
Parks and Recreation Commission and Urban Forestry Board

City of Mountain View

Agenda

Senior Center

266 Escuela Aveue

Commissioners Cornes, Naegele, Wolter, 

Vice Chair Hepfer and Chair Herbach

Senior Center - 266 Escuela Avenue7:00 PMWednesday, May 11, 2016

1.  CALL TO ORDER

2.  ROLL CALL

Commissioners Thida Cornes, Helen Wolter, Katherine Naegele, Vice Chair Paul Hepfer 

and Chairperson Jonathan Herbach

3.  MINUTES APPROVAL

3.1 16-504 Approval of Minutes

Recommendation: That Parks and Recreation Commission approve the April 13, 2016 minutes.

04-13-2016 PRC MinutesAttachments:

4.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons wishing to address the Commission on 

any matter not on the agenda.  Speakers are limited to three minutes.  State law prohibits 

the Commission from acting on non-agenda items.

5.  UNFINISHED BUSINESS

6.  NEW BUSINESS

6.1 16-507 Heritage Tree Appeal-1180 Judson Drive 

Recommendation: Deny the appeal and allow the Monterey pine tree to remain.

Staff Report

ATT 1 - Appeal Packet

Attachments:
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16-505 Update on Fayette Park, Project 13-36

Recommendation: Note receipt and file.

Staff Report

ATT 1 - Fayette Park Location Map

ATT 2 - Tree Removal Plan

ATT 3 - Park Concept Plan

Attachments:

6.3 16-506 Annual Water and Sewer Main Replacements, Projects 14-21 and 

14-22, Heritage Tree Removal Mitigation 

Recommendation: Review the proposed Heritage tree mitigation for the Annual Water and Sewer Main 

Replacements, Projects 14-21 and 14-22, and forward a recommendation to the City 

Council to approve the staff-recommended mitigation for removal of up to eleven (11) 

Heritage trees with 1-to-1 tree replacements and planting 11 new 24” box trees.

Staff Report

ATT 1 - Location Map

ATT 2 - Tree Map

ATT 3 - Site Plan

Attachments:

6.4 16-508 Community Services Department Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 

2016-17 

Recommendation: Review and provide input on the Community Services Department’s (CSD) proposed 

budget for Fiscal Year 2016-17.

Staff Report

ATT 1 - Detailed List of CSD Budget Requests

ATT 2 - Detailed List of Master Fee Schedule Changes

ATT 3 - Summary of Park Land Dedication and In-Lieu Fees

Attachments:

7.  COMMISSION/STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS, UPDATES, REQUESTS, AND COMMITTEE 

REPORTS

No action will be taken on any questions raised by the Commission at this time.

8.  ADJOURNMENT

Adjourn to the Special Meeting of Wednesday, June 22, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. in the Senior 

Center, 266 Escuela Avenue.
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AGENDAS FOR BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES

- The specific location of each meeting is noted on the notice and agenda for each meeting which is posted at least 72 hours 

in advance of the meeting.  Special meetings may be called as necessary by the Commission Chair and noticed at least 24 

hours in advance of the meeting.

- Questions and comments regarding the agenda may be directed to the Planning Secretary at (650) 903-6306 or 

community.dev@mountainview.gov.  

- Interested persons may review the agenda and staff reports at the Community Development offices, 500 Castro Street, 

First Floor; the Friday afternoon before each meeting at 4:30 p.m. or soon thereafter; or online at 

http://laserfiche.mountainview.gov/Weblink; and they are available during each Commission meeting.

SPECIAL NOTICE—Reference:  Americans with Disabilities Act, 1990

- Anyone who is planning to attend a meeting who is visually or hearing-impaired or has any disability that needs special 

assistance should call the Community Development Department at (650) 903-6306 48 hours in advance of the meeting to 

arrange for assistance.  Upon request, in advance, by a person with a disability, agendas and writings distributed during the 

meeting that are public records will be made available in the appropriate alternative format.  Also upon request, in advance, 

an assistive listening device can be made available for use during the meeting.

- The Board, Commission, or Committee may take action on any matter noticed herein in any manner deemed appropriate 

by the Board, Commission, or Committee.  Their consideration of the matters noticed herein is not limited by the 

recommendations indicated herein.

SPECIAL NOTICE—Any writings or documents provided to a majority of the Environmental Planning Commission regarding 

any item on this agenda will be made available for public inspection in the Community Development Department, located at 

500 Castro Street, during normal business hours and at the meeting location noted on the agenda during the meeting.

ADDRESSING THE BOARD, COMMISSION, OR COMMITTEE

- Interested persons are entitled to speak on any item on the agenda and should make their interest known to the Chair.

- Anyone wishing to address the Board, Commission, or Committee on a nonagenda item may do so during the "Oral 

Communications" part of the agenda.  Speakers are allowed to speak one time on any number of topics for up to three 

minutes.
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Senior Center

266 Escuela AveueCity of Mountain View

Minutes - Draft

Parks and Recreation Commission and Urban Forestry Board

Commissioners Cornes, Naegele, Wolter, 

Vice Chair Hepfer and Chair Herbach

7:00 PM Senior Center - 266 Escuela AvenueWednesday, April 13, 2016

1.  CALL TO ORDER

Chairperson Herbach called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.

2.  ROLL CALL

Commissioner Thida Cornes, Commissioner Katherine Naegele, and Chairperson 

Jonathan Herbach

Present 3 - 

Commissioner Helen Wolter, and Vice Chair Paul HepferAbsent 2 - 

3.  MINUTES APPROVAL

Motion - M/S Naegele/Cornes - To approve the March 9, 2016 minutes as 

amended. 

Motion carried by the following vote:

Yes: Commissioner Cornes, Commissioner Naegele, and Chairperson Herbach3 - 

Absent: Commissioner Wolter, and Vice Chair Hepfer2 - 

4.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC - None

5.  UNFINISHED BUSINESS - None

6.  NEW BUSINESS

Note: The order of the Agenda Items switched.

6.1      Park Land Dedication Fund Recommendations

Senior Administrative Analyst Brady Ruebusch gave a presentation on Park Land Dedication 

Funds and requested that the Commission review and forward staff's recommendation to the 

City Council.

Motion - M/S Cornes/Naegele - To forward staff recommended Park Land 

Dedication Fund Recommendations to the City Council.

Motion Carried by the following vote:
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Yes: Commissioner Cornes, Commissioner Naegele, and Chairperson Herbach3 - 

Absent: Commissioner Wolter, and Vice Chair Hepfer2 - 

6.2 Current and Upcoming Parks Projects Update 

Community Services Director J.P. de la Montaigne gave an informational presentation on the 

parks related capital improvement projects that are expected in the coming years.

7.  COMMISSION/STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS, UPDATES, REQUESTS, AND COMMITTEE 

REPORTS

Community Services Director J.P. de la Montaigne shared the following information:

- April 23 Downtown Family Parade

- Mayor's quarterly meetings with Advisory Bodies

- Registration of summer programs 

Commissioner Cornes shared about the discussion of Pickle Ball sport that took place at the 

Mayor's quarterly meeting.

Commissioner Herbach shared a complaint email, received from a citizen, about Pickle Ball 

sport. The Commission and staff briefly discussed issues regarding Pickle Ball groups and 

Tennis groups. Community Services Director suggested that Commission may consider 

adding this item to next year Work Plan.

Commissioner Herbach requested to change the June 8 meeting to June 22, and the 

Commission and staff agreed to his request.

8.  ADJOURNMENT

At 8:19 p.m., the Chairperson Herbach adjourned the meeting to the next Parks and 

Recreation Commission and Urban Forestry Board Meeting to be held on Wednesday May 

11, 2016, at 7:00 p.m. in the Senior Center, 266 Escuela Avenue.
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 MEMORANDUM 
Community Services Department 

 
 
DATE: May 11, 2016 
 
TO: Urban Forestry Board 
 
FROM: Jakob Trconic, Parks Section Manager 
 Bruce Hurlburt, Parks and Open Space Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Heritage Tree Appeal—1180 Judson Drive 

 
RECOMMENDATION—Deny the appeal and allow the Monterey pine tree to remain. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT—None. 
 
BACKGROUND  
 
Article II, Protection of the Urban Forest, Sections 32.22 through 32.38 of the City Code, 
was established to preserve large trees within the City which are growing on private or 
public lands.  The preservation program contributes to the welfare and aesthetics of the 
community and retains the great historical and environmental value of these trees.  The 
Parks and Open Space Manager, under the authority granted in the Code to the 
Community Services Director, has been designated as the enforcement agent in this 
matter.  Under the Code, there are specific criteria for removal.  The determination on 
each application is based upon a minimum of one of the following conditions.  The 
decision maker shall consider additional criteria, if applicable, in weighing the decision 
to remove a Heritage tree, with the emphasis on the intent to preserve Heritage trees. 
 
1. The condition of the tree with respect to age of the tree relative to the life span of 

that particular species, disease, infestation, general health, damage, public 
nuisance, danger of falling, proximity to existing or proposed structures, and 
interference with utility services. 

 
2. The necessity of the removal of the Heritage tree in order to construct 

improvements and/or allow reasonable and conforming use of the property when 
compared to other similarly situated properties. 
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3. The nature and qualities of the tree as a Heritage tree, including its maturity, its 
aesthetic qualities such as its canopy, its shape and structure, its majestic stature, 
and its visual impact on the neighborhood. 

 
4. Good forestry practices such as, but not limited to, the number of healthy trees a 

given parcel of land will support, the planned removal of any tree nearing the end 
of its life cycle, and the replacement of young trees to enhance the overall health of 
the urban forest. 

 
5. Balancing criteria:  In addition to the criteria referenced above which may support 

removal, the decision maker shall also balance the request for removal against the 
following which may support or mitigate against removal: 

 
a. The topography of land and effect of the requested removal on erosion, soil 

retention, water retention, and diversion or increased flow of surface waters. 
 
b. The effect of the requested removal on the remaining number, species, size, 

and location of existing trees on the site and in the area. 
 
c. The effect of the requested removal with regard to shade, noise buffers, 

protection from wind damage and air pollution, and the effect upon the 
historic value and scenic beauty and the health, safety, prosperity, and 
general welfare of the area and the City as a whole. 

 
Also, within Code Section 32.31, an appeals process has been included that states: 
 

“Any person aggrieved or affected by a decision on a requested removal . . .  may 
appeal the decision by filing a written notice of appeal with the city clerk stating 
the grounds for the appeal, and paying the requisite appeal fee, as established by 
council resolution, within ten (10) calendar days after the notice of the decision is 
posted or mailed.” 

 
HERITAGE TREE REMOVAL REQUEST 
 
An application to remove a Heritage-sized Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), was received 
on March 2, 2016.  The application was submitted by Marie–Claude Theriault.  The 
criteria for removal listed on the application was:  “ Borer insect activity, die back in 
branches, recent branch failure on sidewalk/street, signs of pitch canker.”  Staff visited 
the site to observe the tree and its condition.  A decision to deny the removal of the tree 
was posted on March 17, 2016.  The denial letter to the owner concluded that the tree 
did not meet any of the criteria for removal. 



Heritage Tree Appeal—1180 Judson Drive 
May 11, 2016 

Page 3 of 5 
 
 

 

 
An appeal was filed by Marie–Claude Theriault, owner of the property.  The appeal 
letter states in part:  “Concern with Borer Beetles.  Excessive sap production making it 
difficult to enjoy that part of the property.  Dieback of branches.  Signs of rotting wood, 
a white fungus was observed under the bark of a branch.  Pruning does not help 
remove pitch canker from tree.  Tree is at end of its life, three other trees in the area died 
over 10 years ago indicating this tree is on its last mile.  A small oak tree is growing 
under this tree stating good forestry to allow this tree more room and light to grow.  
Property has many trees including three heritage trees.  Monterey pine is also the single 
most frequently reported tree in the California Tree Failure Report Program database.  
Tree is 4-5 free [sic] from the sidewalk so branches are above a busy residential street 
(Clark Avenue) and two nearby elementary schools.  Risk contamination of other tree 
by dispersal of infected beetles to nearby trees.  Tree shows signs of decline.” 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
When evaluating Heritage Tree Removal Applications, staff looks to see if the reasons 
for removal on the application match what is observed in the field.  If the reasons meet 
the criteria, staff looks to see if issues regarding the tree or trees can be reasonably 
mitigated.  Based on inspection and evaluation of the Monterey pine, the appeal should 
be denied. 
 
1. Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) is native to three very limited areas located in Santa 

Cruz, Monterey, and San Luis Obispo counties.  Monterey pine is a fast-growing 
coniferous evergreen tree that reaches between 50’ to 100’ in height in the wild and 
slightly less in urban settings.  It typically has upward-pointing branches and a 
rounded top.  The needles are bright green, in clusters of three, 3” to 6” long, and 
with a blunt tip.  The cones are 3” to 7” long, brown, and ovoid (egg-shaped). 

 
2. The tree is in fairly good health considering the many challenges Monterey pines 

face.  The tree has a fairly full and green canopy.  It has good structure with a 
balanced distribution of branches and weight around the trunk up to the upper 
canopy.  Branch diameters do not appear to exceed ratios of size compared to the 
trunk that would increase the likelihood or potential for failure.  The canopy does 
have a few dead branches that could be trimmed out but overall, the tree looks 
healthy. 

 
3. A branch apparently broke out of this tree fairly recently but it appears to be from 

a dried dead branch that was likely in need of removal.  This tree does not appear 
to have a history of frequent large branch failures.  Fear of a tree falling or 
branches falling is not a reason to consider a tree for removal.  Any tree can lose a 
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limb or branch and only after a pattern is established that is out of the norm can a 
tree be considered for removal due to safety concerns and only if the branches are 
substantial in size.  

 
4. The tree has pitch canker, a disease that affects Monterey pine trees.  Most pines 

native to California are susceptible to pitch canker.  Most Monterey pines in the 
Bay Area are infected to some degree.  The fungus causes infections that can 
encircle branches, exposed roots, and the main stems (trunks) of pine trees.  Beetles 
and other host insects can spread the infection around the tree.  The tips of girdled 
branches wilt as a result of obstructed water flow, causing needles to turn yellow 
and then brown.  The fascicles (needle clusters) eventually fall off, leaving bare 
branch ends.  Multiple branch infections can cause extensive dieback in the crown 
of the tree and can eventually lead to tree mortality.  Trees can live for many years 
with pitch canker, but often weakened trees are eventually attacked by engraver 
beetles, which may cause death of additional branches, treetops, or the entire tree.  
This tree does not show signs of heavy flagging or yellowing of needles and 
appears to be tolerating the current level of pitch canker within the tree.  Pruning 
and the canker disease will lead to sap production.  Almost all conifers produce 
sap that will fall out of the tree.  Trees with pine pitch canker tend to drop a little 
more sap than trees without this issue. 

 
5. Turpentine beetles are typically the insect that cause the death of Monterey pine 

trees.  This beetle is attracted to stressed trees and bore into the lower portion of 
the trunk.  They leave a very distinctive looking bore hole with a pink exudate of 
wood and sap at the base.  A large infestation of turpentine beetle can kill a tree in 
a few short months.  This tree does not have signs of the turpentine beetle at this 
time. 

 
6. The appeal letter notes a branch with a white fungus under the bark and concern 

of a wood rot or decay mechanism in the tree or branch.  If this was on an older 
branch that was dead, damaged, or dying, then this would be a normal occurrence.  
If this tree were losing large branches frequently, then a consulting arborist could 
be hired to evaluate the tree and they could perform a complete tree risk 
assessment and tree health report for the homeowner.  A tissue sample could be 
sent into a lab to determine the specific fungus and if it was potentially a larger 
issue than an isolated occurrence on a dying or damaged branch; otherwise, it is 
speculation to consider the tree has an extensive wood rot issue from what is likely 
an isolated branch issue. 
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SUMMARY 
 
Staff is of the opinion that this Monterey pine tree is in fairly good health.  It does not 
have significant branch dieback or a history of branch failure.  The pine pitch canker 
infection is minimal and there is no sign of turpentine beetle.  Staff recommends the 
appeal be denied and the tree be allowed to remain. 
 
 
JT-BH/CV/7/CSD 
221-05-11-16M-E 
 
Attachment: 1. Appeal Packet 
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SFPUC’s requirements.  On February 2, 2016, Council authorized the City Manager to 
enter into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the SFPUC for the use of certain 
SFPUC properties for public open space upon the SFPUC’s approval of the City’s 
license application for Fayette Park.  The SFPUC has agreed to allow the City to utilize 
the Fayette property as a public park subject to both the City and SFPUC executing the 
MOA.  The MOA will do the following: 

• Grant the City a license agreement for Fayette Park.

• Update all current license agreements between the City and the SFPUC.

• Grant the SFPUC easements for a number of parcels with public street rights-of-
way to affirm their easement rights for the existing pipelines.

• Require the City to remove approximately twenty-nine (29) trees located on
SFPUC properties throughout the City that the SFPUC has determined pose
hazards or unacceptable risks to SFPUC facilities (the SFPUC is exempt from the
City’s Heritage Tree Ordinance).  A map showing the approximate location of all
trees to be removed is included as Attachment 2.

• Allow the City to use all SFPUC licensed areas without requiring the City to pay
rent.

• Require the City to pay property taxes on all licensed properties.

• Require the City to maintain one (1) SFPUC property within the City limits that the
City currently does not have a license for.

Although some of the requirements in this agreement are not ideal, the City Council 
decided to authorize the City Manager to execute the MOA in order to proceed with the 
Fayette Park project.   

Fayette Park Conceptual Design 

In 2013, the City entered into an agreement with The Guzzardo Partnership, Inc. 
(Guzzardo), to provide landscape architecture services for the Fayette Park project.  
Staff originally expected Guzzardo to follow the City’s standard park design process to 
develop a final park concept.  This process usually includes several public meetings 
where we gather public input and present possible park concepts before a final concept 
is presented to the Parks and Recreation Commission (PRC) and then the City Council.  
However, it became apparent, once staff began working with the SFPUC, that the 
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design process for this park would need to be different due to all of the SFPUC’s 
property use restrictions.    

The SFPUC made it very clear that they would only allow a park with very passive 
uses.  This meant no structures or trees were allowed anywhere on the property and 
any site furniture had to be placed at least 20’ from the edge of their pipelines.  Because 
these restrictions were so limiting, staff determined that public meetings would not be 
appropriate for this project since all park design elements are heavily regulated by the 
SFPUC. 

 Over the past three years, the City has submitted several conceptual designs 
(developed by Guzzardo) to the SFPUC in an effort to obtain approval for using their 
property.  The original designs included amenities such as lights, fitness equipment, 
and a large decomposed granite area that could be used as a petanque court, but the 
SFPUC stated these park amenities were not allowed.  They also stated any park design 
they approve must prohibit bicycles within the park and must be completely fenced off 
to prevent bicycles from entering the property.  The City was not happy with some of 
these restrictions, especially restricting bicycle use in the park, but ultimately the City 
agreed to the restriction in order to move the project forward. 

After many discussions and negotiations with the SFPUC, City staff submitted a 
conceptual plan to the SFPUC’s Project Review Committee on January 8, 2016.  At this 
meeting, the SFPUC concurred with the City’s conceptual design and encouraged the 
City to proceed with the design of this concept.  The SFPUC will not give an official 
approval of the conceptual design until they review the 65 percent plans and 
specifications.   

The conceptual design was reviewed by the City Council at the February 2, 2016 
meeting as part of the MOA discussions (see Attachment 3).  This design includes new 
fencing around the entire park site (including the entrances), park benches, trash 
receptacles, and large potted trees located at least 20’ from the edge of the SFPUC’s 
pipelines, gates that must be opened to enter the park, signs stating no bicycles allowed 
at each entrance to the park and passive landscaping throughout the site, including low 
shrubs and some natural and/or artificial turf. 
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NEXT STEPS 

The following is a list of next steps for proceeding with the park design and 
construction: 

• Amend Guzzardo’s landscape architecture design contract to include not only the
conceptual plan development but also the design of the construction documents
and technical support during and after construction.

• Begin design of 65 percent plans and specifications for the park so these
documents can be submitted to the SFPUC for final park design approval.

• Complete the review of the MOA once we receive the final draft from the SFPUC.

• Obtain the SFPUC’s approval of the 65 percent plans and specifications for the
park.

• City executes the MOA.

• SFPUC and the City and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors execute the
MOA.

• Proceed with final design for construction of the project.
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FISCAL IMPACT 

Fayette Park, Design, Project 13-36, is funded with $560,000 from the Park Land 
Dedication Fund and Fayette Park, Construction, Project 16-32, is funded with 
$1,650,000 from the Park Land Dedication Fund.  With the current design and 
understanding of the SFPUC MOA, sufficient funding is available to complete the 
design and construction of the park. 

AMS-JPdlM/7/PWK 
924-05-11-16M-E

Attachments: 1. Location Map 
2. SFPUC Tree Removal Plan
3. Fayette Park Conceptual Design

cc: CSD, POSM, PWD, APWD—Solomon, PCE—Au, RPPA, SCE—Starr, CA, SACA—
Chopra, Project File 



ATTACHMENT 1



















 

 MEMORANDUM 
Public Works Department 

 
 
DATE: May 11, 2016 
 
TO: Parks and Recreation Commission and Urban Forestry Board 
 
FROM: Arlynn A. Bumanglag, Associate Engineer 
 Lisa Au, Principal Civil Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Annual Water and Sewer Main Replacements, Projects 14-21 and 14-22, 

Heritage Tree Removal Mitigation 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Review the proposed Heritage tree mitigation for the Annual Water and Sewer Main 
Replacements, Projects 14-21 and 14-22, and forward a recommendation to the City 
Council to approve the staff-recommended mitigation for removal of up to eleven (11) 
Heritage trees with 1-to-1 tree replacements and planting 11 new 24” box trees. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Annual Sewer Main Replacement, Project 14-22, will involve the installation of a 
new 18” sewer main to replace an existing 15” main that crosses under both Stevens 
Creek and Highway 85.  Due to the age and poor condition of the existing 15” sewer 
main, a new 18” replacement is needed.  
 
The Annual Water Main Replacement, Project 14-21, will involve the installation of a 
new 12” water main to replace an existing 10” main on Leong Drive in anticipation of 
serving the development at the 750 Moffett Boulevard site.  The project will also install 
two new 12” water services for 750 Moffett Boulevard, which currently does not have 
water service.  
 
See Attachment 1—Location Map, for general project locations.  
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Underground drilling methods, as required by the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), will be used to install the 
water and sewer mains across Stevens Creek, Highway 85, and Moffett Boulevard.  This 
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will require the formation of “bore pits” approximately 36’x15’ to allow room for 
construction equipment.  
 
For the Annual Sewer Main Replacement, the proposed location of one bore pit near 
Stevens Creek Trail will affect three non-Heritage trees, including one already-deceased 
18” eucalyptus.  For the Annual Water Main Replacement, the proposed locations of 
two bore pits affect 15 trees (11 Heritage). 
 
Staff held a field meeting with the Parks and Open Space Manager to assess Heritage 
tree impacts, and it was determined that the 11 Heritage trees will need to be removed 
in order to provide room for the bore pits.  Ten (10) of these same Heritage trees are also 
planned for removal by the proposed private development at 750 Moffett Boulevard.  
 
The size and types of the 11 Heritage trees proposed for removal are summarized in the 
table below: 
 

Table 1—Heritage Tree Summary 

Tree No. Trunk Diameter Type 

6 19” Canary Island Pine 

7 20” Canary Island Pine 

8 22” Canary Island Pine 

11 21” Canary Island Pine 

12 21” Canary Island Pine 

13 23” Canary Island Pine 

14 9” Coast Live Oak 

15 16” Canary Island Pine 

16 18” Canary Island Pine 

29 17” Canary Island Pine 

71 30”, 10” California Pepper 

 
As mitigation for removal of 11 Heritage trees, staff recommends to replant at a 1-to-1 
ratio with 9 sycamores (Platanus racemosa) and 2 California buckeyes (Aesculus 
californica).  Staff is recommending a 1-to-1 replacement ratio as the private 
development at 750 Moffett Boulevard has plans to replace Heritage trees at a 2-to-1 
ratio as part of their project.  
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The Parks and Open Space Manager recommends planting the 11 new trees along 
Stevens Creek Trail.  The Urban Forestry Board’s recommendation for mitigation will 
be forwarded to the City Council. 
 
See Attachment 2—Tree Map, for tree removal and tree planting locations, and 
Attachment 3—Heritage Trees Planned for Removal, for the 11 affected Heritage trees.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The Annual Water Main Replacement, Project 14-21, is funded with $1,688,000 from the 
Water Fund.  The Annual Storm and Sanitary Sewer Main Replacement, Project 14-22, is 
funded with $1,335,000 from the Wastewater Fund.  
 
Tree removal will be included in the construction documents and funded from the 
construction budget.  Tree mitigation will be funded from the construction budget of 
Projects 14-21 and 14-22, and constructed with the Calderon Avenue Bike Lane 
Improvements, Project 16-39, which will also be planting trees as part of its mitigation 
requirements on the Stevens Creek Trail.   
 
PUBLIC NOTICING 
 
In addition to the standard agenda posting, staff posted notices on the Heritage trees 
identifying them for removal and provided information for attending this meeting.  
Information related to the tree removal was also posted on the City’s Urban Forestry 
website. 
 
 
AAB-LA/7/PWK 
908-05-11-16M-E 
 
Attachments: 1. Location Map 
 2. Tree Map 
 3. Site Plan—Heritage Trees Planned for Removal 
 
cc: PWD, APWD—Solomon, POSM, PCE—Au, SP—Williams, ACE—Gunn,  
 AE—Bumanglag, File (14-21, 14-22) 
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MEMORANDUM 
Community Services Department 

 
DATE: May 11, 2016  
 
TO: Parks and Recreation Commission 
 
FROM: Brady Ruebusch, Senior Administrative Analyst 
 J.P. de la Montaigne, Community Services Director  
 
SUBJECT: Community Services Department Proposed Budget for Fiscal Year 
 2016-17 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Review and provide input on the Community Services Department’s (CSD) proposed 
budget for Fiscal Year 2016-17. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The CSD provides an annual update to the Parks and Recreation Commission 
(Commission) on the department’s proposed budget.  This update contains proposals 
for CSD’s budget for Fiscal Year 2016-17. 
 
On April 26, 2016, the City Council held a Study Session for the Fiscal Year 2016-17 
Narrative Budget Report, where the City Manager presented CSD’s requests along with 
all other recommendations.  The City Council did not provide additional direction for 
any of CSD’s requests. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
City Budget 
 
Due to the fiscally responsible actions taken in prior years and the current state of the 
economy, City staff did not need to submit budget reductions for Fiscal Year 2016-17.  
Furthermore, staff estimates that Citywide revenues will exceed budget projections 
while expenditures will be below budget at the end of the current fiscal year.  The 
Narrative Budget Report projects the City will end the year with an $8.7 million balance 
in the General Operating Fund.  From this balance, the City Manager is recommending 
to contribute an additional $1.0 million to each of the following:  the Public Employees 
Retirement System (PERS), Retirees’ Health Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB), 
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and the Strategic Property Acquisition Reserve (SPAR).  The remaining balance, up to 
$4.0 million, is recommended to supplement the Capital Improvement Reserve. 
 
The Narrative Budget Report forecast for the Fiscal Year 2016-17 General Operating 
Fund indicates that revenues will continue to grow and exceed projected expenditures, 
creating a preliminary $3.4 million projected operating balance. 
 
Department Budget 
 
The CSD was provided direction that budget increases be limited to those needed for 
new regulations, safety, providing operational efficiencies, or further a Council priority.  
Any request for new positions must be of the highest priority based on workload and 
need to support Council Major Goals.  
 
The CSD is requesting an ongoing budget increase of $195,260, which will be offset by 
revenues and interfund transfers totaling $31,500.  This equates to an ongoing net 
increase of $163,760.  The CSD is also requesting $262,500 in one-time funding.  
Attachment 1 provides a detailed list of the ongoing and one-time budget requests.  
Requests are listed for each type of request by each division’s priority order.  
 

Ongoing Increases 
 

One-Time Funding 
 

Total Requests:  $195,260 
Revenue Offsets:    31,500 
 
Net Request: $163,760 
 

Total Requests: $262,500 
Revenue Offsets:     1,500 
 
Net Request: $261,000 
 

 
Fee Modifications: 
 
The CSD is requesting fee modifications for Performing Arts, Recreation, and Shoreline 
Golf Links (SGL).  Performing Arts is establishing a new fee structure for web sales in 
order to align with charges and purchases through a new ticket vendor, ShoWare.  
Recreation’s fee modifications are modest increases to tennis and modifying language 
to address a wider range of sports for leagues and drop-in programs.  SGL is requesting 
increases to Green Fees and Frequent Player Fees in order to cover increasing costs.  
SGL has not increased these fees since Touchstone took over management in 2012.  The 
Advisory Greens Committee reviewed and approved the increases to golf fees on 
February 24, 2016.  Attachment 2 provides a detailed list of the fee modifications being 
requested. 
 



Community Services Department Proposed Budget 
for Fiscal Year 2016-17  

May 11, 2016 
Page 3 of 3 

 
 

  

NEXT STEPS 
 
The CSD’s budget has been reviewed by the City Manager and will be submitted for 
review by the City Council at a public hearing on June 14, 2016 and adoption on June 
21, 2016. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICING—Agenda posting. 
 
 
BR-JPdlM/2/CSD 
240-05-11-16M-E 
 
Attachments: 1. Detailed List of CSD Budget Requests 
 2. Detailed List of Master Fee Schedule Changes 
 3. Summary of Park Land Dedication and In-Lieu Fees 
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Div Request
Recommended 

Amount
Offset? Fund

Parks Park Maintenance Worker I/II for Roadways Crew - .25FTE $29,230 General
Parks Park Maintenance Worker I/II for So. Parks - .25FTE $29,230 General
Parks Materials for Pesticide Control (Organic Switch + Cost) $7,000 General

Parks Supplies for No Neighborhoods/Parks 
(reestablish edger's, blowers, hand tools) $3,000 General

Parks Supplies for Rengstorff Park
(reestablish edger's, blowers, hand tools) $2,000 General

Parks Supplies for Furlough Program (string & hedge trimmers, blowers) $2,500 General
Parks Overtime - Furlough Program $3,000 General
Parks Qualified Applicators Certification for No. Parks (6 employees) $1,500 General
Parks Overtime - Urban Forest Program (storms, emergencies) $3,000 General

Parks Total $80,460

Shoreline Shoreline Athletic Field Maint-New Costs (materials, water, utilities) $12,000 Shoreline
Shoreline Contract for Park Rangers (putting whole request into Shoreline) $25,000 Shoreline
Shoreline Shoreline PG&E - Gas and Electricity $27,000 Shoreline

Shoreline Total $64,000

Rec Recreation Activity Guide (assume printing from CMO, licensing) $10,500 $17,000 General
Rec Aquatics Slide Inspection and Permit $2,400 General
Rec Operation of Senior Center (janitorial supplies) $6,000 General
Rec Aquatic Fitness Classes Contracts $10,000 $14,500 General
Rec Aquatics Operation - (majority for chemicals and some janitorial) $10,000 General
Rec Afterschool Program Staff Wage Increase (compete w/ schools pay) $11,900 General

Recreation Total $50,800

DISCRETIONARY TOTAL $195,260 $31,500

Div Request
Recommended 

Amount
Recovery? Fund

Parks Homeless Encampment Cleanup Contract $20,000 General
Parks Maintenace for Roadway Landscaping (Downtown Light Strands) $10,000 General

Parks Total $30,000

Rec Milk Room/Goat Barn Remodel (MROSD perform labor) $18,400 General
Rec Senior Center 10 Year Anniversary $3,000 $1,500 General
Rec Tennis Supplies (nets and screens) $5,000 General

Recreation Total $26,400

CPA Position Allocation Request $71,000 General
Performing Arts Total $71,000

LIMITED PERIOD TOTAL $127,400 $1,500

DISCRETIONARY REQUESTS

LIMITED PERIOD
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Div Request
Recommended 

Amount
Recovery? Fund

Parks Downtown Trash Cans (replace all after 20 yrs of use) $116,000 General
Parks Total $116,000

Rec Senior Center Exerice Equipment (3 Treadmills) $12,000 General
Rec Special Event Trailer $7,100 General

Recreation Total $19,100

CAPITAL OUTLAY TOTAL $135,100

TOTAL ONE-TIME FUNDING (Limited Period and Capital Outlay) $262,500

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST $457,760

CAPITAL OUTLAY
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Div Title of Fee Current Fee Proposed Fee

Performing Arts Ticket Services:

Consignment (Renter-Sold Tickets) $1.00 $1.50

Fax/Mail/Phone $2.50 $3.00

Performing Arts Subscriptions:

Fixed Package - all subsciptions except for those series 

whose highest ticket value does not exceed $15 N/A $2.00

Flex Package - all subscriptions except for those series 

whose highest ticket value does not exceed $15 N/A $2.00

Performing Arts Ticket Purchase (web sale):

All Tickets $0.50 Eliminate

$0.00-$10.00 N/A No Charge

$10.01-$15.00 N/A $2.50

$15.01-$25.00 N/A $3.00

$25.01-$45.00 N/A $4.00

>$45.00 N/A $5.00

Transaction (web sale) $5.00 $5.00

Recreation Adult Sports Leagues:

Basketball $67.00 Eliminate

Flag Football $67.00 Eliminate

Softball (Coed) $69.00 Eliminate

Softball (Men's) $69.00 Eliminate

Volleyball $49.00 Eliminate

Various Sports N/A $50.00-$70.00

Recreation Drop-In Sports (athletic fields, gyms):

10 visits $15.00 $15.00

20 visits $30.00 $30.00

Drop-In Sports $3.00 $3.00

Recreation Tennis:

Cuesta Courts Lessons

Adult $14.75-$26.00 $15.25-$30.00

Junior $13.75-$26.00 $13.75-$30.00

Rengstorff Courts

Youth Camp $10.00-$26.00 $10.00-$30.00

Shoreline Golf Frequent Player

Junior (Annual) $372.00 $380.00

Regular Play (Annual) $2,508.00 $2,560.00

Regular Play (Annual Family) $3,768.00 $3,845.00

Regular (M-Th/Annual) $1,644.00 $1,675.00

Regular (M-Th/Quarterly) $550.00 $560.00

Regular (M-Th/Annual Family) $2,148.00 $2,190.00

Seniors (M-Th/Annual) $1,260.00 $1,285.00



Attachment 2: Fee Schedule Changes
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Seniors (M-Th/Quarterly) $400.00 $410.00

Seniors (M-Th/Annual Family) $1,824.00 $1,860.00

Twilight (Annual) $996.00 $1,015.00

Twilight (Annual Family) $1,644.00 $1,675.00

Shoreline Golf Green Fees

Weekday M-F

Afternoon (Mar-Oct, 2 hours prior to twilight) Up to $25.00 Up to $27.00

Regular Up to $38.00 Up to $40.00

Resident Up to $31.00 Up to $33.00

Senior (>/=60) Up to $28.00 Up to $30.00

Senior Resident (>/=60) Up to $21.00 Up to $23.00

Twilight/Back 9 Regular Up to $25.00 Up to $27.00

Twilight/Back 9 Resident Up to $18.00 Up to $20.00

All Others Up to $32.00 Up to $34.00

Super Twilight

Regular Up to $17.00 Up to $19.00

Resident Up to $10.00 Up to $12.00

Weekends/Holidays

Regular Up to $54.00 Up to $56.00

Resident Up to $47.00 Up to $49.00

Twilight/Back 9 Regular Up to $28.00 Up to $30.00

Twilight/Back 9 Resident Up to $21.00 Up to $23.00



Attachment 3: Park Land Dedication and In-Lieu Fees 
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PROJECTS UNRESTRICTED CENTRAL GRANT MIRAMONTE RENGSTORFF SAN ANTONIO STIERLIN SYLVAN-DALE THOMPSON WHISMAN N BAYSHORE TOTAL

Current FY: $470,357.51 $0.00 $0.00 $1,187,250.00 $348,100.00 $26,100.00 $17,250.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,213,350.00 

TOTAL UNCOMMITTED: $470,357.51 $0.00 $0.00 $1,187,250.00 $348,100.00 $4,244,300.00 $17,250.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,431,550.00 

PROJECTS
CITY WIDE 

ASSET
CENTRAL GRANT MIRAMONTE RENGSTORFF SAN ANTONIO STIERLIN SYLVAN-DALE THOMPSON WHISMAN N BAYSHORE TOTAL

Total Committed: $562,821.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,250,000.00 $1,531,068.46 $13,728,000.00 $330,000.00 $0.00 $165,000.00 $3,456,151.00 $0.00 $23,937,529.46 

Open Space Acquisition: $478,080.11 $2,139,720.00 $0.00 $0.00 $136,800.00 $2,863,105.09 $4,390,757.00 $2,718,000.00 $761,414.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,487,876.20 

ACTIVE PROJECTS
CW Asset/ 

Unrestricted
CENTRAL GRANT MIRAMONTE RENGSTORFF SAN ANTONIO STIERLIN SYLVAN-DALE THOMPSON WHISMAN N BAYSHORE TOTAL

TOTAL ACTIVE PROJECTS: $738,012.50 $360,000.00 $280,750.00 $63,250.00 $4,495,000.00 $8,239,676.00 $2,090,377.31 $148,500.00 $0.00 $63,250.00 $0.00 $16,478,815.81

UNCOMMITTED PARK LAND DEDICATION FEES

COMMITTED AND OPEN SPACE PARK LAND DEDICATION FEES

ACTIVE PROJECTS FUNDED WITH PARK LAND DEDICATION FEES
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