTION.
X =10' FROM EDGE OF CROSSWALK OR END OF RADIUS,
WHICHEVER IS FURTHER FROM THE INTERSECTION.
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"Y" LENGTH TO BE EQUAL TO THE
WIDTH OF THE PLANTER STRIP,
FROM BACK OF CURB TO FRONT OF
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STANDARD BRASCO BUS STOP
SHELTER, UNLESS OTHERWISE
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EXISTING ROADWAY

BUS SHELTER ON SIDEWALK WITH PLANTER STRIP

NOT TO SCALE

) v . v . v 6'OYJ/ . v . v ; v . v . v . v . v . . v . v
v v v v {V v v v v v v v v v v
‘ \* J 1'20 < b ’ a 4 p
’ o < 4
50} *MlN MAX 2 Lo . < 4
o px- 50y |1z80] X3 . Y B P
v v 1 v §) v Y v v
v MAXy [ MAX R v ogv v v
9.0 —=f=——11.5'—==—10.0'—]

BUS STOP WITH
SHELTER DETAIL

DATE DESCRIPTION

BY EGW

(CHERRIOTS

DATE 03/03/22

CHECKED RDV

DATE 03/03/22

C10




1.

2.

PERMANENT -
EASEMENT .
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EASEMENT
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EXISTING ROADWAY

NOTES:

PERMANENT EASEMENT IS REQUIRED WHEN EXTENTS OF DESIGN
ENCROACH UPON RIGHT-OF-WAY.

PERMANENT EASEMENTS ARE TO BE A MINIMUM OF 1' OFFSET FROM
THE PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION EXTENTS THAT FALL OUTSIDE OF
RIGHT-OF-WAY.

PERMANENT
EASEMENT DETAIL

DATE DESCRIPTION
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Brandon Pike

From: Lisa Roisen <sadiecat1@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, May 2, 2022 3:20 PM

To: Brandon Pike

Subject: Case No. SPR-ADJ-DAP-DR22-24 /184 unit apartment complex

Brandon Pike Planner 1,

As a property owner in Woodscape, | am opposed to the high density RM right next to a single family neighborhood. A
medium density RM like the Woodscape Glen would be much more in keeping with neighborhood of Woodscape. Has
the traffic impact to this neighborhood been taken into consideration? The numerous cars that will be coming and going
from this high density apartment complex through a family neighborhood with many children?

| am also opposed to the removal of the trees and the thicket that house all kinds of animals and birds, some protected
birds like the red tailed hawk which are regularly sited in those trees. John Miller has always been an advocate for the
environment and the watershed, so why is he not protecting his own property?

The protected white oaks need to be protected and not moved like the Costco project site. Those trees were there
before any of us and need to remain in their original site.

The City needs to step in and protect the trees and wildlife, regardless of the designation the property has been given in
times past. This is a new day and age and open protected space is more important than high density apartments.
Sincerely,

Lisa

Sent from my iPad



Brandon Pike

From: paula nania <nania.paula@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, May 1, 2022 6:01 PM

To: Brandon Pike; glennbaly12345@gmail.com

Subject: Tree Variance Case SUB-TRV22-05 5205 Battle Creek

| am writing to express some concerns about the proposal.

This will be a significant increase in housing density, on top of the large developments/#units over the last couple years
at the S end of Madras/Reed. And it looks like additional multi-unit housing will also be occurring soon in the field south
of Pringle Elem. Which brings of course traffic, parking etc. to one neighborhood (not to mention the introduction of
CostCo to the area). And | am assuming that lots 2,3, and 4 on the plan will be developed soon.

| cannot tell from looking at the plan which exact trees will be destroyed. Along with the increased development
mentioned above, this means the loss of a significant amount of open space and wildlife/bird habitat, in an area that is
so nice because of the trees and quiet we have here. This is what attracted me to the area and has kept me here. |
don't keep a life list of birds in the neighborhood, but this is a significant encroachment on a wooded buffer in this
general neighborhood.

thanks for you time

Paula Nania

2252 Wildwood Drive SE
Salem
nania.paula@gmail.com




REQUEST FOR COMMENTS

Si necesita ayuda para comprender esta informacion, por favor llame 503-588-6173

REGARDING: Subdivision / Tree Variance Case No. SUB-TRV22-05

PROJECT ADDRESS: 5205 Battle Creek Rd SE, Salem OR 97306
AMANDA Application No.:  22-102589-LD, 22-107407-NR
COMMENT PERIOD ENDS: May 3, 2022

SUMMARY:: A four lot subdivision of approximately 15 acres, with associated site improvements.

REQUEST: A subdivision tentative plan and associated tree variance to divide 14.88 acres into four lots
with lots ranging in size from 13,092 square feet (0.30 acres) to 336,273 square feet (7.72 acres); the
tree variance would allow the removal of seven significant trees to accommodate proposed
improvements, such as streets, buildings, and parking areas. The subject property is zoned RM-I
(Multiple Family Residential-lI), and located at 5205 Battle Creek Rd SE (Marion County Assessor map
and tax lot numbers: 083W14 / 118 and 300). ' A

The Planning Division is interested in hearing from you about the attached proposal. Staff will prepare a
Decision that includes consideration of comments received during this comment period. We are
interested in receiving pertinent, factual information such as neighborhood association
recommendations and comments of affected property owners or residents. The complete case file,
including all materials submitted by the applicant and any applicable professional studies such as traffic
impact analysis, geologic assessments, and stormwater reports, are available upon request.

Comments received by 5:00 p.m. Tuesday, May 3, 2022, will be considered in the decision process.
Comments received after this date will be not considered. Comments submitted are public record. This
includes any personal information provided in your comment such as name, email, physical address and
phone number. Mailed comments can take up to 7 calendar days to arrive at-our office. To ensure that
your comments are received by the deadline, we recommend that you e-mail your comments to the
Case Manager listed below.

CASE MANAGER: Brandon Pike, Planner I, City of Salem, Planning Division; 555 Liberty St SE, Room
305, Salem, OR 97301; Phone: 503-540-2326; E-Mail: bpike@cityofsalem.net.

For information about Planning in Salem, please visit: http://wWw.citvofsalem.net/planninq

PLEASE CHECK THE FOLLOWING THAT APPLY:
—_ 1. I'have reviewed the proposal and have no objections to it. )
_% 2.1 have reviewed the proposal and have the following comments:__/7 /s Orte gesal ¢ 5
bic e A Sadint Car  JRy i - (L # Sroar Caey L ys
g er AN jUprrips oV Nict plog e v 4 AT TUhels . pu frood
G prly o losete ¥ U praic Cokspnocaavie ! inntirt i b B eeree 007,
7 7

Name/Agency: _ JZary 7 Azype

Address: S 2¢§& Chsrlory cr 55 Salim o 9730
Phone: SV - Fre- Gy

Eﬁiail: T Higbo [ D yghos, o

Date: 7= v

IMPORTANT: IF YOU MAIL COMMENTS, PLEASE FOLD AND RETURN THIS POSTAGE-PAID FORM




DAVID FRIDENMAKER, Manager

Facility Rental, Planning, Property Services

3630 State Street, Bldg. C @ Salem, Oregon 97301-5316
503-399-3335 @ FAX: 503-375-7847 -

SALEMeKEIZER
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Christy Perry, Superintendent
April 29, 2022

Brandon Pike, Planner

Planning Division, City of Salem
555 Liberty Street SE, Room 305
Salem OR 97301

RE: Land Use Activity Case No. SPR-ADJ-DAP-DR22-24, 5205 Battle Creek Rd SE

The City of Salem issued a Request for Comments for a Land Use Case as referenced above.
Please find below comments on the impact of the proposed land use change on the Salem-Keizer
School District.

IDENTIFICATION OF SCHOOLS SERVING THE SUBJECT PROPERTY

The School District has established geographical school attendance areas for each school known
as school boundaries. Students residing in any residence within that boundary are assigned to the
school identified to serve that area. There are three school levels, elementary school serving
kindergarten thru fifth grade, middle school serving sixth thru eighth grade, and high school
serving ninth thru twelfth grade. . The schools identified to serve the subject property are:

School Name School Type Grades Served
Pringle Elementary K thru 5
Judson Middle 6 thru 8
South Salem High 9 thru 12

Table 1

SCHOOL CAPACITY & CURRENT ENROLLMENT

The School District has established school capacities which are the number of students that a
particular school is designed to serve. Capacities can change based on class size. School
capacities are established by taking into account core infrastructure (gymnasium, cafeteria,
library, etc.) counting the number of classrooms and multiplying by the number of students that
each classroom will serve. A more detailed explanation of school capacity can be found in the
School District’s adopted Facility Plan.

Facilities and Planning Department Page | of 3
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School Name School Type School School Design Enroll./Capacity
Enrollment Capacity Ratio
Pringle Elementary 515 663 78%
Judson Middle 860 1,059 81%
South Salem High 2,258 2,248 100%
Table 2

POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL STUDENTS IN BOUNDARY AREA RESULTING FROM
APPROVAL OF LAND USE CASE
The School District anticipates the number of students that may reside at the proposed
development based on the housing type, single family (SF), duplex/triplex/four-plex (DU), multi-
family (MF) and mobile home park (MHP). The School District commissioned a study by the
Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments in 2021 to determine an estimate of students per
residence, for the Salem-Keizer area, in each of the four housing types. Since the results are
averages, the actual number of students in any given housing type will vary. The table below

represents the resulting estimates for the subject property:

School Type Qty. of New Housing Type Average Qty. of Total New
Residences Students per Students
Residence
Elementary 0.164 30
Middle 184 MF 0.085 16
High 0.096 18
Table 3

POTENTIAL EFFECT OF THIS DEVELOPMENT ON SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

To determine the impact of the new residential development on school enrollment, the School
District compares the school capacity to the current enrollment plus estimates of potential
additional students resulting from land use cases over the previous two calendar years. A ratio of
the existing and new students is then compared with the school design capacity and expressed as
a percentage to show how much of the school capacity may be used.

School Name School School New New Total School Enroll.
Type | Enrollment | Students | Student New Design /Cap.

During from Students Cap. Ratio

Past 2 yrs | this Case

Pringle Elem. 515 88 30 118 663 96%

Judson Mid. 860 129 15 145 1,059 95%
South Salem High 2,258 234 18 252 2,248 112%

Table 4

ESTIMATE OF THE EFFECT ON INFRASTRUCTURE - IDENTIFICATION OF
WALK ZONES AND SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION SERVICE

Civic infrastructure needed to provide connectivity between the new residential development and
the schools serving the new development will generally require roads, sidewalks and bicycle
lanes. When developing within one mile of school(s), adequate pathways to the school should be
provided that would have raised sidewalks. If there are a large number of students walking, the
sidewalks should be wider to accommodate the number of students that would be traveling the

Facilities and Planning Department Page 2 of 3
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path at the same time. Bike lanes should be included, crosswalks with flashing lights and signs
where appropriate, traffic signals to allow for safe crossings at busy intersections, and any
easements that would allow students to travel through neighborhoods. If the development is
farther than one mile away from any school, provide bus pullouts and a covered shelter (like
those provided by the transit district). Locate in collaboration with the District at a reasonable
distance away from an intersection for buses if the distance is greater than 4 mile from the main
road. If the distance is less than a % mile then raised sidewalks should be provided with stop
signs where students would cross intersections within the development as access to the bus stop
on the main road. Following is an identification, for the new development location, that the
development is either located in a school walk zone or is eligible for school transportation
services.

School Name School Type Walk Zone or Eligible for School Transportation
Pringle Elementary Walk Zone
Judson Middle Eligible for School Transportation
South Salem High Eligible for School Transportation
Table 5

ESTIMATE OF NEW SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION NEEDED TO SERVE
DEVELOPMENT

The School District estimates the cost of constructing new school facilities to serve our
community. The costs of new school construction is estimated using the Rider Levett Bucknall
(RLB) North America Quarterly Construction Cost Report and building area per student from
Comerstone Management Group, Inc. estimates. The costs to construct school facilities to serve
the proposed development are in the following table.

School Type Number of Estimate of Facility | Total Cost of Facilities
Students Cost Per Student® for Proposed
Development*
Elementary 30 $64,220 $1,926,600,
Middle 16 $76,882 $1,230,112
High 18 $89,544 $1,611,792
TOTAL $4,768,504
Table 6

*Comerstone Management Group, Inc. estimates based on RLB cost index average, 2021 Fourth Quarter.

Sincerely,

j})uﬂ‘;\j ev\uv\cL‘-e»(

David Fridenmaker, Manager
Planning and Property Services

e Robert Silva, Chief Operations Officer, David Hughes, Director of Operations & Logistics, T.J.
Crockett, Director of Transportation
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