Senior Center
266 Escuela Aveue

City of Mountain View

Agenda

Parks and Recreation Commission and Urban Forestry Board

Wednesday, September 14, 2016 7:00 PM Senior Center - 266 Escuela Avenue

1. CALL TO ORDER
2. ROLL CALL

Commissioners Thida Cornes, Katherine Naegele, Vice Chair Paul Hepfer and
Chairperson Jonathan Herbach

3. MINUTES APPROVAL

3.1 16-656 Approval of Minutes

Recommendation: That Parks and Recreation Commission approve the July 20, 2016 minutes.

Attachments: 07-20-2016 PRC Minutes

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 - None

6. NEW BUSINESS

6.1 16-657 Heritage Tree Appeal-87-89 Starr Way

Recommendation: Deny the appeal and allow tree to remain.

Attachments: Staff Report
ATT 1 - Appeal Packet
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6.2 16-658 Review of Park Restroom Guidelines

Recommendation: Continue with the existing guidelines for restroom facilities in City parks as follows:
1. The park is a neighborhood or community park a minimum of three (3) acres in size.

2. The park provides extended-stay activities such as large barbecue areas, swimming,
tennis, or athletic league play.

3. If a park is jointly owned and/or jointly operated, both parties must agree on the
restroom(s).
4. Restrooms meet design standards supportive of activity levels of the park.

Attachments: Staff Report
ATT 1 - 1994 Restroom Guideline Memorandum

ATT 2 - Parks & Open Space Plan Parks Designations (Appendix 7)

ATT 3 - Parks & Open Space Plan Park Sites & Facilities (Appendix 9)

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 Regular meeting of Wednesday, October 12, 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 Executive Assistant at (650) 903-6400 or
community.services@mountainview.gov.

- Interested persons may review the agenda and staff reports at the City Clerk's office, 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 Services Department at (650) 903-6400 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.

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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City of Mountain View Senior Center

266 Escuela Aveue

Minutes - Draft

Parks and Recreation Commission and Urban Forestry Board

Wednesday, July 20, 2016 7:00 PM Senior Center - 266 Escuela Avenue

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Herbach called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m.

2. ROLL CALL

Present 3- Commissioner Thida Cornes, Commissioner Helen Wolter, and Chairperson
Jonathan Herbach
Absent 2- Commissioner Katherine Naegele, and Vice Chair Paul Hepfer

3. MINUTES APPROVAL

Commissioner Naegele arrived at 7:10 p.m.

Approval of Minutes

Motion - M/S Cornes/Wolter - To approve the June 8, 2016 minutes.

Motion carried by the following votes:

Yes: 4- Commissioner Cornes, Commissioner Naegele, Commissioner Wolter, and
Chairperson Herbach

Absent: 1- Vice Chair Hepfer

4. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC - None

5. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

5.1 Heritage Tree Appeal - Middlefield Median Eucalyptus

Parks Manager Bruce Hurlburt introduced the Principal Civil Engineer Edward Arango and
Edward presented the Heritage tree appeal of the center median of Middlefield Road which
was tabled at the June meeting.
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Parks and Recreation Commission Minutes - Draft July 20, 2016
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SPEAKING FROM THE FLOOR EXPRESSING CONCERNS AND/OR SUPPORTING:

ANTHONY WU
VINCE LEONE
GREG UNANGST
ANNE GLYNN

Motion - M/S Wolter/Naegele - To deny the appeal and allow the eucalyptus
tree to be removed with the mitigation as recommended by staff.

Motion carried by the following vote:

Yes: 4- Commissioner Cornes, Commissioner Naegele, Commissioner Wolter, and
Chairperson Herbach

Absent: 1- Vice Chair Hepfer

6. NEW BUSINESS - None

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

Community Services Director gave a brief report on 2016 summer programs status and
mentioned all programs did well this summer. He also informed the Commission of upcoming
special events of:

- Thursday Night Live

- Movies in the Park

- Concerts on the Plaza

- 25th Anniversary of Performing Arts Center

- National Night Out

He also informed the Commission that there is no meeting in August.

Commissioner Herbach briefed the Commission of last meeting of Mayor's Quarterly Meeting
with Advisory Body Members.

Commissioner Cornes expressed her concerns on dropping number of Burrowing Owls in the
Shoreline, and the Community Services Director answered her questions.

Commissioner Cornes also shared her thoughts on the Magical Bridge Playground which is
located in Palo Alto.

Commissioner Wolter questioned about the Burrowing Owls mitigation plan in the Shoreline
fields area and housing proposal area. Commissioner Cornes answered the question.

Commissioner Naegele informed that she will not be attending the September meeting.
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Parks and Recreation Commission Minutes - Draft July 20, 2016
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8. ADJOURNMENT

At 8:20 p.m., the Chair adjourned the meeting to the next Parks and Recreation Commission
and Urban Forestry Board meeting to be held on Wednesday September 14, 2016 at 7:00
p.m. in the Senior Center, 266 Escuela Avenue.
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6.1

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW

MEMORANDUM

Community Services Department

DATE: September 14, 2016
TO: Urban Forestry Board
FROM: Jakob Trconic, Parks Section Manager

J.P. de la Montaigne, Community Services Director

SUBJECT: Heritage Tree Appeal —87-89 Starr Way

RECOMMENDATION

Deny the appeal and allow tree to remain.

FISCAL IMPACT — None.

BACKGROUND

Article II, Protection of the Urban Forest, Sections 32.22 through 32.39 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 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.



Heritage Tree Appeal —87-89 Starr Way
September 14, 2016
Page 2 of 4

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 Cedrus deodara (cedar) tree at 87-89 Starr Way
was received on June 27, 2016. The application was submitted by Judy Wright, owner
of the property. The criteria for removal listed on the original application were: “Tree
is unhealthy and has been dropping large limbs on the driveway and street. It is
dangerous. I will replace this tree with another tree.” Forestry Division staff reviewed
the application and visited the property to evaluate the tree. The tree was posted for
denial on July 7, 2016.
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An appeal filed by Judy Wright was received on July 19, 2016 for the same reasons as
listed on the application.

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 the issues regarding the tree can be reasonably
mitigated. Based on inspection and evaluation of the cedar tree, the appeal should be
denied.

1. The Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara) is an evergreen conifer tree that is favored for its
weeping habit. It is often used as a specimen tree in parks and other large gardens
and can also be used to line streets. They are fast-growing trees native to the
Himalayas. In home gardens, the Deodar cedar will usually be 40" to 70" tall and
20" to 40" wide, forming into a pyramidal shape. Cedar trees can live to be over
100 years old. The tree is located away from the sewer line and water service.
Staff estimates the tree to be approximately 35 years old.

2. The cedar tree (Cedrus deodara) has even branch spacing and is a relatively young
specimen in very good health. The canopy is full when observed from below the
tree. Branches are full and have dark green, healthy needles. No branch or tip die-
back can be observed and all visual observations indicate a healthy tree.

3. The structure of the tree is typical of a lot of cedar trees in town with some vertical
branching structures off of the main trunk. It does not have a strong single central
leader, but that is common for cedar trees. Staff did not see any signs of
substantial, recent branch failure in this street tree. Someone has been side
trimming the front and side of the street tree, but otherwise the tree is a good
specimen. Cedar trees are grown in several of our public parks. No major
structural defects were noted that would indicate the tree is dangerous.
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SUMMARY
Staff is of the opinion that this cedar tree is a healthy tree with nice branch spacing and
acceptable structure. The tree does not appear to be hazardous or a danger. The tree

does not fit the criteria for removal. Staff recommends the appeal be denied and the
tree be allowed to remain.

JT-JPdIM/5/CSD
221-09-14-16M-E
Attachment: 1. Appeal Packet

cc: F/c



CITY OF MOUNTAIN ViEW

COMMIURNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT » FORESTRY AND ROADWAY LANDSCAPE DIVISION
231 North Whisman Road » Post Office Box 7540 + Mountain View, CA 94039-7540 » 650-903-6273 » FAX 650-961-6290

HERITAGE TREE
REMOVAL

ACTION PENDING

Location: 87/89 STARR WAY

Property Owner: JUDY WRIGHT
Type of Tree: DEODAR CEDAR

Jpon the completion of a field inspection, Forestry Division staff has
determined that the request to have the tree/trees removed be:

__APPROVED X_DENIED
The following reason(s) are cited in rendering this decision:

CONDITION OF TREE: TREE DOES NOT MEET CRITERIA
FOR REMOVAL

Any person wishing to appeal this action must file an appeal (Fee $50)
with the City Clerk's Office, 500 Castro Street, Mountain View, by 5:00
p-m., July 19, 2016 as outlined in Section 32.31 of the City of Mountain
View City Code.

For further information regarding this Heritage Tree Removal Notice, contact the

Forestry Division Office at (650) 903-6273 i )
Date Posted: July 7, 2016 Y.
‘ Parks Section ;\rllgnager

Lyistributiorn: Post, Forestry, City Clerk



July 16,2016

City Clerk's Office
500 Castro Street
Mountain View, CA

Dear City Clerk's Office,

L fudy Wright, being one of the owners of the property located at 87/89 Starr Way, would like to appeal
the decision of our Heritage tree removal application which was denied for the Deodar Cedar tree.

Sincerely, -
ey 1Lyl

Judy Wright

RECE!VED

ML 19 g3y

City CLERk



CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW, FORESTRY DIVISION Fee 3110, eacnh aaauonal wee, same sie »ou
231 NORTHWHISMAN ROAD
POST S FICEBOX 7540 APPLICATION FOR

?ﬁ?&f';;i;“;;’;ﬁ’i’;;f;ﬁ?j T HERITAGE TREE REMOVAL PERMIT

The undersigned owner of the property at réy 7 / f 7 qu A W 4 V
Phone No. (Home) J’J s zzﬂé - 7 o '7% {Work)
hereby applies for permission to remove Heritage tree(s) as follows:

Common Name of Tree \/7 & 04 9/9 , Number of Trees /
Circumference of tree 54" above ground: f ﬁ &

REASON FOR REMOVAL.: Check applicable box(es) below. There may be more than one reason.

comments: T1¢t )5 4Nea)IAY and Aas 8N drappina UG

LImbs on e, drivewav and s77ec7 y/hie 15
ﬁ ﬁzﬂf/? L/ U, / Wﬂ—s—/' oyey—

he copdlition of tree with respect io 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 gvt_%}mtures and interference

with utility services. E V& D
[0 The necessity of the remaval of the Heritage tree in order to construct improvements and/or allow
reasonable and conforming use of the praperty when compared to other similarly situated pmperﬁes,JUN 27 2016

[0 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.

[0 Good forestry practices such as, but not limited to, the number of healthy trees a given parcel of fand will support and the
‘planned removal of any tree nearing the end of ils life cycle and the replacement of young irees to enhance the overall
health of the urban forest.

[0 BALANCING CRITERIA. In addition to the criteria referenced above which may support removal, the decision-rnaker shall
also balance the request for removal against the following which may support or mitigate against removal;

[0 The topegraphy of tand and effect of the requested removal on erosion, soil retention, waler retention and diversion or
increased flow of surface walers.

O The effect of the requested removal on the remaining number, species, size and location of existing trees on the site
and in the area,

[3 The effect of the requested removal with regard to shade, noise buffers, protection from wind damage and air pollu-
tion 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 whale.

OWNER'S PRINTED NAME__ +/ ¢/ 7 L/ 1) vl 7A 71—

OWNER'S SIGNATURE M W%

MAILING ADDRESS_<J 75” Vf 457%/ N Dy ves
CITY K@J/ﬁ//ﬂ 74 state 7T e 74002

NOTE: This form musﬁ%'etumed to the Forestry and Roadway Landscape Division in its entirety upon completion by the appli-
canl. The applicant has read and is familiar with Articte [I, Chapler 32 of the Mountain View Cily Code (copy altached). In provid-
ing the information on this form, please be aware that this information is public record subject to disclosure upon request.

({OVER)

PK-001 (Rev 4-03)
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FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

This permit must be available at the work site at alf times when the work is being done.

ArbdTist

[0 APPROVED q DENIED

Date

| Ri%@ APP?Z(/ L [ RECOMMEND DENIAL ~
e (LA C/% / (e

b]?;d!lw

Foresiry and Roddivay Tandscape Manager

OBSERVATIONS/EVALUATION:

Date

EFFECTIVE DATE:

ACTION

1. Applicani notified of decision by mail,
2. Naotice posted on free.
3. If no appeals, approved/denied application mailed.

(Permit expires two years from effective date.)

DATE CLERK




' 87/89 STARR WAY
TREE: DEODAR CEDAR

APPEAL NOTICE
HERITAGE TREE

The decision to deny the removal of this Heritage Tree(s) has
been appealed. An appeal shall automatically stay issuance
or denial of the Heritage Tree Notice to remove or deny
removal of the tree(s) identified on the notice (Mountain
View City Code Section 32.31). An appeal hearing will be
set before the Urban Forestry Board at a later time. Notice of
the date and time will be posted here when known.

This notice shall be posted until a final decision has been
rendered. For information regarding the appeal, please
contact the Forestry Division Otffice at 650-903-6273.

LA ﬂ ' 720 J16

Posted By Date

City of Mountain View
Forestry Division
231 North Whisman Road
P.O. Box 7540
Mountain View, CA 94039-7540



~ 87/89 STARR WAY
TREE: DEODAR CEDAR

HERITAGE TREE APPEAL
NOTICE

The decision to deny the removal of this Heritage
Tree(s) has been appealed. An appeal shall
automatically stay issuance or denial of the
Heritage Tree Notice to remove or deny removal of
the tree(s) identified on the notice (Mountain View
City Code Section 32.31}). An appeal hearing has
been set before the Urban Forestry Board for
Wednesday, September 14, 2016, time to be
determined at the Senior Center, 266 Escuela
Avenue, Mountain View, California. For
information regarding the appeal, please contact
the Forestry Division Office at 650-903-6273.

This notice shall be posted until a final decision
has been rendered.

}/% [Z/ZJ 5/525//&

Posted By Date

City of Mountain View
Forestry Division
231 North Whisman Road
P.O. Box 7540
Mountain View, CA 94039-7540

P16 (1/96)



6.2

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW

MEMORANDUM

Community Services Department

DATE: September 14, 2016
TO: Parks and Recreation Commission
FROM: Bruce Hurlburt, Parks and Open Space Manager

J.P. de la Montaigne, Community Services Director

SUBJECT: Review of Park Restroom Guidelines

RECOMMENDATION

Continue with the existing guidelines for restroom facilities in City parks as follows:

1.  The park is a neighborhood or community park a minimum of three (3) acres in
size.

2.  The park provides extended-stay activities such as large barbecue areas,
swimming, tennis, or athletic league play.

3. If a park is jointly owned and/or jointly operated, both parties must agree on the
restroom(s).

4.  Restrooms meet design standards supportive of activity levels of the park.

FISCAL IMPACT

No fiscal impact; however, there is a fiscal impact of $150,000 to $350,000 per additional
restroom unit installed. The budget for continuing operation and maintenance of
restrooms is currently $70,255 annually.

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Parks and Recreation Commission (Commission) adopted restroom guidelines in
1994 (Attachment 1). These formal guidelines were adopted as an outgrowth of
Commission and City Council discussions regarding the possible need for restroom
facilities at Klein Mini-Park regarding its outdoor basketball play area.
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Park restrooms were also discussed in a 1982 memorandum to the Council
Architectural Committee regarding their placement in Cooper Park. The memorandum
created the term “extended-stay facility” that defined parks with facilities that attract
participants for an extended period of time, such as swimming, athletic leagues, tennis,
and large barbecue activities, as appropriate for restrooms.

The Commission concluded most parks less than 5 acres generally cannot accommodate
extended-stay activities and do not warrant a restroom. These smaller parks are usually
located within a specific neighborhood and park users are normally within close
proximity to their homes.

The Commission noted larger parks with amenities used for organized recreational
activities on an ongoing basis, like soccer, baseball, tennis, and large barbecues, have
restrooms to accommodate users who must travel farther and are not close to their
homes. The Commission recommended a park be a minimum of 5 acres to be
considered for a restroom.

Since the 1994 memorandum, the definition of a neighborhood and mini-park have
been revised. The Parks and Open Space Plan defines a neighborhood park as 3 acres to
15 acres and a mini-park as up to 3 acres (Attachment 2). Staff has updated the
recommendation to reflect this change in the guidelines from 5 acres to 3 acres for
neighborhood parks.

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS WITHOUT RESTROOMS

At present there are three neighborhood/school parks that meet the criteria but do not
have restrooms. They are Castro, Huff, and Landels (Attachment 3). Castro School is
currently in design for new classrooms, with construction anticipated to begin in
September 2016. The City of Mountain View has provided funding for a joint-use
restroom to be located in the new facility facing the sports field. The new restrooms
will be used by the school during the day and by youth sports participants after school
and on weekends.

The City and school district met several years ago to discuss restrooms for Huff and
Landels to accommodate youth sports activities and agreed on locations at each site.
The City developed a Capital Improvement Program and began design work for stand-
alone restrooms similar to the unit installed at Bubb Park. Unfortunately, the cost to get
utilities to the sites proved to be prohibitive and both projects were suspended.

The City and school district have agreed to add restrooms for joint use with the
construction of school amenities for Huff and Landels. The construction model will be



Review of Park Restroom Guidelines
September 14, 2016
Page 3 of 3

similar to the one piloted for Castro School and the City will provide funding for joint-
use restrooms. The current schedule is for construction to begin summer 2017 and be
completed summer 2018 at both sites.

RECENT RESTROOM DISCUSSIONS

The issue of restrooms in parks was recently discussed during the design of Heritage
Park, located at 771 North Rengstorff Avenue. The 1.2-acre mini-park is designed to be
more passive in nature and includes an area for a community garden. The concern was
whether gardening constitutes an extended-stay activity and whether a restroom was
required for the mini-park.

Currently, the City of Mountain View operates two plot-based garden sites. The
Willowgate Garden is located at the end of Andsbury Avenue and has 84 garden plots.
The Senior Garden, located on Escuela Avenue, has 63 garden plots. Neither facility has
restrooms, nor has this been an issue brought forward by the gardeners.

At the end of public discussion on Heritage Park, it was decided gardening did not
constitute an extended-stay activity and a restroom was not required.

CONCLUSION

In 1994, the Commission adopted guidelines for restroom facilities in parks. The
guidelines established criteria for parks with extended-stay activities such as athletic
league play, tennis, swimming, etc., to provide restrooms. These activities are generally
found in larger neighborhood (3 acres to 15 acres) and community parks. Mini-parks
(up to 3 acres) generally cannot facilitate extended-stay activities. Mini-parks are
usually located within a specific neighborhood and park users are in close proximity to
their homes.

Staff noted the definition of the size of a neighborhood park was changed from 5 acres
to 3 acres in the Parks and Open Space Plan and has reflected the change in the
recommendation. The restroom guidelines have proven to work well over time.

BH-JPdIM/CV/3/CSD
231-09-14-16M-E

Attachments: 1. 1994 Restroom Guideline Memorandum
2. Parks and Open Space Plan Parks Designations (Appendix 7)
3. Parks and Open Space Plan Park Sites and Facilities (Appendix 9)



ATTACHMENT 1

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW
MEMORANDUM

August 1, 1994

TO:

Parks and Recrealion Commission

FROM:

Charles Gibson, Parks Manager

SUBJECT:

PARK RESTROOM GUIDELINES

BECOMMENDATION

That the Parks and Recreation Commission adapt guldelines for restroom facllities
In City Parks as follows:

L. The park be a minImum of five (5) acres in size.

2. The park contain extended stay activities such as
@ swimming, tennls and athletic league play.

3. If a park is jolntly owned and/or Jolnlly operaled,
both parties must agree on Lhe restroom(s).

HSCALIMPACT

None, however, there is a fiscal impact to the Capltal Improvement Program if
additional restrooms are built and to the Parks Divislon operating budget for
continulng mainlenance and operation costs.

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

There are no existing City guidelines regulating placement of restrooms in City
parks, The need for these guidelines was raised by Council, as part of the 1993-1998
Capital Impravement Project hearings and was an oulgrowth of a discussion
regarding the placement of a restroom at Castro School Park and Playground. The
issue of restroom facilities also surfaced during the Commission and Council’s
review of the Klein Park outdoor basketball play arca,

The Environmental Management Chapter of the City’s General Plan discusses open
space needs, however, does not define or provide eriteria for the incluslon of & - ' ©

e restrooms, The 1968 edition of the General Plan makes no mention of this topic;
.o elthen e S L £
. B .




Park Restroom Guidclines

Park and Recreation Commission
Aligust 1, 1994

Page2

A 1982 memorandum to the Council Architectural Committee {Attachment A)
discussed park rostrooms. This memorandum was generated in responsc to
committee questions regarding placement of restrooms in Cooper park. The
memorandum created the lerm Wextended stay facility”; defined as parks having
facilitles that attract participants for an extended time perlod gsuch as swimming,
athictic leagues, tennis, large BBQ activity arcas, etc, Another factor t0 consider is the
ownership of the land. Many urban parks are jointly ghared by the City and a School
District. in some €ases, the land is solely cwned by the School District. :

The issue of restroom facilitics In city parks should be closely evaluated to
determine need, securlly and fiscal impact, The criteria previously mentioned
{extended stay actlvitics), should have a definite bearing on whether or nota
restroom facility is included in a park. Most parks under 5 acres generally cannot
{acititate extended stay recreational amenitics and may therefore not warrant a
restroom. Mint parks and Neighborhood parks typically fall into this catagory
{under 5 acres), and generally do not requlire restrooms.

These parks are usually located close to 0f within a specific neighborhood with park
visitors in close proximity to lhelr homes. Parks featuring amenltics or facilities that
arc used for organized rocreational activities on an ongoling basls, such as AYSO

goccer and Bobby 56X softbatl, typleally contain restrooms in order to accommodate -
persons who must travel a farther distance to the site and therefore, are not in close

proximity to thelr homes,

While restrooms serve an important funclion, in certain applications thelr
inclusion In the park may not always be appropriate. Restroom structures naturally
create a physieal obstruction from the publlc view which can lead to vandallsm and
securily problems. Further, without proper deslgn and cantrol, restrooms on jointly
awned foperated sites (ctty /school parks) may also present problems with the
supervision of students and non-student park uscrs during school hours.

Long term malntenance cosls are a consideration. Maintenance of park restrooms is
currently done by contract at an annual cost of approximately $18,000 ($2,345 per
restroom). These costs do not refiect materials, supplics, utilitics of additional In-
house maintenance costs:

An Inventory of existing park amenitics was conducted and 2 park restroom survey
chart was crented (Attachment B). Stalf looked at the size of cach park, the ameniktics

ity
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it contained, current use of the park and factored in the “extended stay” concept ©
After a review of lhis Information, it appears that District parks should always
contain restroom facilities and that minl parks generally do not met the criterla
warranting a restroom. At present there are three neighborhood parks that appeat
to meet the guldelines (sce below), however, do not have restrooms == Bubb, Castro

and Landels.

CONCLUSION ,

Based on the survey results and an evaluation of existing parks/restroom s
retationships, the proposed guidelines provide a basis for cstablishing criteria for the -
potential inclusion of restroom facilities In City parks:- R I

1. The park be a minfmum of five (5) acres in size.

2. The park contaln extended stay activities such as
swimming, tennls and athletic league play.

3, 1f a park is jointly owned and/or jointly operated,
both parties must agree on the restroom(s).

Respectfully submitted, Approved by: N

A)

e Save, M)

Charles Gibson David A. Muela
Park Manager Community Services Dircctor

Altachmentst 1. 1982 memorandum o Council Architectural Commitice
2. Park restroom survey

ce. SAA,f/c
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Council Architectural Cormittea
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After discussing those guestions raisad by .the C.A.C. on July 8 r;garding
the Cocpar Rest Room Profect with Glenn Lyles, Park Superintendent,iwe,}
would 1ike te respond as folliows:

. :

. RN e RTINS B B S RTERRERERURTANS ETHTS IS 1
1, Mead for Rash Room at-Coaper. ,-.'& . bhoii.sf - Y A BIT%

.
VA T
A 1 ;Hl_flis.g

! oo v R RO Loomee reran B AN TG i
The need for a rest room at Cooper park can best be answerediby,aﬁg?ess-.

ing the whole fssue of why do we have rest rooms {n any City park.
EERESTTEEC N & o
For the most part, rest rooms are needed in City parks that hl%eifagilie
fties that attract participants for an extended time period, such.asy
swimming, athietic.leagues, tennis, BBQ's, etc, . Thase,parks, fuch 25
Varsity, Rex Manor, san Yeran, Fairmont and . Thaddeus are consjderea;
hegt lobs® and the area &nd faciiities at these sites dictata’a much
shorter time pericd that the participant is at the site. . Thus, the
need for a rest room is reduced considerably. Also, at these'sméi?lr
sites, which are for younger children, parents normaily have the;. .y
children "go” before leaving home., o

. ot TR LY
In planning and developing district parks, rest rooms were included due

to the *all day" type of factl{ties that were pravided as wall as' thosa

facilities that necessitated drinking and eatfng. Also, rest rooms were

provided just on the basis that a large number of peaple would be using
this type of park. - R SRR P S

:

IS <

In the early planning fer naighborhood parks, they were considered'g
“short-term” facilit?es and, therefore, rest rooms were not needed, |
However, with the {ncreased usage of the City's two district parks,~
more and more residents are using the neighborhood parks far longer
durations. Also, tennfs courts and small family BBQ areas are new .,
found in our acighbarhood parks which prolongs the stay at these parks.

At Cooper Park, iF fs @ necessity to have rest rooms due to the higﬁ
tennis court usage, popularity of the park by local residents and_;ba
large number of youths that participate in fall a“d,“i"teﬁhSQFﬁﬁﬂrgH

: { fnomudiovan ka1 - 19400




LRt Rodr |
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2. Meed for Additional Rest Reoms in Other Parks

Unless there are major emphasis-changes-;1ngsevgra},.qu,pun neighborhoad 4q+
parks, the only park that may need rest rooms weuld be Sylvan Park whefl
it is developed, Rest rooms at this park again would ﬁe?gnq;op the type
of facilities that are provided and their {mpact on the ength of time
participants would be in the park, 1f tennis courts and small family .
BBQ areas are provided, staff would recommend rest rooms. b

S s ettt *

At Stevensan Park, reit rooms have already been provided as part of the -

Bobby Sox smack bar faci1|ty‘wh1ch‘15“very"cioseito-tha propased new nitA

tennis courts. coe s e e A $anpgnl mouH 1203 .1aqda) adl -
Cans (o) on brogisy of adtl bluos

At Landels and Bubb parks, rest rooms are nat a necassity since tennis
courts, etc., are not provided, AlsQ, during'the surmer /2 playgrdund! - o

program rast rooms 2re availabla at the ejementary schoal adjacent to’
the park. = e A A A ap! ponn adl
LR Vg eend e uh il 10 auzzl ofofw ad3 prb-

.

Cost Of Maintena : ' - -
t Of Maintenance ., cin oot Jant  Qhref Jaem ol w0l

Thase parks thit have rest rooms Aré_&1éhnédf$ﬁifn§}tﬁéfﬁgékd!yf'ﬁyfthe
park crews, 'On weekends, m95;»r95t.T°°T?;EreAf}°“ﬂﬁ$£i?EﬁﬂFd;ﬂﬁ%{%&ps‘d
by a janitorial conbrectote, ", v shont bon nﬁwa'ahj bng "2iol Joit’-
Ly tadd hainng omtd K91nod
i BEomager bony A onoY hn?n .

: : o wariny 1GY 0t 8L fnbla
weekand ¢leaning, opening and elosing | ) . r waotad ey st tia
Weekday cleaning {1 hr per day x $15.50 x 261 days) 4,

RERT S nigalagal bnn priggg fa 0l

T

Cost Breakdown Per Rest’ Room Factliti:

| ' S

Materials and supplies . 7}

. S - AT TR SR A ——=dl 0t
. o los teot chrwd ol 0o LT tvon

Thase costs do not fnclude narmal building maintenadce’s&ch“as5painting.
etc. ‘ .

O R SR A I I AU AR SR AR aiit i
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Existing Park Rest Room Fac

Rengstorff =~ 2+ EZ in Community Center'f’2_1¢‘$en10r;Cent§§)

Cuesta - + {1 1n tennis building)
Mckelvey -

Whisman - o . s
Stevenson - ' R
Crittenden - S B

Monta Loma -

ey gt pl oun?

o v ban oporel




park Rest Rooms
July 9, 1982 .
Page 3 ¢ :

%

Conclusion

Though some questfons have been ralsed regarding t

the rest room at Cooper Park, staff balieves -that they are needed at this park’
and 2re consistent with Council’s endeavor tao-place rest rooms in other parks
having similar facilities that necessiate the need for rest rooms, o} :

Hi1l{am Sturman

Z Catncil
BDCI
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PARK RESTROOM SURVEY (exlsting uses)

Acres | Type | BasebatvLasgue |Baskat Foolaall | Boost 100Q cowd |Horse |Ploric |Swim | Tennle [Voley Rast | [Nelghhots, |hood Pl
of | Bofibak |Pay |bad  [Soccet Bak | Py shoss |TableaiPocl |Courts {bal” {room} |hood P - fwho
Park Location Pawk | Flid Fieki Equin. : ‘ wiranirms |restrns

‘Bubb Barbera & Montatia voo| N | ¢ D . o e | ¢ . 2 x
Casiro Toft & Latham 5,808 M - ] [ . (X3 X

Coopol Cheviey & Yorkion 11,001 N . ] . . . . # . 41
Crittanden  Rock & Sherra Vista 15.00] N . G * . . o |- 18
Cuosta Cuesa & Drart 32,00 D . (KRl e | o | o | . | e =
Dana Dara and Shorelna 0.501 M
Engle Crwarch & Shorsline 8.00| M . ' s . 1
Falrmont Falmort & Dush 0.34] M . .
Qemello Madch & Solana 0,47] M .
Jackson Jackson & Bherin 9.84] M . .
Kloin Oriega & Calomia 1,08 M . . .
{andals Oana & Cakleron 10,001 M . * . » . . . 10 X
McKalvey Miramonie & Park s.00| M . * * [l
Monts Loma Thompson & Laurd 7.000 H . . . . . 7
Plonoer Church & Castro 500 N . _ 5
Rengstorl!  Rengsiordt & Central £53, 27.00| D * TEHIEE s [Re v e | -
Rax Manor  Farley & Central Exp. 1,00] M ’ »
SanVeron  San Vero & Middtafteld 2,000 M| s . . [
Grovonson  BanlumABanPiore | 12,004 M |2 ages| . . p | s . o . 12
Sytvan Syhsn & Davoto $.00[ N [ . 0 . 4! . 8
Thaddaus Middtefield & Indepandend  4.68 M . .
Varslty Duks & Jatterscn 045 M | . . .
Whisman Eary & Middiafield 12,001 M L4 ot e ] f . » [y a . 12
TOTALACRES 172.78 3.0 Avg Blze
Naigh, Pk
LEGEND: M MinlPark '

N Naighbarhood/Athlatie Fark

D Olslict Park

L Raservable BOC Atan

[ 010G Gds

%ﬁ Exiandad Stay Usa




APPENDIX 7

ATTACHMENT 2

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW —PARKS DESIGNATIONS

Service | Desirable Desirable Site
Component Use Area Size Characteristics

Mini-Park Specialized facilities that | Serves Up to 3 acres Within
serve a concentrated or residents neighborhoods and in
limited population or within one-half close proximity to
specific groups such as mile. apartment complexes,
children or senior townhouse
citizens. developments or

housing for the
elderly.

Neighborhood | A higher-intensity Serves 3 to 15 acres Suited for more

Park recreation area providing | residents intense use. Easily
play areas as well as within one accessible to
open turf for athletics. mile. neighborhood

population—
geographically
centered with safe
walking and bike
access. May be
developed as a
school/ park facility.

Community Areas of diverse Serves the 15 to 50 acres May include natural

Park and/or environmental quality. entire City. (Acreage refers | features such as

Recreational May include areas suited to parks only, | water bodies and

Facility for intense recreational not including | areas suited for
facilities such as athletic recreational intense use; accessible
complexes and large facilities which | to the community by
swimming pools. May may vary in walking, biking, or
be an area of natural size.) driving,
quality for outdoor
recreation such as
walking, viewing, sitting,
and picnicking. May be
any combination of the
above, depending upon
site suitability and
community need.

Regional Park | Area of natural or Serves a Over 50 acres | Contiguous to or
ornamental quality for population encompassing natural
outdoor recreation such beyond the resources; accessible
as picnicking, boating, City limits. to the community by
fishing, swimming, walking, biking, or
camping, and trail uses; driving.
may include play areas.

RK/3/CSD PARKS AND OPEN SPACE PLAN

240-09-24-14POSP-E
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ATTACHMENT 3

APPENDIX 9
PARK SITES AND FACILITIES

PARK SITES AND 3] B ol o B o s
FACILITIES R E < B o & N £
2=l o 2| 5| B S| 5 Bl | ElE g g W gl o | Bl % .
E IR R B B = A e - 1 I e I - - e e e
T e T = 2 I e e O B B s B B I S B R e
o] =1 = I = B I =] = ) =4 B = 1 R =1 I 4B B I 1 = B = -{ I I I
Bubb School/Park N m | = ™ n n | n|m|m|m 0
Castro School/Park " ] " " m "
Charleston Park = =
Chetwood Park = |w
Civic Center Plaza a
Centennial Plaza = " | = »
Cooper Park n N = " | m m | . a u
Creekside Park u " | . - B
Crittenden School / Whisman LI = | . " L "
Sports Center ]
Cuesta Park "= = o n|m|m|m N n "
Dana Park ]
Deer Hollow Farm = N m|n
Del Medio Park ] L] .
Dog Park . .
Devonshire Park n " | m »
Eagle Park/Pool = = n | m|=|m o "
Fairmont Park = "R "
Gemello Park o m =
Graham School/MV Sports m = LI ] "= = "=
Pavilion
Huff School/Park "= " " " " "
Jackson Park = "=
Klein Park " . m | =
RK/3/CSD PARKS AND OPEN SPACE PLAN

240-09-24-14POSP-E Page 117 of 132 Appendix 9



PARK SITES AND
FACILITIES

Auditorium

Barbecue Facilities

Barbecue Facil. Group

Baseball Field

Basketball Court

Bocci Ball Court

Children’s Play Equip.

Community Garden

Environmental Area

Football/Soccer Field

Horseshoe Area
Indoor Activities
Meeting Rooms

Gymnasium

Nature Preserve

Off-leash Dog Site

Passive Area

Picnic Area

Restrooms

Softball Field

Swimming Pool

Tennis Courts

Plaza/Concrete pad

Water Slide

Qutdoor Volleyball
Skate Park

Bicycle Racks

Trail Access
Batting Cage
Track
Sailing Lake
Golf Course

Landels School/ Park

Magnolia Park

Mariposa Park

McKelvey Park

Mercy-Bush Park

Monta Loma School /Park

Mountain View High School

Mountain View Senior Center

Pioneer Park

Rengstorff Park/Community
Center

Rex Manor Park

San Veron Park

Shoreline at Mountain View

Senior Garden

Sierra Vista Park

Slater School/Park

Springer School

Stevenson Park

Sylvan Park

Teen Center

Thaddeus Park

Varsity Park

Whisman School /Park

Willowgate Garden

RK/3/CSD
240-09-24-14POSP-E

Page 118 of 132
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