PATHS &
TRAILS

Total Length of Paths
in the Very Poor to
Poor Condition:

Approximately
3.75 miles

At current Bond funding of S4.1M
all paths within this condition can
be improved
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PAVEMENT CONDITION ASSESSMENT
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Park Texture | Structure Crack Width Crack Quantity Ponding Water Total | Assessment
Minto-Brown Island Park 3 3 ; [ B 21
College Helghts Park 3 3 3 [ f 21
Bush's Pasture Park 3 3 3 [ b 21
Clark Creak Park 3 3 £ [ & 21
Wallace Marine Park 3 3 3 [ B 21
Riverfront Park 2 3 3 [+ B 20
Maorningside Park 3 2 3 [ ] 20
Hillview Park 3 3 3 [ 4 1%
Royal Oaks Park 3 3 3 L5 4 1%
Sumpter School Park 3 3 3 [ 4 1%
Marion Sguare Park 3 3 3 [ ] 1%
Nelson Park 2 2 £ & ] 1%
Englewaod Park 3 3 3 @ 4 1%
Highland Park 3 3 3 L5 4 1% Poor
Mckay 5choal Park 3 3 3 G 4 1% Poar
stephens-Yoshikai school Park | 3 3 3 [ 4 19 Poor
Hoover Park 3 2 3 1 4 18 Poor
Edgewater Parkway 2 Pl 3 [ 4 17 Poor
Brush College Park 3 3 3 4 4 17 Poor
Deepwood Park 2 3 3 4 4 16 Poor
Lansing Park 2 2 2 4 b 16 Poor
Grant School Park 2 2 3 4 4 1% Poor
Orchard Heights Park 2 2 3 4 4 15 Poor
Woodmansee Park 2 2 3 4 4 15 Poor
Sunnyslope Park 2 2 3 5 2 15 Foor
Riwer Road Park 1 3 3 4 4 15 Poor
MNorthgate Park 2 2 3 4 4 15 Poor
Livingston Park 2 2 3 4 4 15 Poor
Fringle Park 3 2 2 4 ] 15 Poor
Aldrich Park 2 3 2 4 4 15 Foor
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* Detailed Scoring Criteria

PARKS PATHS AND TRAILS
Total
L. Weighted .ota
Objective Weighted
Score

Score 5 4 3 2 1 0
Park 2 10.00
Classification/Function

) Neighborhood Park Community Park Urban Park
What is the Park
Classification?
Park Utilization 4 20.00
. . . Lowest
Top third of data set Middle third of data set .
third of data set
Connecting to Existing 1 5.00
Transportation Systems Yes - provides or No - does not
Are the existing paths used as improves existing prowde
a transportation route to aid connection connection
commuting?
Rel?tlonsmp to, Oﬂ“er ! 5.00 Allows for efficiency
Projects/Coordination: .
and economies of
. Neutral effect on
Will this project allow scale when delivered )
o . . ) . other projects.
coordination and economy of in conjunction with
scale when bundled with h .
concurrent or adjacent other projects.
Hazard Assessment 7 35.00
Condition Condition . Condition Condition
. Condition Assessment:
Existing paths are rated for Assessment: Assessment: 18 > H 4> 16 Assessment: Assessment:
iti idering: azard >

condition considering: Hazard > 20 20 > Hazard > 18 16 > Hazard > 12 | Hazard </= 12
cracking, ponding, texture
Need-Based Equity 1 25.00| Salem has developed an Equity Scoring Tool, designed using eight categories, each based on Census Bureau data from the American Community Survey (2016-2020. The categories

Consideration of historical
systems and dynamics that
have routinely benefited
privileged groups and
resulted in cumulative
disadvantage for

other groups.

include: Persons 65 years old or older; Persons between the ages of 15 and 17; Persons identifying as Hispanic and/or non-white; Households with no vehicles; Households with limited
English; Persons ator below the poverty level; Persons aged between 18 and 64 with a disability; and Persons 65 years old or older with a disability.

Each category is measured as a percentage of the total population in each of Salem's census fracts. Each percentage is then converted to a score between 0 (lowest percentage) and 100
(highest percentage) in 10-pointintervals. The Equity Scoring Tool sums the scores across all eight categories for each of Salem's 42 census tracts, giving every census tracta Total
Equity Score. Where a project touches two or more census tracts, the project will receive the higher (or highestin the case of three or more census tracts) Total Equity Score.




Criteria

				Bond  Paths and Trails

				Scoring Criteria

				PARKS PATHS AND TRAILS

				Objective		Weighted Score		Total Weighted
Score		5		4		3		2		1		0				Hoover		Morningside		Minto		RFP		Wallace		Bush		McKay		Livingston		Nelson		Royal Oaks		Bill Riegel

				Park Classification/Function

What is the Park Classification?		2		10.00		Neighborhood Park				Community Park				Urban Park						10		10		2		2		2		2		6		10		10		10		10

				Park Utilization
		4		20.00		Top third of data set				Middle third of data set				Lowest
third of data set						12		12		20		20		20		20

				Connecting to Existing Transportation Systems

Are the existing paths used as a transportation route to aid commuting?		1		5.00		Yes - provides or improves existing connection 										No - does not provide connection				0		0		5		5		0		5		0		0		5		5		0

				Relationship to Other Projects/Coordination:

Will this project allow coordination and economy of scale when bundled with concurrent or adjacent projects?    		1		5.00		Allows for efficiency and economies of scale when delivered in conjunction with other projects.										Neutral effect on other projects.				5		5		5		5		0		5		5		5		0		0		0

				Hazard Assessment

Existing paths are rated for condition considering: cracking, ponding, texture		7		35.00		Condition Assessment:
Hazard > 20		Condition Assessment:
20 > Hazard > 18		Condition Assessment:
18 > Hazard > 16		Condition Assessment:
16 > Hazard > 12 		Condition Assessment:
Hazard </= 12						28		35		35		35		35		35		28		14		28		28		0

				Need-Based Equity

Consideration of historical systems and dynamics that have routinely benefited
privileged groups and
resulted in cumulative
disadvantage for
other groups.		1		25.00		Salem has developed an Equity Scoring Tool, designed using eight categories, each based on Census Bureau data from the American Community Survey (2016-2020.  The categories include: Persons 65 years old or older; Persons between the ages of 15 and 17; Persons identifying as Hispanic and/or non-white; Households with no vehicles; Households with limited English; Persons at or below the poverty level; Persons aged between 18 and 64 with a disability; and Persons 65 years old or older with a disability.

Each category is measured as a percentage of the total population in each of Salem's census tracts.  Each percentage is then converted to a score between 0 (lowest percentage) and 100 (highest percentage) in 10-point intervals.  The Equity Scoring Tool sums the scores across all eight categories for each of Salem's 42 census tracts, giving every census tract a Total Equity Score.  Where a project touches two or more census tracts, the project will receive the higher (or highest in the case of three or more census tracts) Total Equity Score.														23		15		12.5		12.5		12.5		12.5

								100.00																78		77		79.5		79.5		69.5		79.5		39		29		43		43		10






1 Englewood Lansing
PATH S & 2 McKay 84 17  Hillview 60
3 Royal Oaks 83 18  Marion Square 60
TRAI LS 4 Minto-Brown Island™* 79.5 19  College Heights 60
5 Riverfront™** 79.5 20 Grant 59
e Park Score Results 6 - 78 21  Weathers Street 57
« Top 30 Parks 7 Morningside 77 22 Aldrich 57
8 Northgate 77 23  Stephens-Yoshikai 56
_ 9 - 76 24  Edgewater Parkway 55
10  Clark Creek 75 25  McRae 54
** | arge Area Parks — 11  Wallace Marine 74.5 26  Brush College 53
Proposed funding with $500K 12 Bush’s Pasture** 71.5 27  Sunnyslope 52
13 Sumpter 66 28  River Road 50
14  Nelson 63 29  Hoodview 50
15 Livingston 62 30 Harry & Grace Thorp 49



Englewood $5,000
Englewood 2 S40,000
PAT H S & Clark Creek 3 1 $137,000
Total Project Costs $365,000
TRAILS ians L o o
Nelson $95,510
Nelson - $1,230
* Recommended Project T - 5 i $2,052
Groups with Estimates Hillview 3 i $67,945
Total Project Costs $300,000 _ _
Parks with Frontage Paths Tﬁﬁleﬁdo d Park
Marion Square $6,800 11265 19th St NE, Salem, OR 97301
Marion Square 2 $25,335 :"'44.947145"N, 123.011342°W
College Heights 8 - $2,675 g /J__sy:Tony Ou, Engineering Associate
Grant 1 $5,800 . 'j__:;Pa'rk:Sidewalk/frontage
Grant 6 $43,100 |
Edgewater Pkwy 1 - $47,000
West Salem 1 - 6,200

Total Project Costs $405,000



PAT H S & Weathers $1,000
i 1 $60,000

Wallace Marine
McRae 1 - $12,000
T RA I LS McRae 2 $44,000
Stephens-Yoshikai 5 - 25,000

Total Project Costs $275,000
e Recommended Project

Groups with Estimates m

Northgate $142,600
Parks with Frontage Paths River Road 5 ; $100,050

Deepwood 2 - $2,675

Total Project Costs $515,000

Packages A —E total = $1.9M
Large Area Parks = S1.5M

Remaining funds will be used to fund parks not
included in the Packages but have other work occurring
(Royal Oaks, Aldrich, Brush College, Lansing)
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