From: April Webster

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2026 4:12 PM

To: City Council; Ramos, Emily Ann; Ramirez, Lucas; Hicks, Alison; Clark, Chris; Kamei, Ellen;
McAlister, John; Showalter, Pat; Marchant, John; Crosby, Kristine

Subject: Comment Letter on Agenda ltem 7.1: Parks and Recreation Strategic Plan Adoption
(May 12, 2026)

Attachments: 2026-05-26 MV Draft Parks and Recreation Strategic Plan Comment Letter - April
Webster.pdf

CAUTION: EXTERNAL EMAIL - Ensure you trust this email before clicking on any links or attachments.

Dear Mayor Ramos and City Council members,
Please find attached my comments on the Parks and Recreation Strategic Plan.

| appreciate the work City staff, consultants, the Parks and Recreation Commission, and community
members have put into this process. My comments are intended to complement other community
letters by focusing on how the Plan’s values can be carried more clearly into implementation through
actions, performance metrics, and public reporting.

Appendix A includes three Action updates and two Performance Metric updates. These
recommendations focus on making equity measurable, prioritizing greener and more climate-resilient
parks, connecting to parks through shaded green complete streets, strengthening park-by-park tracking
of built and nature-based amenities, and supporting public reporting.

Appendix B provides examples supporting those recommendations, including examples related to park
equity metrics, park-by-park amenity inventories, shade and thermal comfort, ecological planning, and
heat-safety guidance.

Thank you,

April



Dear Mayor Ramos and City Council members:
Re: Parks and Recreation Strategic Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Parks and Recreation Strategic Plan. | appreciate the
work City staff, consultants, the Parks and Recreation Commission, and community members have put
into this process.

The Plan has made meaningful improvements, especially in recognizing underserved planning areas,
biodiversity, tree canopy, native planting, and coordination with related City plans. The remaining gap is
implementation, especially around making equity measurable, prioritizing greener and more
climate-resilient parks, and connecting parks through shaded green streets. To address this gap, the
Plan should define Priority Equity Areas, report key park system metrics by those areas, and prioritize
naturalized landscapes, impervious surface conversion, nature-based amenities, ecological function,
and green complete street connections that extend the park and natural environment into surrounding
streets.

| respectfully ask Council to direct staff to incorporate the three Action updates and two
Performance Metric updates in Appendix A to make equity measurable, prioritize greener and
more climate-resilient parks, connect parks through shaded green complete streets, and
support public reporting.

With these changes, the Plan can become a practical tool for delivering better parks, stronger
neighborhoods, and more climate-resilient public spaces across Mountain View.

Sincerely,

April Webster



Appendix A: Summary of Recommended Updates

Actions

Define Priority Equity Areas for parks planning, investment, implementation, and reporting. Build on the
Plan’s existing underserved Planning Area analysis and use the Mountain View Active Transportation Plan’s
census-based Access and Equity scoring approach as a local precedent.

Priority Equity Areas should reflect community vulnerability and access-need indicators, including
low-income households, older adults, youth, people with disabilities, limited English proficiency, low vehicle
access, transit dependence, and environmental burden. Once defined, use Priority Equity Areas as a
reporting and prioritization layer for key park system metrics, including park access, capital investment, park
condition, shade, recreation access, ecological quality, nature-based amenities, and safe walking/biking
access.

Expand naturalized, shaded, biodiverse, and climate-comfortable parks and green complete street
connections citywide, with priority implementation in Priority Equity Areas. Treat trees, shade, understory,
native and habitat-supportive planting, naturalized landscape areas, soil health, biodiversity, natural cooling,
and ecological function as core elements of park quality, equity, and everyday usability.

Identify opportunities to convert impervious surfaces, underused hardscape, excess pavement, and
low-value turf into green, permeable, shaded, and habitat-supportive landscapes where appropriate.
Prioritize green complete streets — slow, shaded, tree-lined streets that use green infrastructure,
landscaped curb extensions, planting, and nature-based traffic calming — to extend the park and natural
environment into surrounding streets.

Identify, track, and prioritize park access, quality, comfort, and connected-network gaps by Planning Area
and Priority Equity Area. Develop a park inventory that evaluates both built amenities (benches, restrooms,
drinking fountains, and bike parking) and nature-based amenities (trees, shade, tree canopy, planting,
understory, habitat-supportive landscaping, and natural cooling).

The inventory should also evaluate safe, comfortable, and green walking and biking connections to parks,
including gaps where green complete streets, linear park connections, street trees, landscaped curb
extensions, and nature-based traffic-calming approaches can extend the park and natural environment into
surrounding streets. Use this inventory to identify gaps, prioritize improvements, guide capital investment
and grant funding, coordinate with the BUFP, ATP, REI Action Plan, and CIP planning, and support annual
public reporting.



Performance Metrics

Recommended text:

1.a. Park acres by Planning Area, Priority Equity Area, and park type.

1.b. Acres added through new park development by park, Planning Area, Priority Equity Area, and park
type.

1.c. Capital investment by park, Planning Area, Priority Equity Area, park type, and project type.

1.d. Park inventory completed and maintained by park, and summarized by Planning Area, Priority Equity
Area, and park type, including built amenities, nature-based amenities, and gaps in slow, shaded green
complete street connections to parks.

Current text:
1.a. Park acres by Planning Area.
1.b. Total acres added through new park development.

Recommended text:

4.a. Planting incorporated in parks and open spaces, tracked by planting category, including locally native,
regionally native, pollinator-supportive, and drought-resilient planting. For each category, report the number
of parks, approximate acreage or square footage, and change over time.

4.b. Trees planted in parks and open spaces, tracked by park, species, size or age class, survival,
condition, and anticipated mature canopy.

4.c. Tree canopy coverage by park, including canopy as a percentage of park acreage and change in
canopy over time.

4.d. Ecological design features incorporated in parks and open spaces, tracked by park and feature type,
including layered planting, understory, pollinator habitat, bird-supportive vegetation, soil health
improvements, green stormwater infrastructure, natural cooling, and habitat connectivity. Report presence,
approximate area where feasible, and change over time.

4.e. Acres or square footage of turf, underused hardscape, excess pavement, and impervious surface
converted to ecologically functioning landscaping, green stormwater infrastructure, cooling improvements,
or permeable surfaces.

4.f. Shade and heat-exposure conditions in high-use park areas, including playgrounds, seating areas,
picnic areas, gathering spaces, and walking loops. Measures may include shade coverage where shade is
appropriate, and surface temperature, Wet Bulb Globe Temperature, or comparable human heat-exposure
measures for artificial turf, hardscape, and other high-heat surfaces. Report baseline conditions and change
over time by park, Planning Area, Priority Equity Area, and BUFP Cooling Zone.

Reporting note: Results should be reported on a park-by-park basis and summarized systemwide, by
Planning Area, Priority Equity Area, and park type with change from baseline where feasible.

Current text:

4.a. # of parks incorporating California native, regional native, or near-native, pollinator-friendly, or
drought-resilient landscape features.
4.b. # of trees planted in parks and open spaces.
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From: Henry Soong

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2026 4:30 PM

To: City Council

Cc: , City Clerk; Parks and Recreation Commission

Subject: Public Comment Submission - City Council Meeting May 26, 2026 Agenda 7.1 - Parks

and Recreation Strategic Plan Adoption

CAUTION: EXTERNAL EMAIL - Ensure you trust this email before clicking on any links or attachments.

Dear Mayor Ramos, Vice Mayor Clark, and Councilmembers,

| appreciate the substantial amount of work that has gone into the Parks and Recreation Strategic Plan
and the revisions made following public feedback provided in November 2025, January 2026, and March
2026. Staff significantly improved the document by expanding the analysis regarding underserved
Planning Areas, school field reliance, transportation barriers, biodiversity, implementation constraints,
and the limitations of relying solely on citywide acreage metrics.

The final Plan now appropriately acknowledges that six Planning Areas remain below 2 acres per 1,000
residents and that achieving the citywide 3-acre standard is not realistically feasible across all Planning
Areas within the Plan timeframe. The document also now recognizes limitations associated with school
field access, transportation barriers, fee-based access restrictions, and the difference between citywide
metrics and neighborhood-level access conditions. Those revisions reflect meaningful public feedback
and substantially improve the document compared to earlier drafts.

That said, despite those improvements, several structural planning and governance issues remain
unresolved within the final framework being presented for adoption.

1. Persistent Structural Inconsistency Within the Level of Service (LOS) Framework

The final Plan now expressly acknowledges that functional access limitations materially affect LOS
calculations for school fields, Shoreline acreage, trail allocation methodology, and Planning Area
accessibility. School fields are discounted based on hours of public access. Shoreline acreage is
adjusted based on habitat restrictions and fee-based access limitations. Trail corridor acreage was
reallocated specifically to better reflect localized accessibility conditions. Those revisions are all implicit
acknowledgements that nominal inventory does not necessarily equal actual public usability. However,
that same methodological principle remains selectively unapplied to operationally constrained
recreational amenities.

This issue was raised publicly during the January 27, 2026 City Council Study Session regarding tennis
and pickleball access calculations. Court inventories alone do not accurately reflect actual availability
where facilities are subject to private contractor programming, standing reservations, recurring
organized events, mixed-use striping, overflow allocation practices, or operational scheduling
constraints. A court that physically exists but is routinely unavailable to ordinary drop-in users does not
function equivalently to a truly open public court. The final Plan still relies primarily on nominal amenity

1



inventory counts in these areas despite now applying more refined functional-access analysis elsewhere
in the LOS framework itself. As a result, the methodology risks overstating actual public access for
certain facility categories while understating deficiencies experienced by residents on the ground.

Similarly, the revised trail allocation methodology may improve Planning Area distribution analysis, but it
does notitself create new parkland, expand usable recreation space, or materially change existing
conditions within underserved neighborhoods. Reallocation improves accounting methodology. It
should not be interpreted as equivalent to substantive expansion of public recreational capacity.

The concern is not that the City revised the methodology. The concern is that some revisions improve
analytical precision while other areas continue relying on generalized inventory assumptions that may
understate future acquisition, infrastructure, operational, and amenity-level needs.

That distinction matters because the Plan itself acknowledges that funding, staffing, land availability,
and operational constraints will require prioritization decisions over the next 10 to 15 years. If LOS
assumptions remain inconsistently applied, future capital allocation, acquisition prioritization, and
amenity conversion decisions may be driven by analytically inflated assumptions regarding actual public
access.

2. Equity Analysis Depends on Accurate Access Assumptions

The Plan repeatedly emphasizes equity, underserved Planning Areas, biodiversity, and data-driven
prioritization. Those goals are appropriate and generally well-supported throughout the revised
document. However, equity analysis is only as reliable as the assumptions used to define access itself.

If the City now recognizes that access limitations materially affect LOS calculations for school fields,
Shoreline acreage, and transportation barriers, then operational limitations affecting recreational
amenities should be evaluated using the same analytical standard.

Otherwise, the framework risks creating internal inconsistencies where some categories are evaluated
using functional access assumptions while others continue relying primarily on nominal inventory totals.

3. Public-Private Partnerships and Operational Governance

The same concern extends to the Plan’s increasing reliance on operational flexibility, partnership
models, and future implementation discretion. Public-private partnerships can absolutely play a
productive role in expanding recreational opportunities and accelerating project delivery. However,
without clearly defined guardrails, transparency standards, and public accountability mechanisms,
these arrangements can also create long-term tensions regarding public access, cost recovery priorities,
amenity control, operational scheduling, and reinvestment obligations within public spaces.

The collapse of the San Francisco Parks Alliance is a recent reminder that insufficient oversight, blurred
governance boundaries, and unclear accountability structures can undermine public trust even where
original goals were well-intentioned. Mountain View’s circumstances are obviously different, but the
broader governance lesson remains relevant: partnership models require durable oversight structures,
clearly defined public obligations, transparent reporting requirements, and measurable accountability
standards.



4. Governance Durability and Amendment Thresholds

Relatedly, the final Plan repeatedly describes its framework, metrics, and implementation priorities as
“adaptive” and capable of evolving over time in response to changing conditions and community
priorities. Flexibility is important. However, the Plan does not clearly distinguish what constitutes formal
policy direction versus internal administrative guidance subject to future staff interpretation or
modification.

A framework intended to guide prioritization, funding, acquisition strategy, LOS interpretation, and
operational policy over the next decade should not leave unresolved ambiguity regarding which future
changes constitute administrative implementation versus substantive policy revision.

The absence of clearly defined amendment procedures effectively leaves substantial portions of the
framework vulnerable to future administrative reinterpretation without clear public review thresholds.

The Plan currently does not clearly identify: ¢ what changes require Parks and Recreation Commission
review, ® what revisions require City Council authorization, e whether LOS methodologies may later be
adjusted administratively, ® how future reallocations of acreage or amenity accounting would be
reviewed, ® what procedural safeguards exist before Planning Area priorities, implementation
assumptions, or performance metrics are materially altered, ¢ or what thresholds trigger mandatory
Commission and Council reconsideration of adopted assumptions.

At minimum, the Council should clarify that substantive revisions involving: ¢ LOS methodology,
Planning Area prioritization, ® acreage allocation assumptions, ® amenity accounting methodology,
operational access assumptions, ¢ partnership governance structures, ® or performance metric
revisions

require formal Parks and Recreation Commission review and City Council authorization prior to
implementation.

5. Supplemental Accountability Framework

| respectfully urge the Council, as part of adoption, to direct staff to return with a supplemental
implementation and accountability framework that more clearly distinguishes nominal inventory from
functional public availability at the amenity level, particularly where operational programming,
reservation systems, joint-use conditions, or partnership arrangements materially affect ordinary public
access.

Future annual reporting should also clearly identify where LOS calculations rely on adjusted
assumptions, restricted-access facilities, shared-use arrangements, operational limitations, or
administratively modified methodologies so the public can evaluate system performance transparently
over time.

These concerns are not objections to parks investment or to the overall goals of the Plan. They are
concerns about long-term planning integrity, methodological consistency, governance durability, and
ensuring that future policy decisions remain grounded in conditions residents actually experience on the
ground rather than solely in generalized inventory totals.



Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully Submitted,
Henry Soong



