FOR MEETING OF: January 14, 2025
CASE NO: FRP-SUB-AVAR?24-01

TO: PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM: LISA ANDERSON-OGILVIE, AICP,
DEPUTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR AND PLANNING
ADMINISTRATOR

DATE: JANUARY 14, 2025

SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF REPORT FOR FAIRVIEW REFINEMENT PLAN /
PHASED SUBDIVISON TENTATIVE PLAN / AIRPORT OVERLAY ZONE
HEIGHT VARIANCE CASE NO. FRP-SUB-AVAR?24-01;4300 to 4600 BLOCKS
OF BATTLE CREEK ROAD SE & 4100 to 4500 BLOCKS OF REED ROAD SE

BACKGROUND

On January 7, 2025, a staff report was issued for Fairview Refinement Plan, Phased
Subdivision, and Airport Overlay Zone Height Variance Case No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01. The
staff report includes a recommendation for the Planning Commission to Approve the requested
application subject to 41 conditions of approval.

On January 13, 3025, the applicant’s representative submitted written testimony (Attachment
A) including suggested revisions to staff’'s recommended conditions of approval. The findings
included in this supplemental staff report respond to the recommended revisions identified by
the applicant, provide further response to public comments previously received, and
recommend an additional condition of approval in relation to the applicant’s requested Airport
Overlay Zone Height Variance.

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS

Response to Applicant’s Requested Revisions to Recommended Conditions of
Approval:

Additional comments submitted by the applicant on January 13, 2025, include recommended
revisions to 10 of the 41 conditions of approval recommended in the original January 14, 2025,
staff report. The conditions of approval recommended for further revision by the applicant
include Conditions 8, 16, 18, 19, 21, 24, 25, 27, 30, and 39.

Staff does not object to the applicant’s requested revisions to conditions 19, 21, 24, 25, 27,
and 30. Staff has, however, identified issues with the requested revisions to conditions 8, 16,
18, and 39. Additional findings and recommended revisions are discussed as follows:

= QOriginal Condition 8: Prior to issuance of Public Construction plans for Phase 5, the
applicant shall submit a revised utility plan showing lots 352 through 373 served by
public water from Lindburg Road SE and lots 374 through 395 served by public water
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from 2nd Street. The public water main in Alley 1 and Alley 2 shall be removed from
the plans.

Findings: Upon review of this condition of approval, the applicant’s engineer identified
existing stormwater infiltration swales along a portion of Lindburg Road SE, which may
conflict with the requirement to provide water service to lots 352 through 373 from Lindburg
Road SE. As such, the applicant requests this condition be modified to provide some
flexibility in where water service is provided for these lots. This would allow the City
Engineer to review and approve an alternative location for the necessary services while still
meeting the City’s goal to reduce the number of services being taken from the adjacent
alley. Staff does not object to a revision of Condition No. 8. The applicant’s proposed
revised language still requires adequate water service be provided to the proposed
development, in an alignment approved by the Public Works Department. Staff does,
however, recommend adding further clarifying language that the final alignment shall be
approved by the Public Works Department. Therefore, staff recommends Condition 8 be
revised as follows:

Modified Condition 8: Prior to issuance of Public Construction plans for Phase 5, the

applicant shall submitarevised-utiity plan-showing work

with City staff for design of public water service to lots 352

through 373, served by public water from Lindburg Road SE
ang-ets Lots 374 through 395 shall be served by the public
water from in 2nd Street. Fhepublcwatermainn-Aley-1and
AHey 2 shallberemovedirom theplans—The final public

water system design shall be approved by the Public Works
Director.

= QOriginal Condition 16: Prior to final plat for each phase with frontage on Battle Creek
Road SE, construct a three-quarter street improvement along the phase boundary of
Battle Creek Road SE to minor arterial street standards as specified in the City Street
Design Standards and consistent with the provisions of SRC Chapter 803, with the
exception of the following approved alternative standard to its cross section as
shown on the applicant’s street plan:

A. A. A 6-foot-wide on-street bike lane and 11-foot-wide travel lane on the
opposite side of the street;

B. A 12-foot-wide center turn lane; and

C. A 13-foot-wide travel lane and a 10-foot-wide shared use path on the
development side of the street.

Finding: The applicant requests to revise Condition 16 to reference the Battle Creek Road
SE cross sections included in the applicant’s proposed plans rather than utilizing points A
through C in the above condition of approval in order to reduce future confusion related to
the specific variations depicted in the approved cross sections. Additionally, the applicant
requests a clarification related to Development District Fees (DDFs) and frontage
improvements to ensure it is memorialized on the record.
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Staff does not object to a revision to Condition No. 16. to point to the cross sections found
in the applicant’s plans. As shown on the applicant’s street cross sections, the Battle Creek
Road SE cross section varies slightly across the property frontage. The cross section
generally contains the items listed in points A through C in the above condition; however,
pointing to the cross sections shown on sheets SC-05 and SC-06 accounts for some
variation along the property frontage and provides a more accurate condition of approval.

Staff does not agree, however, that the additional language regarding the Sustainable
Fairview Infrastructure Agreement and System Development Charges should be added to
the conditions of approval. This language is not implementing a land use regulation nor
establishing a requirement of the development. Staff is amendable to adding written
findings to the decision which provide clarification regarding the Fairview Infrastructure
Agreement and System Development Charges, but does not agree this language should be
within the conditions of approval. The following language is therefore recommended to be
added to the "City Infrastructure” section of the staff report:

Fairview Development District: The subject property is located within the Fairview
Development District (“the District”) and is subject to an Infrastructure Agreement for the
district, which is a recorded agreement. This Infrastructure Agreement establishes that
property within the District is exempt from payment of System Development Charges;
however, is subject to payment of an Infrastructure Fee towards improvements within
the District in lieu of System Development Charges. The Fairview Development District
Infrastructure Fees are provided in the City of Salem Fee Schedule. The process for
defining and determining reimbursements for Qualified Public Improvements identified
in the Infrastructure Agreement follows the procedures outlined in Public Works
Administrative Rule 109-200.

Based on these findings, staff recommends modifying Condition16 to read as follows:

Modified Condition 16: Prior to final plat for each phase with frontage on Battle
Creek Road SE, construct a three-quarter street
improvement along the phase boundary of Battle Creek
Road SE to minor arterial street standards as specified in the
City Street Design Standards and consistent with the
provisions of SRC Chapter 803, with the exception of the
fellewing-approved alternative standards to its cross section
as shown on the applicant’s street plan sheets SC-05 and
SC-06.

= Original Condition 18: Prior to final plat approval for Phase 4, or delayed pursuant to
improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct a three-quarter street
improvement along the Phase 4 frontage of Reed Road SE to minor arterial street
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standards as specified in the City Street Design Standards and consistent with the
provisions of SRC Chapter 803.

Finding: The applicant requests to add additional language to this condition, similar to
Condition 16, to address System Development Charges and the Fairview Development
District Infrastructure Fees. As previously discussed, staff is not supportive of this revision
and has provided language for the record that describes these elements. Staff therefore
does not recommend any revisions to Condition 18.

Original Condition 39: Prior to final plat approval for Phase 3, or delayed pursuant to
an improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct a realigned
signalized intersection of Battle Creek Road SE and Reed Road SE to minor arterial
standards pursuant to the Public Works Design Standards (PWDS). The applicant is
required to acquire and/or convey land for dedication of right-of-way as needed to
construct the required improvements to the Reed and Battle Creek intersection. The
intersection shall include:

A. A westbound to southbound left turn lane on Reed Road SE;

B. A southbound to eastbound left turn lane on Battle Creek Road SE;

C. A northbound to eastbound right turn lane on Battle Creek Road SE; and
D.

An interconnection via underground fiber-optic cable to the existing traffic
signal at Kuebler Boulevard SE and Battle Creek Road SE.

Findings: The applicant requests this condition be modified to delay the intersection
realignment and signal improvement until the plat for Phase 4.

Staff objects to the requested modification and recommends construction of the signal with
Phase 3 of the subdivision, as identified in the original Condition 39. The applicant
submitted a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Kittelson & Associates, dated
December 18, 2024. The Traffic Impact Analysis identifies that the existing intersection of
Battle Creek Road SE and Reed Road SE does not currently meet signal warrants and is
operating at a level which meets City of Salem Operating Standards. The TIA identifies
that upon completion of Phase 3, three signal warrants are met according to the Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). The TIA also identifies that upon completion
of Phase 3, the intersection will be operating at a Level of Service “F”, which does not
meet City of Salem Operating Standards. As identified in the applicant’s TIA, Phase 3 of
the development causes the intersection to fail and, as such, the improvements are
necessary to serve Phase 3 and mitigate the cumulative impacts of the development
through Phase 3. Staff therefore recommends this condition remain as-written and require
the intersection realignment and signalization with Phase 3 of the development.

Dedication of Open Space 5: The applicant submitted additional written testimony
requesting modifications to the preliminary plat that would show Open Space 5 being
dedicated to the City as right-of-way.

Finding: Open Space 5 is shown on the applicant’s plans as proposed lot number 330.
This lot abuts Battle Creek Road SE, Reed Road SE, and the proposed park site. As
shown on the applicant’s plans, the park site is identified to be developed as a park and
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donated to the City of Salem. Open Space 5 lies between the proposed park site and
adjacent rights-of-way of Battle Creek Road SE and Reed Road SE. Proposed Open
Space 5 is not able to be developed as true space due to its small dimensions. The
applicant requests that this parcel be dedicated to the City as additional right-of-way for
Reed Road SE and Battle Creek Road SE. This will better accommodate the intersection
realignment, which is required to be constructed as a condition of approval. This additional
right-of-way will also abut a proposed park, as shown on the applicant’s plans, so may be
utilized for that additional purpose, depending on the final design of the intersection and
park improvements. Staff recommends the following additional condition of approval:

Additional Condition 42: Along Battle Creek Road SE and Reed Road SE, convey
Proposed Lot 330 (Open Space 5) as right-of-way up to the
boundary of Marion County tax lot 083W110000400
(Proposed Park Site).

Response to Applicant’s Reqguested Revisions to Staff’'s Recommended Refinement
Plan Changes:

Recommended Condition 1 included in the original January 14, 2025, staff report requires
certain development standards in the proposed Fairview Hills Refinement Plan to be revised
as identified in Attachment | to the original staff report. Upon review of staff's recommended
changes, the applicant has identified seven standards where either further clarification is
requested, or further revisions are proposed.

Staff does not object to the applicant’s proposed further revisions to the following standards:

= Sec. 001.002.(b)(5) — Dwelling unit density exceptions; and
= Sec. 003.004.(N(2)(A) — Sidewalk location.

Staff has, however, identified issues with the proposed further revisions to the following
standards:

Sec. 001.002.(b)(4)(A) — Individual lot minimum required dwelling unit density;
Sec. 001.002.(f)(1)(B) — Architectural standards for garages;

Sec. 001.002.(f)(2) — Exemption from widow and glazing requirements;

Sec. 004.003.(a) — Maximum allowed driveway & driveway approach width serving
three spaces; and

= Chapter 007 — Fairview Hills Sign Code

Additional findings addressing the above identified standards are as follows:
= Sec. 001.002.(b)(4)(A) = Individual lot minimum required dwelling unit density.

Finding: The applicant recommends removing staff's proposed change requiring individual
lots to have a minimum density of one dwelling unit. The applicant indicates that requiring
density on every lot is inconsistent with the other permitted uses in the zone, and the intent
of certain lots to be preserved as open space, utilized as a stormwater facility, developed
as a community park, etc.
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The purpose of staff's recommended revision to this refinement plan standard was to
ensure that the overall minimum density requirements of the refinement plan are met.
Without establishing a minimum individual lot dwelling unit density requirement, there would
be no way to ensure that the minimum overall required density requirements of the
refinement plan are met. The intent of this standard is to require a minimum density of one
unit on a lot only when a lot is proposed to include a residential use. This is reinforced by
the location of the standard under the “Dwelling unit density” section of the refinement plan.
Where a lot is not proposed to include a residential use, such as an open space lot, the
dwelling unit density standards of the refinement plan would not be applicable because a
residential use is not proposed on the lot.

In order to maintain a minimum required dwelling unit density requirement for individual lots
that are proposed to be developed with a residential use, staff does not recommend the
revisions proposed by the applicant, but instead proposes the following further revised
language to provide additional clarity that the density requirement does not apply to lots
that are not proposed to be developed with a residential use:

Further Modified Development Standard — Sec. 001.002.(b)(4)(A):

(A) Where aresidential use is proposed on As an single-individual developmentsite-lot
it shall have a minimum density of one unit and is limited to a maximum density of the

lesser of 8 dwelling units per acre in the LI overlay area and 35 dwelling units per acre
in the MI overlay area, or the maximum remaining_number of overall dwelling units
permitted-allowed within the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan area as specified within
Table 001-2.

= Sec. 001.002.(f)(2)(B) — Architectural standards for garages.

Finding: The applicant recommends further revising staff's proposed change requiring
dwellings with garages facing a street to include an architecturally defined porch that
projects a minimum of four feet closer to the street than the garage. The applicant
recommends allowing the minimum 4-foot projection depth to remain for homes greater
than 30 feet in width, but proposes to reduce the minimum projection depth to two feet for
homes 30 feet or less in width.

The intent of staff's recommended revision to require a minimum 4-foot projection for the
front porches of homes facing a street is to ensure the proposed development will be
consistent with the principles and goals and policies of the Fairview Plan to promote a
walkable community with homes with front porches facing the street, less reliance on the
automobile, and the encouragement of alternative modes of transportation. One important
element of promoting walkability is to ensure that homes facing the street appear as though
they are designed for individuals rather than vehicles. Due to the widths of the lots and the
presence of garages facing the street in many areas, it is important to ensure that dwelling
units have a clearly visible primary entrance from the street instead of just a garage door.
As such, a minimum 4-foot depth was recommended to ensure visibility regardless of the
width or size of the dwelling proposed. As such, staff does not recommend further revisions
to this standard.
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Sec. 001.002.(f)(2) — Exemption from widow and glazing requirements.

Finding: The original standard included in this section exempted single family and middle
housing development from minimum window-to-fagade ratio and glazing requirements.
While the City’s development code does include minimum window requirements for
development within some zones, there are currently no minimum window requirements
within the development code for single family dwellings and middle housing development.

Because there are currently no applicable window and glazing requirements for single
family and middle housing development to be exempted from, staff recommended
elimination of this standard. In the additional comments submitted from the applicant they
indicate they are not opposed to the removal of this standard but seek additional
clarification that, per state statutes, only those standards in effect at the time of application
submittal are applicable to the project while the approvals remain valid.

The applicant’s understanding of state statutes is correct. Under ORS 92.040, the
standards in effect at the time of application are applicable to the project while the
approvals remain valid.

Sec. 004.003.(a) — Maximum allowed driveway & driveway approach width serving
three spaces.

Finding: The applicant recommends increasing staff's proposed maximum driveway and
driveway approach width serving three or more spaces from 24 feet. The applicant explains
that while they appreciate staff's goal of ensuring a pedestrian friendly streetscape that is
not dominated by driveways, staff’s revised 24-foot maximum width is significantly narrower
than the current maximum Salem Revised Code (SRC) standard of 36 feet. The applicant
indicates that increasing the width will allow enough space for access to standard three-car
garage configurations.

Based on the narrow widths of many of the lots within the proposed subdivision, an
increased maximum driveway and driveway approach width for three or more parking
spaces would be contrary to the principles and goals and polies of the Fairview Plan, which
encourage walkability. However, a wider allowed width is acceptable on lots with a wider lot
width where a majority of the lot’s frontage on the street is not occupied by paved driveway.

In order to maintain walkability within the refinement plan and respond to the applicant’s
concerns about a maximum 24-foot width not being sufficient to physically accommodate
vehicles, staff recommends the following further revision to this standard:

Further Modified Development Standard — Sec. 004.003.(a):

(a) Driveway and driveway approach width for single family, two family, three family, and
four family uses. Driveways and driveway approaches serving single family, two family,
three family, and four family uses shall conform to the minimum and maximum widths
in the following table:
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TABLE 004-1. DRIVEWAY AND DRIVEWAY APPROACH WIDTH FOR SINGLE

FAMILY, TWO FAMILY, THREE FAMILY, AND FOUR FAMILY USES

Number of Parking Width

Spaces Served Minimum Maximum

1 space 10 ft. 15 ft.
17 ft.
Applicable only to lots with

2 spaces 141t street frontage less than 40 ft.
24 ft.
36-24 ft.
29 ft.

3 or more spaces 18 ft. Applicable only to lots with
street frontage of 56 feet or
greater.

By allowing driveway and driveway approach widths of 29 feet only on lots with street
frontages of 56 feet or greater, the amount of lot frontage occupied by driveway is limited to
just slightly more 50 percent, which maintains walkability and is in-line with the Special
Uses standards for three family and four family uses under SRC 700.081(b)(2) which limit
the combined width of all garages and outdoor on-site parking and maneuvering areas on a
lot to a maximum of 50 percent of the street frontage.

= Chapter 007 — Fairview Hills Sign Code.

Finding: Staff's recommended revisions to the refinement plan include removing the
chapter (Chapter 007) which establishes standards for freestanding monument signs within
the subdivision.

The applicant explains that the purpose of limiting freestanding signs for subdivisions is to
reduce sign clutter along streets; but due to the large scale of the Fairview Hills subdivision
(over 100 acres), more than one entry monument is warranted. The applicant therefore
recommends that Chapter 007 be reinstated in the development standards due to the
overall size of the development.

Under the City’s sign code, per SRC 900.165(c)(1), a residential subdivision is allowed one
freestanding sign limited to a display surface not exceeding 12 square feet, a height not
exceeding five feet, and located at the principle motor vehicle entrance to the subdivision.
Because the sign code already includes freestanding sign requirements for subdivisions
within the FMU zone and no other refinement plans have included separate sign standards,
staff does not recommend including the sign standards in the refinement plan and any
deviation from such standards could be addressed through a separate Class 1 or Class 2
Adjustment application.
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Responses to Additional Comments Received:

A. Salem-Keizer School District: The Salem-Keizer School District (SKSD) provided
supplemental comments that outline the benefits that pull outs for school busses can
provide in regards to pedestrian safety (Attachment B).

Staff Response: Staff acknowledge the benefits that bus pull outs can provide for
pedestrian safety. However, the Salem Revised Code (SRC) does not have any provisions
that require the applicant to provide pull outs for school busses as part of the required
boundary street improvements required under SRC Chapter 803 (Street and Right-of-way
Improvements). Additionally, there are no City Design Standards for school bus pull outs
and shelters and the City does not install or maintain shelters for school busses.

The Salem Revised Code (SRC) was recently updated to require the construction of transit
stops for Cherriots in conjunction with boundary street improvements (SRC 803.035(r));
however, this provision would not apply to bus pulls outs for the School District. Cherriots
has their own design standards for how to construct transit stops as well as agreements
with the City regarding how stops and shelters are maintained. It is recommended that
Policy discussions regarding school bus stops be started between the City and SKSD to
determine if codification of construction of school bus stops should be recommended to
City Council. Similar design standards and maintenance agreements would need to be in
place in order to require construction of these stops.

At this time, staff does not recommend requiring the applicant to construct the requested
school bus pulls outs along the boundary streets of the development site.

B. Oregon Department of Aviation: Subsequent to issuance of the original staff report
comments were received from the Oregon Department of Aviation indicating the following:

1. In accordance with FAR Part 77.9 and OAR 738-070-0060, the proposed development
is required to undergo aeronautical evaluations by the FAA and ODAYV. The applicant is
required to provide separate notices of construction to both the FAA and ODAV. They
should receive the resulting aeronautical determination letters from the FAA and ODAV
prior to approval of any building permits. The proposal has already been reviewed by
ODAV (aviation reference no. 2024-ODAV-243-0OE). Any changes to the proposed
locations or heights of the structures may require new notices of construction and
aeronautical evaluations.

2. Because the subject property is at a higher elevation than the nearby Salem Municipal
Airport, ODAV recommends a maximum height allowance of 35 feet above ground level
(AGL), except as otherwise approved through a height variance. Pursuant to OAR 660-
013-0070:

For areas in the safety overlay zone, but outside the approach and transition surface,
where the terrain is at higher elevations than the airport runway surface such that
existing structures and planned development exceed the height requirements of this
rule, a local government may authorize structures up to 35 feet in height. A local
government may adopt other height exceptions or approve a height variance when
supported by the airport sponsor, the Oregon Department of Aviation, and the FAA.
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The subject property is located inside the overlay zone, but outside the approach
corridor and transitional surface. Thus, ODAV finds allowing structures up to 35 feet in
height AGL meets the requirements of this administrative rule. This will ensure any
impact of this development on airspace will be minimal.

Staff Response: As identified by the comments provided form the Oregon Department
of Aviation (ODAV), for areas within the safety overlay zone but outside the approach
and transition surface, where the terrain is at higher elevations than the airport runway
surface such that existing structures and planned development exceed the height
requirements of this rule, a local government may authorize structures up to 35 feet in
height. A local government may adopt other height exceptions or approve a height
variance when supported by the airport sponsor, the Oregon Department of Aviation,
and the FAA. ODAV further provides that a local government may adopt other height
exceptions or approve a height variance when supported by the airport sponsor, the
Oregon Department of Aviation, and the FAA.

Maximum height limits proposed within the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan are either 35
feet or 45 feet depending on the proposed use and whether it’s located within the Ml
(Mixed-Intensity) or LI (Low Intensity) overlay areas of the FMU zone. In conjunction
with the proposed refinement plan and phased subdivision, the applicant has also
requested an Airport Overlay Zone Height Variance allowing maximum heights of up to
35 feet and 45 feet as identified in the refinement plan.

Approval of the Airport Overlay Zone Height Variance conforms to ODAV’s comments
concerning the approval of structures greater than 35 feet in height, and the highest
maximum allowed height of 45 feet within the refinement plan is consistent with the
determination letter issued by ODAV (Attachment C) which indicates they do not object
to the proposed construction or alteration of buildings at 45 feet in height.

In addition, the applicant also submitted aeronautical studies to the FAA as required for
the proposed Airport Overlay Zone Height Variance. As identified in the original January
14, 2025 staff report, the FAA determined that the proposed construction would not
have a substantial adverse effect on the safe and efficient utilization of the navigable
airspace by aircraft and would not be a hazard to air navigation provided the
requirements of the studies are met. However, subsequent to the original staff report
being issued it was determined that the aeronautical studies conducted by the FAA for
the subject property included not only the studies for the proposed development but
also other additional studies for a separate subdivision to the south of the subject
property adjacent to Battle Creek Road SE and Landau Street SE.

In order to ensure that the record for the Airport Overlay Zone Height Variance is clear,
the following condition of approval is recommended to update to the FAA studies for the
proposed development to ensure that only those specific to the subject property are
provided. As such, the following condition of approval is recommended:

Additional Condition 43: Prior to final plat approval for Phase 1, the applicant shall
submit updated aeronautical studies from the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) that include only the subject
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property. If the maximum heights determined in the studies
conflict with those identified in the refinement plan, the
refinement plan standards shall be revised to reflect the
maximum heights determined in the updated FAA studies.

C. Public Comment: Subsequent to issuance of the original staff report, an additional
comment was received (Attachment D) expressing concerns for pedestrian safety along
Battle Creek Road SE. The comment expresses safety concerns for pedestrians crossing
of the arterial roadway to access Fairview Park and other neighborhood amenities within
the Fairview District and proposed development.

Staff Response: Battle Creek Road SE is classified as a minor arterial street according to
the Salem Transportation System Plan (TSP). The ultimate roadway will have two travel
lanes and a center turn lane, making its width difficult for pedestrians to cross safely. The
west side of Battle Creek Road SE is not constructed with sidewalks along the majority of
the roadway adjacent to the development site; however, there are neighborhoods on the
west side of Battle Creek Road SE which have sidewalks internal to their neighborhoods
that lead towards Battle Creek Road SE. Upon development of the proposed subdivision, a
shared use path will be constructed on the east side of Battle Creek Road SE along the
development frontage. Independence Street SE will be extended into the development site,
creating a new four-way intersection along Battle Creek Road SE. This entrance to the
subdivision provides an important connection to the linear park linkages within the open
spaces of the development that lead to Fairview Park and other neighborhood amenities
within the Fairview Development District.

In order to ensure that safe pedestrian access is provided in and out of the development
site, and to provide for safe pedestrian access to neighborhood park linkages, staff
recommends requiring the applicant to construct a marked crosswalk including pedestrian
activated edge-lit signage to warn vehicles that pedestrians are crossing the roadway. This
improvement will include a linking sidewalk and curbing along Independence Street SE,
where sidewalk and curbing is missing (approximately 30-feet) as well as an ADA receiving
curb ramp on the southerly corner of the intersection.

Staff recommends the following additional condition of approval:

Additional Condition 44: Prior to final plat approval for Phase 1, or delayed pursuant to
improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), at the
intersection of Battle Creek Road SE and Independence Drive
SE, construct a curb return with ADA ramps on the southerly
corner of the intersection. Extend the existing sidewalk on the
southerly side of Independence Drive to Battle Creek Road,
approximately 30 feet. Install a marked crosswalk according
to the Public Works Design Standards, including solar
powered pedestrian activated edge-lit signs, advanced
signing, and streetlights as required.
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RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the Facts and Findings contained in the original January 14, 2025, staff report and
this supplemental staff report, staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the
proposal as recommended in the original January 14, 2025, staff report with the following
recommended revisions to the conditions of approval and the proposed development
standards of the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan:

Modified Condition 8:

Modified Condition 16:

Modified Condition 19:

Modified Condition 21:

Modified Condition 24:

Prior to issuance of Public Construction plans for Phase 5, the
applicant shall submit-arevisedutity-plan-shoewing work with
City staff for design of public water service to lots 352 through
373. served-bypublic-waterfrom-Lindburg Road-SEand-lets
Lots 374 through 395 shall be served by the public water frem in
2nd Street. Fhepublicwatermatn-in-Aleytand-Alley-2 shallk-be
removed-from theplans—The final public water system design
shall be approved by the Public Works Director.

Prior to final plat for each phase with frontage on Battle Creek Road
SE, construct a three-quarter street improvement along the phase
boundary of Battle Creek Road SE to minor arterial street
standards as specified in the City Street Design Standards and
consistent with the provisions of SRC Chapter 803, with the
exception of the feHewing-approved alternative standards to its
cross section as shown on the applicant’s street plan sheets SC-05
and SC-06.

Priorto-tnalplatapprovalforeach-phasededicate Dedicate

public rights-of-way for the new public streets and alleys within
that with final plat for each phase, as shown on the applicant’s
tentative plan.

Prior to final plat approval for each phase, or delayed pursuant to
improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct
internal streets and alleys within that phase in_accordance with
the Public Works Design Standards as modified by te-the
standards-established-n the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan and

as-specitied '.“I Hlle City-Street Desigh Stal Rdards-al '_d

Prior to final plat approval for Phase 1, or delayed pursuant to
improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), plant street
trees along the stormwater facility frontage of Lindburg Road SE in
accordance with the Public Works Design Standards—Fhe
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Modified Condition 25:

Modified Condition 27:

Modified Condition 30:

Additional Condition 42:

required trees along Lindburg Road SE shall be planted at

time of construction of the stormwater facility.

Prior to final plat approval for Phase 4, or delayed pursuant to
improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), plant street
trees along the unimproved Phase 4 frontage of Reed Road SE
in accordance with the Public Works Design Standards. The
required trees along Reed Road shall be planted at time of
construction of the boundary street improvement.

At the time of development (building permit) of each lot, street
trees along all new internal streets (public and private) shall be
planted in accordance with the Public Works Design Standards as
modified by the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan.

Prior to final plat approval for each phase, previde show public
utility easements on the plat for that phase, as shown on the
applicant’s tentative phased subdivision plan and in conformance
with the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan.

Along Battle Creek Road SE and Reed Road SE, convey

Additional Condition 43:

Proposed Lot 330 (Open Space 5) as right-of-way up to the
boundary of Marion County tax lot 083W110000400 (Proposed

Park Site).

Prior to final plat approval for Phase 1, the applicant shall submit

Additional Condition 44:

updated aeronautical studies from the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) that include only the subject property. If the
maximum heights determined in the studies conflict with those
identified in the refinement plan, the refinement plan standards
shall be revised to reflect the maximum heights determined in the
updated FAA studies.

Prior to final plat approval for Phase 1, or delayed pursuant to

improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), at the
intersection of Battle Creek Road SE and Independence Drive
SE, construct a curb return with ADA ramps on the southerly
corner of the intersection. Extend the existing sidewalk on the
southerly side of Independence Drive to Battle Creek Road,
approximately 30 feet. Install a marked crosswalk according to
the Public Works Design Standards, including solar powered
pedestrian activated edge-lit signs, advanced signing, and
streetlights as required.

Further Modified Refinement Plan Development Standard — Sec. 001.002.(b)(4)(A):

(A) Where aresidential use is proposed on Ag an sirgle-individual developmentsite-|ot
it shall have a minimum density of one unit and is limited to a maximum density of the
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lesser of 8 dwelling units per acre in the LI overlay area and 35 dwelling units per acre
in the MI overlay area, or the maximum remaining_number of overall dwelling units
permitted-allowed within the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan area as specified within
Table 001-2.

Further Modified Refinement Plan Development Standard — Sec. 001.002.(b)(5):

(5) Exceptions. Dwelling unit density increases permitted through State statutes, such as,

but not limited to, ORS 1974+758197A.420 (Bex
Duplexes; middle housing), are exempt from the denS|ty standards of this sectlon and

SRC chapter 530.

Further Modified Refinement Plan Development Standard — Sec. 003.004.(1)(2)(A):

(A) Sidewalks shall be located parallel to ard-erefoetfrem the adjacent public street

right-of-way or private street access easement as shown on the cross sections
deglcted on sheets SC 01 through SC 06 in Section 1V of this Reflnement Plans

(1) If topography or other conditions make the construction of a sidewalk impossible or
undesirable in a location required by this subsection, a different location may be

allowed.

(2) On streets that have frontage on an open space area, sidewalks may be located
curbline along the frontage of the open space.

Further Modified Refinement Plan Development Standard — Sec. 004.003.(a):

(a) Driveway and driveway approach width for single family, two family, three family, and
four family uses. Driveways and driveway approaches serving single family, two family,
three family, and four family uses shall conform to the minimum and maximum widths in

the following table:

TABLE 004-1. DRIVEWAY AND DRIVEWAY APPROACH WIDTH FOR SINGLE

FAMILY, TWO FAMILY, THREE FAMILY, AND FOUR FAMILY USES

Number of Parking Width

Spaces Served Minimum Maximum

1 space 10 ft. 15 ft.
17 ft.
Applicable only to lots with

2 spaces 141t street frontage less than 40 ft.
24 ft.

3 or more spaces 18 ft. 36-24 ft.
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29 ft.
Applicable only to lots with
street frontage of 56 feet or
greater.
Attachments:
A. Additional Comments from Applicant (dated: January 13, 2025)
B. Additional Salem-Keizer School District Comments
C. Oregon Department of Aviation Height Determination
D. Additional Public Comment

Prepared by: Bryce Bishop, Planner lII;
Laurel Christian, Infrastructure Planner Il

G:\CD\PLANNING\CASE APPLICATION Files 2011-On\FAIRVIEW REFINEMENT PLAN\Planner Docs\FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01 (Supplemental
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Attachment A

AK

ENGINEERING & FORESTRY

January 13, 2025

Bryce Bishop, Senior Planner

City of Salem Community Development, Planning Division
555 Liberty Street SE, Room 305

Salem, OR 97301

RE: FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01 Staff Report — Applicant’'s Comments and Requested Revisions

Mr. Bishop,

Please accept this letter as Applicant’s response to the Facts and Findings and Conditions of Approval included
in the City’s staff report for the January 14, 2025, public hearing regarding the consolidated application
package for Fairview Hills, City Case File No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01.

Applicant sincerely appreciates Staff’s thorough analysis of the subject application and is in general
agreement with staff’s findings and recommended conditions of approval. Included below are Applicant’s
suggested revisions to selected conditions of approval, staff findings, and attachments primarily for the
purpose of clarifying the intent of said findings and conditions and where Applicant believes that minor
revisions may help alleviate confusion during project implementation.

Applicant’s suggested revisions to selected conditions of approval, staff findings, and attachments, along with
our justification for each revision, are included below.

Conditions of Approval
Condition 8. Prior to issuance of Public Construction plans for Phase 5, the applicant shall

submit-a-revised-utility-plan-showing work with City staff for design of public
water service to lots 352 through 373. served-by-public-weaterfrom-Lindburg
Road-SE-and-ets Lots 374 through 395 shall be served by the public water frem

in 2nd Street. ThepublicwatermaininAlley- 1 and Alley 2 shall be removedfrom
theplans.
Response: Revised to allow flexibility in determining the most effective method for providing public
water service to the lots fronting Lindburg Road SE while minimizing impacts to existing
City infrastructure within the roadway.

Condition 16. Prior to final plat for each phase with frontage on Battle Creek Road SE, construct
a three-quarter street improvement along the phase boundary of Battle Creek
Road SE to minor arterial street standards as specified in the City Street Design
Standards and consistent with the provisions of SRC Chapter 803, with the
exception of the following approved alternative standards to its cross section as
shown on the applicant’s street plan sheets SC-05 and SC-06.: The “Sustainable
Fairview” Infrastructure Agreement and the current Fee Resolution establishes
the Development District Fee (DDF) for the project to be equivalent to SDCs in

BEND, OR | KEIZER, OR | THE DALLES, OR | TUALATIN, OR | KENNEWICK, WA | VANCOUVER, WA | WHITE SALMON, WA
www.aks-eng.com



place at the time of development and as such the frontage improvements are
subject to Administrative Rule Chapter 109 Division 200.

Response: Revised to reference the Battle Creek Road SE cross sections rather than utilizing points
A through C to reduce future confusion related to the variations depicted in the approved
cross sections. Additionally, Applicant requests a clarification related to Development
District Fees (DDFs) and frontage improvements to ensure it is memorialized on the
record.

Condition 18. Prior to final plat approval for Phase 4, or delayed pursuant to improvement
agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct a three-quarter street
improvement along the Phase 4 frontage of Reed Road SE to minor arterial street
standards as specified in the City Street Design Standards and consistent with the
provisions of SRC Chapter 803._The “Sustainable Fairview” Infrastructure
Agreement and the current Fee Resolution establishes the Development District
Fee (DDF) for the project to be equivalent to SDCs in place at the time of
development and as such the frontage improvements are subject to
Administrative Rule Chapter 109 Division 200.

Response: Revised to add clarification related to DDFs and the frontage improvements to ensure it
is memorialized on the record.

Condition 189. Prior-to-final-plat-apprevael for-each-phase—dedicate-Dedicate public rights-of-
way for the new public streets and alleys within-that-with final plat for each
phase, as shown on the applicant’s tentative plan.

Response: Revised to clarify that public rights-of-way are dedicated with plat recording for each
phase rather than prior to final plat approval.

Condition 21. Prior to final plat approval for each phase, or delayed pursuant to improvement
agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct internal streets and alleys within
that phase in accordance with the Public Works Design Standards as modified
by te-the-standards—established-in-the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan-end-as
in-SRC Chapter-803.

Response: Revised to clarify that the Public Works Design Standards are applicable except as
modified in the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan, and to reduce confusion with additional
code references that are not necessary.

Condition 24. Prior to final plat approval for Phase 1, or delayed pursuant to improvement

AKS

agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), plant street trees along the stormwater
facility frontage of Lindburg Road SE in accordance with the Public Works Design

Fairview Hills | City of Salem January 13, 2025
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Standards—Therequired-trees-along :
of construction of the stormwater facility.

Response: Revised for clarity to ensure the condition isn’t misinterpreted to require trees along the
entire Lindburg Road SE frontage be planted with stormwater facility construction which
would result in many trees being impacted during Phase 5 construction.

Condition 25. Prior to final plat approval for Phase 4, or delayed pursuant to improvement
agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), plant street trees along the unimproved
Phase 4 frontage of Reed Road SE in accordance with the Public Works Design
Standards. The required trees along Reed Road shall be planted at time of
construction of the boundary street improvement.

Response: Revised for clarity, as the improved portion of the Reed Road SE frontage already includes
street trees.

Condition 27. At the time of development (building permit) of each lot, street trees along all
new internal streets (public and private) shall be planted in accordance with the
Public Works Design Standards as modified by the Fairview Hills Refinement
Plan.

Response: Revised to clarify that development means building permit, and that the Public Works
Design Standards apply except as modified by the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan.

Condition 30. Prior to final plat approval for each phase,-previde-show public utility easements
on the plat for that phase, as shown on the applicant’s tentative phased
subdivision plan and in conformance with the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan.

Response: Grammatical revision for clarity. The final plat shows easements which are then provided
after the final plat records.

Condition 39. Prior to final plat approval for Phase—3Phase 4, or delayed pursuant to an
improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct a realigned
signalized intersection of Battle Creek Road SE and Reed Road SE to minor arterial
standards pursuant to the Public Works Design Standards (PWDS). The applicant
is required to acquire and/or convey land for dedication of right-of-way as needed
to construct the required improvements to the Reed and Battle Creek intersection.
The intersection shall include:

A. A westbound to southbound left turn lane on Reed Road SE;

B A southbound to eastbound left turn lane on Battle Creek Road SE;

C. A northbound to eastbound right turn lane on Battle Creek Road SE; and
D An interconnection via underground fiber-optic cable to the existing

traffic signal at Kuebler Boulevard SE and Battle Creek Road SE.

Response: Revised to align the intersection improvement with the project phase (Phase 4) that
generates trips in excess of the City’s operational thresholds, as detailed in the December
18, 2024, Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) submitted by the Applicant. The TIA includes a
signal warrant analysis which determines that, “the 8-hour, 4-hour, and peak hour
MUTCD volume-based signal warrants are first met after buildout of Phase 3
(approximately 267 homes, including Phases 1 and 2).” As indicated on sheet PO-02 of
the Preliminary Land Use Plans, the cumulative total of homes after Phase 3 buildout will

AKS Fairview Hills | City of Salem January 13, 2025
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be 257. Therefore, the 267 home trigger would not be met until Phase 4 (which includes
82 homes), and this condition should be revised to require the intersection improvements
prior to final plat approval of Phase 4.

Facts and Findings
Page 16, paragraph 1. tn—em—cfforito—wodcywith—the—naturel—capasities—efthe—site—the

l biliti £ ol , L el for_i ]
degradation-of-the-watershed—The proposed refinement plan conforms

to this principle.

Response: Text of this paragraph was not provided in any of Applicant’s materials. Revised to remove
language not applicable to the application and keep the Staff Report consistent with the
application materials provided.

Page29, paragraph 4. ...In order to ensure compliance with the requirements of SRC Chapter
810, a condition of approval {Cenditien-33)-has been recommended in
conjunction with the proposed subdivision requiring the applicant to
submit a final report from a geotechnical engineer prior to the submittal
of building permits for any lot with the subdivision describing construction
monitoring activities for all site earthwork and addressing the
geotechnical considerations for each individual building lot.

Response: Revised to correct the incorrectly referenced condition number and maintain consistency
with other staff findings, which do not include condition numbers.

Page 39, paragraph 2. The proposed subdivision, as conditioned, conforms to the setback
requirements of the RS-ard-RA-I-zonesFMU zone.

Response: Revised to reference the zone of the subject property.

Page 50, last paragraph.  ...In order to ensure compliance with SRC 205.035(f) and SRC
803.020(b)(3), as condition of approval has been recommended
{Conditienx) requiring that all common properties and facilities within
the subdivision, including private streets, be perpetually operated and
maintained for a Homeowners’ Association.

Response: Revised to correct the typo in the referenced condition and maintain consistency with
other staff findings, which do not include condition numbers.

Page 9, paragraph 3. ...As identified in the conditions of approval, this improvement is required
to be constructed prior to final plat for Phase—3Phase 4, which is
consistent with the Applicants TIA.

Page 30, paragraph 4. ...Specifically, the TIA identifies that Reed Road SE should be realigned and
signalized to provide for safe traffic circulation at the intersection. This
improvement will be required to be completed with Phase-3Phase 4 of the
proposed subdivision and the applicant is required to acquire and/or
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convey land for dedication of right-of-way as needed to construct the

improvements.

Page 57, paragraph 6/7.  ...Specifically, the TIA identifies that Reed Road SE should be realigned and
signalized to provide for safe traffic circulation at the intersection. This
improvement is required to be completed with Phase-3Phase 4 of the
subdivision...

Condition 39.  Prior to final plat approval for Phase-3Phase 4, or delayed
pursuant to an improvement agreement per SRC
205.035(c)(7)(B), construct a realigned signalized
intersection of Battle Creek Road SE and Reed Road SE to
minor arterial standards pursuant to the Public Works
Design Standards (PWDS)...

Response: Revisions throughout the Fact and Findings to be consistent with the revision to condition
of approval 39 above. These revisions should also be made to pages 6-7 and 24-25 of
Attachment F of the Staff Report.

Staff Revisions to Development Standards (Attachment I)

Please note that additional non-substantive cleanup revisions will be necessary to ensure correct section
numbers are referenced throughout the Refinement Plan following approval. These non-substantive
changes are not included below.

Sec. 001.002.(b)(4)(A):

An individual lot shel-heve-a-minimum-density-ofone-unit-and-is imited to a maximum density of the
lesser of 8 dwelling units per acre in the LI overlay area and 35 dwelling units per acre in the Ml overlay
area, or the maximum remaining number of overall dwelling units allowed within the Fairview Hills
Refinement Plan area as specified within Table 001-2.

Response: Removal of staff’s addition of requiring every individual lot to have a minimum density.
Requiring density on every lot is inconsistent with the other uses permitted in the zone,
and the intent of certain lots to be preserved as open space, utilized as a stormwater
facility, developed as a community park, etc.

Sec. 001.002.(b)(5):
Exceptions. Dwelling unit density increases permitted through State statutes, such as, but not limited

to, ORS 197A.420 (Develepment-ef-middle-heusingDuplexes; middle housing), are exempt from the
density standards of this section and SRC chapter 530.

Response: Correction to the title of ORS 197A.420.

Sec. 001.002.(f)(1)(B):

A garage may be located closer to the street than the habitable space of a dwelling unit if a street
facing architecturally defined porch for the primary entrance is provided that it:

(i) Has a minimum area of 16 square feet; and

(ii) Includes an architectural element, such as a roof line or columns, or a combination of
architectural elements that project a minimum of 4 feet closer to the street than the garage
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for homes greater than 30 feet in width, or 2 feet closer to the street than the garage for
homes 30 feet in width or less.

Response: Response
Sec. 001.002.(f)(2) (Staff removed):

A

Response: Applicant appreciates that there are currently no window and glazing standards
specifically for single-family and middle-housing uses and accepts staff's removal of this
proposed standard. However, the Applicant would like to clarify that, per state statutes,
only those standards in effect at the time of application submittal are applicable to this
project while the applicable approvals remain valid. The Applicant therefore requests that
staff include a clarification to this effect within the facts and findings of the staff report.

Sec. 003.004.(1)(2)(A):

Sidewalks shall be located parallel to end-enefeetfrom-the adjacent public street right-of-way or
private street access easement as shown on the cross sections depicted on sheets SC-01 through SC-
06 in Section IV of this Refinement Plan.;-previded-however-on-streets-having-a-right-of-way-of50

7
graHel-to-ana-abot Hg-tAe-ctHD-

(1) If topography or other conditions make the construction of a sidewalk impossible or undesirable
in a location required by this subsection, a different location may be allowed.

(2) On streets that have frontage on an open spaces area, sidewalks may be located curbline along
the frontage of the open space.

Response: Revised to reference the approved cross sections within the Refinement Plan, which
include variations in sidewalk location. Additionally, revised to remove references to
public right-of-way widths that are not planned.

Sec. 004.003.(a):
Driveway and driveway approach width for single family, two family, three family, and four family
uses. Driveways and driveway approaches serving single family, two family, three family, and four
family uses shall conform to the minimum and maximum widths in the following table:

TABLE 004-1. DRIVEWAY AND DRIVEWAY APPROACH WIDTH FOR SINGLE FAMILY, TWO

FAMILY, THREE FAMILY, AND FOUR FAMILY USES

Number of Parking | Width

Spaces Served Minimum Maximum
1 space 10 ft. 15 ft.
17 ft.
Applicable only to lots with
2 spaces 14 ft. street frontage less than 40 ft.
24 ft.
3 or more spaces 18 ft. 2428 ft.
Response: Revision to the driveway and driveway approach width serving three or more spaces to

increase by four feet, ensuring compatibility with standard three-car garage
arrangements. While Applicant appreciates staff’s goal of ensuring a pedestrian friendly
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streetscape that is not dominated by driveways, Staff’s revised 24-foot width is
significantly narrower than the current standard in the Salem Revised Code (36-feet).
Increasing the width by 4 feet will allow enough space for access to standard 3-car garage
configurations and is still 8 feet shy of the standard.

Chapter 007. Fairview Hills Sign Code (Staff removed)

Response:

Sincerely,

Staff removed the Applicant’s proposed sign code language from the Refinement Plan due
to SRC 900.165 (Permanent signs in Commercial Office (CO) and Fairview Mixed-Use
(FMU) Zones.) which provides specific sign provisions for properties within the FMU zone.
The Fairview Hills Refinement Plan Area is over 100 acres and includes principal motor
vehicle entrances from three major streets. Applicant appreciates the purpose of limiting
freestanding signs for subdivisions to reduce sign clutter along streets; however, due to
the large scale of the Fairview Hills subdivision, more than one entry monument is
warranted. Applicant requests that Chapter 007 be reinstated in the development
standards as written in the submitted Fairview Hills Refinement Plan. This would allow for
the four proposed monument signs as depicted on sheet PO-06 of the Preliminary Land
Use Plans, one for each of the principal motor entrances from Battle Creek Road SE, Reed
Road SE, and Lindburg Road SE.

AKS ENGINEERING & FORESTRY, LLC

%ma& L(/a%

Grace Wolff

3700 River Road N, Suite 1

Keizer, OR 97303
(503) 400-6028 |

wolffg@aks-eng.com

AKS Fairview Hills | City of Salem January 13, 2025
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Attachment B
Bryce Bishop

From: David Hughes <HUGHES_DAVID @salkeiz.k12.or.us>

Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2025 8:46 AM

To: Laurel Christian; David Fridenmaker

Cc: Bryce Bishop; Kevin Hottmann; Tony Martin; Lisa Anderson-Ogilvie; David Jorgenson;

Holly Holtmeier; Kevin Baker; Marek Eaton; Mitchell Hamilton; Rita Schneider; Robert
Silva; T.J. Crockett; Julie Hanson

Subject: RE: Salem Case No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01, 4300 to 4600 Blocks of Battle Creek Rd SE &
4100 to 4500 Blocks of Reed Rd SE

Thank you Laurel, we look forward to working with your team on the process soon.

David W. Hughes

Salem-Keizer Public Schools
www.salemkeizer.org

hughes david@salkeiz.k12.or.us
(503) 910-0507

Twitter | Instagram | Facebook (English) | Facebook (Spanish)

From: Laurel Christian <LChristian@cityofsalem.net>

Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2025 8:37 AM

To: David Hughes <HUGHES_DAVID @salkeiz.k12.or.us>; David Fridenmaker <FRIDENMAKER_DAVID @salkeiz.k12.or.us>
Cc: Bryce Bishop <BBishop@cityofsalem.net>; Kevin Hottmann <KHottmann@cityofsalem.net>; tmartin
<tmartin@cityofsalem.net>; Lisa Anderson-Ogilvie <LMAnderson@cityofsalem.net>; David Jorgenson
<JORGENSON_DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Holly Holtmeier <holtmeier_holly@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Kevin Baker
<BAKER_KEVIN@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Marek Eaton <EATON_MAREK@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Mitchell Hamilton
<HAMILTON_MITCHELL@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Rita Schneider <SCHNEIDER _RITA@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Robert Silva
<SILVA_ROBERT@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; T.J. Crockett <crockett_tj@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Julie Hanson
<JHanson@cityofsalem.net>

Subject: RE: Salem Case No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01, 4300 to 4600 Blocks of Battle Creek Rd SE & 4100 to 4500 Blocks of
Reed Rd SE

Thank you, David. This email chain as well as your original comments will be provided to the Planning Commission.

Laurel Christian | Office: 503-584-4632
City of Salem | Community Planning and Development | Development Services

From: David Hughes <HUGHES DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>

Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2025 6:15 AM

To: Laurel Christian <LChristian@cityofsalem.net>; David Fridenmaker <FRIDENMAKER DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>
Cc: Bryce Bishop <BBishop@cityofsalem.net>; Kevin Hottmann <KHottmann@cityofsalem.net>; Tony Martin
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<TMartin@cityofsalem.net>; Lisa Anderson-Ogilvie <LMAnderson@cityofsalem.net>; David Jorgenson

<JORGENSON DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Holly Holtmeier <holtmeier holly@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Kevin Baker

<BAKER KEVIN@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Marek Eaton <EATON MAREK@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Mitchell Hamilton
<HAMILTON MITCHELL@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Rita Schneider <SCHNEIDER RITA@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Robert Silva
<SILVA ROBERT@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; T.J. Crockett <crockett tj@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Julie Hanson
<JHanson@cityofsalem.net>

Subject: RE: Salem Case No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01, 4300 to 4600 Blocks of Battle Creek Rd SE & 4100 to 4500 Blocks of
Reed Rd SE

Hi Laurel —thanks for the thoughtful response.

The proposed street design (private streets, lack of connectivity and turnarounds on the proposed public street
system) within the development does not allow school buses to utilize the internal street system. While
acknowledging the response below, our request to make the bus pullout a condition of approval remains, we
would request it and the sidewalks to Leslie in our request be included in the information provided to the Planning
Commission and developer.

Based on the comments below we would suggest as an alternative to change the design of the public street
system within the development to support school bus access inside the development in the interest of public
safety, especially students.

We are open to policy discussions to serve the community and look forward to hearing from the City in that regard.
Warm Regards,

David W. Hughes

Salem-Keizer Public Schools
www.salemkeizer.org

hughes david@salkeiz.k12.or.us
(503) 910-0507

Twitter | Instagram | Facebook (English) | Facebook (Spanish)

From: Laurel Christian <LChristian@cityofsalem.net>

Sent: Monday, January 13, 2025 9:15 AM

To: David Fridenmaker <FRIDENMAKER DAVID @salkeiz.k12.or.us>

Cc: Bryce Bishop <BBishop@cityofsalem.net>; Kevin Hottmann <KHottmann@cityofsalem.net>; tmartin
<tmartin@cityofsalem.net>; Lisa Anderson-Ogilvie <LMAnderson@cityofsalem.net>; David Hughes

<HUGHES DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; David Jorgenson <JORGENSON DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Holly Holtmeier
<holtmeier holly@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Kevin Baker <BAKER KEVIN@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Marek Eaton

<EATON MAREK@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Mitchell Hamilton <HAMILTON MITCHELL@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Rita Schneider
<SCHNEIDER RITA@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Robert Silva <SILVA ROBERT@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; T.J. Crockett

<crockett tj@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Julie Hanson <JHanson@cityofsalem.net>

Subject: RE: Salem Case No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01, 4300 to 4600 Blocks of Battle Creek Rd SE & 4100 to 4500 Blocks of
Reed Rd SE




Hi David,

Thank you for your response. The City does acknowledge the benefits that bus pull outs can provide for pedestrian
safety. However, we do not currently have any design standards or code standards that require the applicant to
construct pull outs for school busses. In addition, the City does not install or maintain bus shelters for school busses. On
this current application, | do not believe we can recommend conditioning the applicant to construct the requested stops.

Moving forward, | think there should be some policy discussions between the City and the School District regarding
placement of bus stops, pull outs, and shelters. As an example, we do have a code provision to require transit stops for
Cherriots to be constructed with street improvements (SRC 803.035(r)). However, Cherriots has their own design
standards for how to construct these stops as well as agreements with the City regarding how they are maintained. We
would need to establish similar code provisions and construction standards, if this is something the City wishes to
implement. | am adding Julie Hanson to this email chain, who would be a great person to start these discussions.

Thank you,

Laurel Christian

Infrastructure Planner 11l

City of Salem | Community Planning and Development | Development Services
555 Liberty St SE, Suite 320, Salem OR 97301-3515
Ichristian@cityofsalem.net | Office: 503-584-4632

Facebook | YouTube | Linkedin | www.cityofsalem.net

From: David Fridenmaker <FRIDENMAKER DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>

Sent: Friday, January 10, 2025 7:16 AM

To: Laurel Christian <LChristian@cityofsalem.net>

Cc: Bryce Bishop <BBishop@cityofsalem.net>; Kevin Hottmann <KHottmann@cityofsalem.net>; Tony Martin
<TMartin@cityofsalem.net>; Lisa Anderson-Ogilvie <LMAnderson@cityofsalem.net>; Salem-Keizer School District 24-)
<Hughes David@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; David Jorgenson <JORGENSON DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Holly Holtmeier
<holtmeier holly@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Kevin Baker <BAKER KEVIN@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Marek Eaton

<EATON MAREK@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Mitchell Hamilton <HAMILTON MITCHELL@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Rita Schneider
<SCHNEIDER RITA@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Robert Silva <SILVA ROBERT @salkeiz.k12.or.us>; T.J. Crockett

<crockett tj@salkeiz.k12.or.us>

Subject: RE: Salem Case No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01, 4300 to 4600 Blocks of Battle Creek Rd SE & 4100 to 4500 Blocks of
Reed Rd SE

Hi Laurel,

Thank you for your question. The one bus pullout that the school district asked to be required was out of concern for
the sight distance for oncoming vehicles given the hills and curves along Battle Creek Rd SE. There is an existing limited
sight distance warning sign approaching this area on Battle Creek Rd. Without a pus pullout, the question will be, will
the oncoming vehicles see the stopped bus with children boarding in sufficient time to stop safely? In general, bus
pullouts provide the following advantages.

- Safe Loading and Unloading: Bus pullouts offer a designated space where students can safely board and exit the bus
further away from active traffic lanes. It gives bus drivers more control over the situation, as they can focus on students
rather than worrying about moving traffic.

- Reduced Traffic Disruption: A bus pullout allows buses to stop without blocking traffic. When a school bus loads or
unloads students in the street, it can create traffic congestion, increase the risk of accidents, and delay other vehicles,
3



including emergency services vehicles, who are obligated to stop, ensure it's safe, and then proceed. Station 9 is about
% mile south. A pullout will facilitate smoother traffic flow including emergency response while the bus is stopped.

- Minimized Risk of Accidents: When a bus is stopped in the street, vehicles approaching from behind or the opposite
direction may not anticipate or recognize the bus is stopping in spite of the flashing lights and STOP sign, increasing the
risk of rear-end collisions, side-swipe accidents, or passing on the right. A pullout keeps the bus out of the flow of traffic,
reducing this risk.

- Better Visibility for Students: When a bus is pulled off the road, it is easier for both students and drivers to see each
other. Pedestrians walking to or from the bus stop can be more easily seen by passing vehicles, reducing the chance of a
driver accidentally striking a pedestrian.

Please let us know if there are any other questions.
Thank you,

David Fridenmaker

Business & Support Services

2450 Lancaster Drive NE, PO Box 12024, Salem OR 97309
Salem-Keizer Public Schools

0:503-315-0232

Fridenmaker_david@salkeiz.k12.or.us

From: Laurel Christian <LChristian@cityofsalem.net>

Sent: Monday, January 6, 2025 2:13 PM

To: David Fridenmaker <FRIDENMAKER DAVID @salkeiz.k12.or.us>

Cc: Bryce Bishop <BBishop@cityofsalem.net>; Kevin Hottmann <KHottmann@cityofsalem.net>; tmartin
<tmartin@cityofsalem.net>; Lisa Anderson-Ogilvie <LMAnderson@cityofsalem.net>

Subject: FW: Salem Case No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01, 4300 to 4600 Blocks of Battle Creek Rd SE & 4100 to 4500 Blocks of
Reed Rd SE

Hi David,

I've reviewed your comments, and we would like to better understand the request for the pull-out stops along Battle
Creek, Reed, and Lindburg. We are wondering why the standard on-street stop is not sufficient along these streets and if
you have additional information to share as to why they are being requested? Additionally, it appears there are stops
along Lindburg/Strong, shown on the maps. Will those not be utilized or are they not sufficient to serve this subdivision?

Thanks!

Laurel Christian

Infrastructure Planner |1l

City of Salem | Community Planning and Development | Development Services
555 Liberty St SE, Suite 320, Salem OR 97301-3515
Ichristian@cityofsalem.net | Office: 503-584-4632

Facebook | YouTube | Linkedin | www.cityofsalem.net

From: David Fridenmaker <FRIDENMAKER DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>
Sent: Friday, January 3, 2025 7:21 AM




To: Bryce Bishop <BBishop@cityofsalem.net>

Cc: Salem-Keizer School District 24-J <Hughes David@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; David Jorgenson

<JORGENSON DAVID@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Holly Holtmeier <holtmeier holly@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Kevin Baker

<BAKER KEVIN@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Marek Eaton <EATON MAREK@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Mitchell Hamilton

<HAMILTON MITCHELL@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Rita Schneider <SCHNEIDER RITA@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; Robert Silva

<SILVA ROBERT@salkeiz.k12.or.us>; T.J. Crockett <crockett tj@salkeiz.k12.or.us>

Subject: Salem Case No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01, 4300 to 4600 Blocks of Battle Creek Rd SE & 4100 to 4500 Blocks of Reed
Rd SE

Hi Bryce,

Please find attached comments regarding Salem Case No. FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01, 4300 to 4600 Blocks of Battle
Creek Rd SE & 4100 to 4500 Blocks of Reed Rd SE.

Thank you,

David Fridenmaker

Business & Support Services

2450 Lancaster Drive NE, PO Box 12024, Salem OR 97309
Salem-Keizer Public Schools

0:503-315-0232

Fridenmaker_david@salkeiz.k12.or.us




Attachment C

"Oregon

Tina Kotek, Governor

3040 25th Street, SE

Sept. 5, 2024 Salem, OR 97302-1125
Phone: (503) 378-4880
Grace Wolff, AKS Engineering & Foresty, LLC Toll Free: (800) 874-0102

3700 River Rd, Suite 1 FAX: (508) 373-1688

Keizer, OR 97303
wolffg@aks-eng.com

Subject: Determination Letter Regarding the Construction or Alteration of Buildings at 45 Feet in
Height Located in Salem, Oregon

ODAYV Aviation Reference Number: 2024-ODAV-243-OE
Proponent/Representative Identifier: NE corner of Battle Creek Rd SE and Reed Rd SE —
future phased subdivision
FAA Aeronautical Study Number(s) (ASN), if Provided: N/a!

The Oregon Department of Aviation (ODAV) has conducted an aeronautical study of this proposed construction
and has determined that notice to the FAA is required. The structure exceeds FAR Part 77.9 (a, b, or ¢) and/or
Obstruction Standards of OAR 738-070-0100.

This determination is based, in part, on the foregoing description which includes specific coordinates and heights.
Any changes to the original application will void this determination. Any future construction or alteration to the
original application will require a separate notice to ODAV.

Unless extended, revised, or terminated, this determination will expire 18 months after its effective date, regardless
of whether the proposed construction or alteration has been started, or on the date the proposed construction or
alteration is abandoned, whichever is earlier.

Findings & Mitigation:

= We do not object with conditions to the construction described in this proposal. This determination does
not constitute ODAV approval or disapproval of the physical development involved in the proposal. It is a
determination with respect to the safe and efficient use of navigable airspace by aircraft and with respect to
the safety of persons and property on the ground.

] Marking and lighting are required for aviation safety. It shall be installed and maintained in accordance with
FAA Advisory Circular 70/7460-1M.

] The proposed structure should be lowered to a height that is no longer an obstruction to the imaginary
surfaces set forth in FAA FAR 77.

] The proposed obstruction should be relocated outside the airport primary and horizontal surface FAA FAR
77.

Sincerely,

/‘ 77
[£
b

[/
o /;f/'/

Brandon Pike, Aviation Planner

1 Any FAA ASN listed in this letter is provided by the proponent and/or their representative, and may not be
accurate. It is included only for cross-referencing purposes.
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Attachment D
Bryce Bishop

From: Olivia Dias <ocatdias@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 9, 2025 5:05 PM
To: Bryce Bishop

Subject: FRP-SUB-AVAR24-01

Mr. Bishop,

This subdivision design is a fantastic step forward for the community, particularly with its thoughtful east-west
connection between neighborhoods. It will provide residents of Cambridge Woods with much-needed access to
the Fairview Mixed Use area and nearby parks, fostering better integration and enhancing the overall livability
of the area. However, there are valid concerns regarding the safety of residents, especially those from
Cambridge Woods, trying to access these parks and green spaces while having to cross Battle Creek Road,
which could pose a significant safety risk.

While the proposed pedestrian crossing on Reed Road is appreciated, it's worth noting that the crossing is to an
undeveloped park which may not be developed for another decade. This raises questions about its immediate
accessibility. The timing on this connection should ensure it leads to something and not just an empty field.

It would be much more appropriate to establish a pedestrian crossing between Cambridge Woods and the new
subdivision, directly addressing the need for safe access to parks in the near term, since Fairview Park and the
green space in the subdivision will develop sooner.

I understand concerns about traffic slowing down on Battle Creek Road, but with the planned widening of the
road to include a center turn lane, the resulting traffic speeds could be even faster than they currently are. For
the safety of both pedestrians and cyclists, it is crucial that we consider ways to provide safe crossing points on
Battle Creek Road. At the very least, I urge the Planning Commission to explore traffic calming measures to
ensure the safety of those walking or biking to the development, particularly for children, seniors, and others
who may be more vulnerable. The design of this project is a great opportunity to promote community
connectivity—let's make sure it's done safely for everyone.

Thank You,
Olivia and Matthew Smith
1918 Riting Court SE, 97302



	24-119639-PLN - Attachments for Supplemental Staff Report (PC).pdf
	Conditions of Approval
	Condition 8. Prior to issuance of Public Construction plans for Phase 5, the applicant shall submit a revised utility plan showing work with City staff for design of public water service to lots 352 through 373. served by public water from Lindburg Ro...
	Condition 16. Prior to final plat for each phase with frontage on Battle Creek Road SE, construct a three-quarter street improvement along the phase boundary of Battle Creek Road SE to minor arterial street standards as specified in the City Street De...
	A. A 6-foot-wide on-street bike lane and 11-foot-wide travel lane on the opposite side of the street;
	B. A 12-foot-wide center turn lane; and
	C. A 13-foot-wide travel lane and a 10-foot-wide shared use path on the development side of the street.
	Condition 18. Prior to final plat approval for Phase 4, or delayed pursuant to improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct a three-quarter street improvement along the Phase 4 frontage of Reed Road SE to minor arterial street standards a...
	Condition 19. Prior to final plat approval for each phase, dedicate Dedicate public rights-of-way for the new public streets and alleys within that with final plat for each phase, as shown on the applicant’s tentative plan.
	Condition 21. Prior to final plat approval for each phase, or delayed pursuant to improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct internal streets and alleys within that phase in accordance with the Public Works Design Standards as modified ...
	Condition 24. Prior to final plat approval for Phase 1, or delayed pursuant to improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), plant street trees along the stormwater facility frontage of Lindburg Road SE in accordance with the Public Works Design Sta...
	Condition 25.  Prior to final plat approval for Phase 4, or delayed pursuant to improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), plant street trees along the unimproved Phase 4 frontage of Reed Road SE in accordance with the Public Works Design Standar...
	Condition 27. At the time of development (building permit) of each lot, street trees along all new internal streets (public and private) shall be planted in accordance with the Public Works Design Standards as modified by the Fairview Hills Refinement...
	Condition 30. Prior to final plat approval for each phase, provide show public utility easements on the plat for that phase, as shown on the applicant’s tentative phased subdivision plan and in conformance with the Fairview Hills Refinement Plan.
	Condition 39. Prior to final plat approval for Phase 3Phase 4, or delayed pursuant to an improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct a realigned signalized intersection of Battle Creek Road SE and Reed Road SE to minor arterial standards...
	A. A westbound to southbound left turn lane on Reed Road SE;
	B. A southbound to eastbound left turn lane on Battle Creek Road SE;
	C. A northbound to eastbound right turn lane on Battle Creek Road SE; and
	D. An interconnection via underground fiber-optic cable to the existing traffic signal at Kuebler Boulevard SE and Battle Creek Road SE.

	Facts and Findings
	Page 16, paragraph 1. In an effort to work with the natural capacities of the site, the refinement plan will incorporate low-impact, rainwater retention mechanisms to maintain a more natural drainage rate and filtrate toxins from rainwater.  Bio swale...
	Page29, paragraph 4. …In order to ensure compliance with the requirements of SRC Chapter 810, a condition of approval (Condition 33) has been recommended in conjunction with the proposed subdivision requiring the applicant to submit a final report fro...
	Page 39, paragraph 2. The proposed subdivision, as conditioned, conforms to the setback requirements of the RS and RM-I zonesFMU zone.
	Page 50, last paragraph. …In order to ensure compliance with SRC 205.035(f) and SRC 803.020(b)(3), as condition of approval has been recommended (Condition x) requiring that all common properties and facilities within the subdivision, including privat...
	Page 9, paragraph 3. …As identified in the conditions of approval, this improvement is required to be constructed prior to final plat for Phase 3Phase 4, which is consistent with the Applicants TIA.
	Page 30, paragraph 4. …Specifically, the TIA identifies that Reed Road SE should be realigned and signalized to provide for safe traffic circulation at the intersection. This improvement will be required to be completed with Phase 3Phase 4 of the prop...
	Page 57, paragraph 6/7. …Specifically, the TIA identifies that Reed Road SE should be realigned and signalized to provide for safe traffic circulation at the intersection. This improvement is required to be completed with Phase 3Phase 4 of the subdivi...
	Condition 39. Prior to final plat approval for Phase 3Phase 4, or delayed pursuant to an improvement agreement per SRC 205.035(c)(7)(B), construct a realigned signalized intersection of Battle Creek Road SE and Reed Road SE to minor arterial standards...

	Staff Revisions to Development Standards (Attachment I)
	Sec. 001.002.(b)(4)(A):
	An individual lot shall have a minimum density of one unit and is limited to a maximum density of the lesser of 8 dwelling units per acre in the LI overlay area and 35 dwelling units per acre in the MI overlay area, or the maximum remaining number of ...
	Sec. 001.002.(b)(5):
	Exceptions. Dwelling unit density increases permitted through State statutes, such as, but not limited to, ORS 197A.420 (Development of middle housingDuplexes; middle housing), are exempt from the density standards of this section and SRC chapter 530.
	Sec. 001.002.(f)(1)(B):
	A garage may be located closer to the street than the habitable space of a dwelling unit if a street facing architecturally defined porch for the primary entrance is provided that it:
	(i) Has a minimum area of 16 square feet; and
	(ii) Includes an architectural element, such as a roof line or columns, or a combination of architectural elements that project a minimum of 4 feet closer to the street than the garage for homes greater than 30 feet in width, or 2 feet closer to the s...
	Sec. 001.002.(f)(2) (Staff removed):
	Windows and glazing. All single-family and middle-housing uses are exempt from minimum window-to-façade ratio or glazing requirements.
	Sec. 003.004.(l)(2)(A):
	Sidewalks shall be located parallel to and one foot from the adjacent public street right-of-way or private street access easement as shown on the cross sections depicted on sheets SC-01 through SC-06 in Section IV of this Refinement Plan.; provided, ...
	(1)  If topography or other conditions make the construction of a sidewalk impossible or undesirable in a location required by this subsection, a different location may be allowed.
	(2)  On streets that have frontage on an open spaces area, sidewalks may be located curbline along the frontage of the open space.
	Sec. 004.003.(a):
	Driveway and driveway approach width for single family, two family, three family, and four family uses. Driveways and driveway approaches serving single family, two family, three family, and four family uses shall conform to the minimum and maximum wi...
	Chapter 007. Fairview Hills Sign Code (Staff removed)



