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Mountain View Coalition for Sustainable Planning and GreenSpacesMV
c/o Aaron Grossman

817 Montgomery Street

Mountain View, CA 94041

May 12, 2026

City of Mountain View City Council
City Hall, 500 Castro Street

PO Box 7540

Mountain View, CA 94039-7540

Re: Annual Street Maintenance, Project 24-01-Various Actions

Dear Mayor Ramos and City Council members:

The Mountain View Coalition for Sustainable Planning and GreenSpacesMV appreciate the opportunity
to comment on this agenda item for the May 12 City Council meeting. We have reviewed the agenda
item materials and would like to share the following comments and questions.

The staff report notes that Mountain View’s street network includes over 140 centerline miles and just
under 31 million square feet of pavement. That is not only a maintenance obligation; it is also one of the
City’s largest publicly controlled land assets. Each pavement maintenance cycle is an opportunity to ask
whether portions of the public right-of-way can be used more effectively for safety, traffic calming, active
transportation, shade, green infrastructure, and biodiversity, rather than simply restoring the existing
curb-to-curb pavement configuration.

The questions below focus on how the City can use pavement maintenance not just as a resurfacing
program, but as a recurring opportunity to identify, document, and advance Complete Streets and green
infrastructure improvements before project designs are effectively set.



1. Early Complete Streets Review and Opportunity Tracking

The City’s pavement webpage states: “Active transportation and traffic safety improvements may be
integrated into the pavement maintenance projects where feasible and as funding permits.”

The key issue is timing. Staff’s responses to Council’s clarifying questions state that the Vision Zero Plan,
precise plans, and Suggested Routes to School are reviewed at the start of design, while the Active
Transportation Plan (ATP) and Biodiversity and Urban Forest Plan (BUFP) are incorporated “as final drafts
near completion.” That sequencing matters. The ATP and BUFP should help shape pavement project
scopes and striping decisions early, not simply be checked against near the end.

Reviewing the ATP and BUFP near final draft risks turning those plans into a late-stage consistency
check rather than a design input. By that point, many low-cost Complete Streets, All Ages and Abilities,
shade, and green infrastructure opportunities may already be difficult to incorporate, leaving the City to
repave and restripe outdated designs for another pavement cycle.

Caltrans’ review process for SHOPP pavement projects provides a useful contrast: its Complete Streets
Team reviews paving projects for active transportation and green infrastructure opportunities during
project initiation and scoping before detailed design begins. When Complete Streets elements are
identified for inclusion, they’re documented in a Complete Streets Decision Document that follows the
project through delivery. If elements are later removed or reduced, that decision must be documented
and approved through a formal review process. This creates accountability and helps ensure that
Complete Streets opportunities don’t quietly disappear as projects move from planning into design and
construction.

Mountain View does not necessarily need to replicate Caltrans’ process exactly, but a similar local
approach could help ensure that pavement maintenance projects are systematically screened,
documented, and tracked. To that end, we would like to ask:

e Could the City bring the ATP, BUFP, Transportation Planning, BPAC, Safe Routes to School
considerations, and adopted Complete Streets goals earlier into the pavement management
process, before scopes, striping plans, budgets, and construction documents are finalized?

e |[f opportunities are identified but not included, could staff document them in something like a
Complete Streets and Green Infrastructure Opportunity Tracker so they are not lost and can be
considered in future pavement cycles, CIP projects, grants, stormwater compliance work, urban
forestry projects in the Biodiversity and Urban Forest Plan, Safe Routes to School improvements,
and ATP implementation?


https://www.mountainview.gov/our-city/departments/public-works/roads-and-transportation/street-maintenance/city-pavement-condition

2. Safer Streets Through Paint, Plastic, and Updated Standards

Because resurfacing projects already require restriping, they can be one of the lowest-cost
opportunities to right-size streets. Where excess lane width exists, the City may be able to narrow lanes
with paint, realize immediate safety benefits, and create space for wider buffers or safer bicycle facilities.
These treatments can often be faster, cheaper, and safer than waiting for full reconstruction, while still
preserving the option for permanent capital improvements later.

Paint and plastic can be the first phase of a safer street. In some locations, the City may be able to begin
an interim lane reduction, road diet, or other Complete Streets treatment using paint-only or low-cost
“paint-and-plastic” treatments during repaving. These interim treatments can improve safety now while
reserving space for future permanent improvements such as planted buffers, street trees, green
stormwater infrastructure, native landscaping, curb extensions, or protected bikeways.

The same approach can apply to intersections and crossings: daylighting, high-visibility crosswalks,
painted curb extensions, flexible posts, modular curb elements, and interim refuge treatments can
improve pedestrian safety before permanent concrete curb extensions, refuge islands, or protected
intersections are funded and built.

Pavement maintenance is a practical opportunity to correct outdated standards and unsafe street
geometry. The City has already documented that some default street standards fall short of All Ages and
Abilities safety needs. The ATP Existing Conditions and Needs Summary (2023) found that Standard
Details A-1 through A-9, which include default street geometry and cross-sections, do not currently
support All Ages and Abilities bicycle facilities. This finding came from the ATP Task 2 Background Review
of City Code and Standard Details (pp. 159-169).

If outdated standards and known design gaps are carried forward during resurfacing and restriping, they
may remain in place for another pavement cycle. That creates avoidable safety and risk-management
concerns.

NACTO guidance supports 10-foot urban lanes. Its Urban Street Design Guide, “Lane Width,” states that

“lane widths of 10 feet are appropriate in urban areas and have a positive impact on a street’s safety
without impacting traffic operations,” and that “travel lane widths of 10 feet generally provide adequate
safety in urban settings while discouraging speeding.”

Given the ATP findings on outdated standard details, we’d like to understand whether the pavement
maintenance program can be used more proactively to address known safety and design gaps.
Specifically:

e Could staff add a proactive safety and standards review to pavement maintenance projects to
identify low-cost striping, lane-width, cross-section, crossing, daylighting, or bikeway upgrades?


https://mountainview.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=12388506&GUID=1A66C25B-8DF3-48FB-AA8D-A40A6EA16A9A
https://nacto.org/publication/urban-street-design-guide/street-design-elements/lane-width/

e Could staff apply a simple screening heuristic to identify residential or lower-speed streets with
travel lanes wider than current best-practice guidance — such as 10-foot lanes in NACTO or
10.5-foot lanes in Caltrans DIB-94, where appropriate — and evaluate whether they could be
narrowed during resurfacing and restriping to improve safety and reduce vehicle speeds?

e Where a road diet, lane reduction, or Complete Streets treatment is warranted, could staff
evaluate an interim paint-only or “paint-and-plastic” version? If not, could the opportunity be
documented for future Quick Build, grant-funded, ATP, or CIP implementation?

3. Preserving Space for Future Green Streets Through Restriping

Excess pavement is not just a transportation issue; it is public land that can be put to better use. Even
small changes to paved right-of-way can reduce heat, expand shade, improve stormwater management,
support biodiversity, calm traffic, improve walking and biking comfort, and reduce the City’s long-term
pavement maintenance burden.

The City’s adopted plans already point in this direction. The BUFP emphasizes shade, trees, biodiversity,
and climate resilience, while the ATP identifies the need for safer, more comfortable walking and biking
facilities. Pavement maintenance is one practical place where these goals can begin to come together.

For routine resurfacing and restriping projects, paint-only or low-cost “paint-and-plastic” treatments
may be the most realistic first step. Where pavement removal, drainage modifications, soil, planting,
trees, or green stormwater infrastructure require reconstruction or a separate capital project, the City
should still use the resurfacing project to preserve and document the space for future permanent
conversion.

In many cases, the same space that can be reclaimed through safer striping could later become planted
buffers, street trees, curb extensions, or green stormwater infrastructure. With that in mind, we ask:

e When pavement projects identify excess paved space, does staff have a standard process to
coordinate with Community Services, Urban Forestry, and the Environmental Protection Division
to evaluate whether that space could support green complete streets improvements, such as
shade, street trees, green stormwater infrastructure, planted buffers, curb extensions, interim
greening treatments, or heat-reduction strategies?

e |[f those improvements require reconstruction or a separate capital project, does staff still
evaluate whether resurfacing or restriping can preserve the space through striping changes, lane
narrowing, parking adjustments, curb-space reallocation, painted buffers, planters, or other
low-cost interim treatments?

e |[f the improvements can’t be delivered in the current pavement project, could staff add them to a
Complete Streets and Green Infrastructure Opportunity Tracker so they can be considered for



future CIP projects, grants, stormwater compliance work, urban forestry projects, Safe Routes to
School improvements, or ATP implementation?

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

April Webster

Bruce England

for the Mountain View Coalition for Sustainable Planning and GreenSpacesMV

cc:

Jennifer Ng, Public Works Director

John Marchant, Community Services Director
Kimbra McCarthy, City Manager

Heather Glaser, City Clerk

About Mountain View Coalition for Sustainable Planning

The Mountain View Coalition for Sustainable Planning is a local volunteer-based organization dedicated
to making Mountain View as beautiful, economically healthy, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian accessible,
and affordable as possible. MVCSP member interest and expertise covers areas such as housing,
transportation, the environment, the economy, and beyond!

For more information, see http://www.mvcsp.org.

To contact us, send email to mvcsp.info@gmail.com.

About GreenSpacesMV

GreenSpacesMV is made up of volunteer members who are primarily residents of Mountain View and
are, therefore, direct stakeholders affected by what happens in our city. Our focus is on biodiversity,
native, drought-tolerant, and pollinator-friendly landscaping, green complete streets, parks and other
open spaces, including privately owned, publicly accessible (or POPA) park spaces, and so on. For more
information, see https://www.facebook.com/GreenSpacesMV. To contact us, send email to
GreenSpacesMV.info@gmail.com.



http://www.mvcsp.org/
https://www.facebook.com/GreenSpacesMV
mailto:GreenSpacesMV.info@gmail.com

