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Council Meeting:  February 12, 2008 
 

 
SUBJECT:  Roadway Reconfiguration Guidelines for Retrofitting Streets 
with Bike Lanes (Originally Titled Policy for Allocation of Street Space) - 
Study Issue. 
 
REPORT IN BRIEF 
This Study Issue originated from the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Commission (BPAC) and was supported by Council to consider policy on the 
allocation of available street (public right of way) space for various street uses 
(Attachment A).  The BPAC desires to consider optimization of street space 
among the range of potential street users, and how to consider prioritization of 
some uses over others when available street space is limited and all uses and 
needs cannot be met.  
 
The BPAC is recommending approval of the attached policy and action 
statements (Attachment B) related to allocation of street space, and preparation 
of a General Plan Amendment to include these policies and action statements 
in the Land Use and Transportation Element of the General Plan. 
 
Staff believes that approaches used to date to evaluate potential bike lane 
projects and other roadway reconfiguration situations have been mostly 
adequate.  Each situation may differ and a case-by-case approach is prudent.  
Therefore staff is not recommending approval of the policy recommendations 
proposed by the BPAC.  Staff concurs with the BPAC’s concerns regarding 
balancing public input, and believes that the use of a more broad-based 
outreach approach is appropriate for roadway reconfiguration projects 
completely within the public right-of-way. 
 
BACKGROUND
The Policy on Allocation of Street Space study issue was initiated by the City’s 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission (BPAC) and approved by Council 
in 2006.  The BPAC would like policy to be developed regarding the allocation 
of street space to safely accommodate all potential users of the roadway. The 
study looked at general street space allocation issues among modes of 
transportation.  The goal is to provide direction as to how to balance roadway 
space among all modes of transportation, and what factors to evaluate when 
decisions must be made between uses of the public right of way. 
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EXISTING POLICY
Land Use and Transportation Element C3, Attain a transportation system that 
is effective, safe, pleasant and convenient. 

Land Use and Transportation Element C3.5 Support a variety of transportation 
modes. 

Land Use and Transportation Element C3.5.4 Maximize the provision of bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities. 

Land Use and Transportation Element C3.5.1 Promote alternate modes of 
travel to the automobile. 
 
DISCUSSION
In the year 2000, the City prepared a Bicycle Capital Improvement Program 
that provided a comprehensive strategy for retrofitting City streets with bike 
lanes.   A number of bicycle lane project recommendations identified in the 
Bicycle Capital Improvement Program could require the removal of on-street 
parking or other roadway reconfigurations because of right-of-way constraints. 
The Policy for Allocation of Street Space study issue came about primarily to 
facilitate the continued planning, design, and construction of a comprehensive 
bikeway network City wide. The BPAC would like Council to consider the 
adoption of policy that would standardize and/or structure decision-making on 
street configurations when projects require re-configuring existing street space 
allocation.  
 
The BPAC outlined initial goals and objectives at its May 17, 2007 meeting.  At 
an August 23, 2007 special meeting of the BPAC, the BPAC considered policy 
alternatives developed by staff.  The BPAC indicated the nature of their desired 
policy from alternatives presented which was to create policy on how streets 
are used, rather than creating a process of prioritizing uses or changes.  
Utilizing this information, staff has developed draft policy language which was 
considered by the BPAC at its September 17, 2007 meeting.  The BPAC 
subsequently sponsored a public outreach meeting on the policy issue at its 
November 15, 2007 meeting to encourage general public input.  Twenty-five to 
forty citizens attended the meeting and a number of individuals spoke to the 
issue.  Public comments from the meeting are summarized in Attachment C.  
Staff has also received a number of emails and other written correspondence 
on this topic.  These are included as Attachment D.   
 
Potential Policy Themes 
 
To facilitate discussion and consideration of this issue, staff initially developed 
a series of potential policy statements on different themes.  These themes were 
discussed and refined with input from the BPAC and a “peer review” from 
transportation engineering colleagues of staff.  Themes considered included: 
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• Status Quo Policy Basis – as individual projects or other situations 
arise that allow or require reconfiguration of street space, staff assesses 
the individual situation and the feasibility and impact of differing street 
configurations.  The process for decision-making is determined on a 
case-by-case basis. No-impact, positive impact-only, or previously 
planned and approved situations may be implemented administratively. 
Situations involving significant configuration alternatives, impact to 
adjacent properties, or major funding and/or construction requirements 
requiring more involved analysis would have formal public outreach and 
policy maker involvement. 

• Thresholds for Council Consideration – This approach would look to 
establish quantitative thresholds or definitions for when projects could 
move forward administratively versus when Council approval would be 
required.  For example, a threshold might be set for removal of on-street 
parking, so that if observed on-street parking demand was low, say 15% 
of supply, no Council consideration would be required to remove parking 
to change a roadway configuration.  If observed demand was higher, the 
decision would rest with Council.  A comprehensive set of thresholds 
would be developed, and all capital funding regardless of thresholds 
would be reviewed by Council.  

• Input Based Policy - This approach would identify a comprehensive set 
of potential existing conditions, and then utilize detailed, extensive, 
quantitative thresholds to point to an outcome.  In effect, this policy and 
accompanying standard procedure would be, if roadway conditions are 
X, then Y should occur.  The intent would be that there would be little to 
no qualitative or policy considerations, decisions would be largely based 
on engineering standards. 

• Outcome Based Policy – This approach would start with consideration 
of the method of reconfiguring the roadway, i.e. travel lane removal, 
landscape strip removal, parking removal, and then determine if 
conditions supported that outcome.   

 
All of these approaches essentially embody process approaches to 
consideration of reconfiguring roadways.  The policy element would involve how 
the factors considered in determining roadway conditions are weighted to 
balance constituencies or favor a constituency, such as emphasizing bike 
related factors to favor bike lane installation or adopting a high threshold for 
removal of on-street parking to favor retention of parking. 

 
Staff and the BPAC came to a realization that the issue should deal more with 
the policy of how streets are used, rather than the process of prioritizing uses 
or changes.  Chief considerations are provision for all users and safety as a 
primary measure of accommodation of users. Use of engineering standards and 
analysis of conditions should occur, but rather than prescribing what those 
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standards are, the objective would be to assure that standards and analysis 
are applied according to a policy goal of safe accommodation of all users.  
Thorough analysis of conditions and alternatives is important to the BPAC.  
Also important to the BPAC is recognition that safe accommodation of all 
modes of travel (moving vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians) should take priority 
over non-travel related uses (parking, landscaping) of street space.  This is not 
to be interpreted that non-travel uses should not be provided, but rather they 
should be considered once minimum safety standards for mobile travelers of all 
modes are accommodated. 

 
As a result, the policy for allocation of street space proposes to be implemented 
as a General Plan policy, with select action statements.  Staff believes the 
proposed policy is consistent with broader existing policy to support and 
encourage a variety of transportation modes, but focuses more at a specific 
level of how facilities are to be used.  Staff concurs that comprehensive 
technical analysis is vital to informing decision making on reconfiguring 
streets.  Additionally, staff believes it is a logical objective to achieve minimum 
safe design standards for all modes on roadway facilities, rather than an ideal.         
 
The BPAC’s policy proposal for the allocation of street space is presented in 
Attachment B of this report.   
 
Implications of the BPAC Proposed Policy
 
Many of the BPAC’s proposed policies embody in essence existing procedures 
for considering changes to roadways.  For example, the City conducts technical 
studies of roadway conditions to inform decisions on whether or not to add 
bike lanes or remove on-street parking.  Core to this policy proposal is what 
happens when competing uses for roadway space cannot all be safely 
accommodated within a road right-of-way?  What loses out? 
 
The BPAC policy would place safe accommodation of transport modes 
essentially as a primary priority. “Transport mode” for the purposes of this 
report is defined as the differing means to move people – automobile, transit, 
bicycle, walking.  Once all transport modes are safely accommodated, if there is 
remaining street space then it could be allocated to other non-transport modes 
(such as on-street parking or landscaping), additional capacity for one or more 
transport modes, or additional safety features for travel modes. 
 
As an example:  The BPAC policy would support the following kind of process 
and decision making for a 60 foot wide road right-of-way: 
 

Step 1:  Allocate space for traveled ways for auto/transit, bikes, and 
pedestrians to meet minimum safety standards.  Minimum width travel 
lanes for a typical city street are 11 feet, bike lanes are five feet, and 
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sidewalk is five feet.  Therefore 42 feet of the roadway cross section is 
required to meet minimum safe standards. 

Step 2:  Consider parking, capacity, landscaping, or other enhancements 
to facilities.  If the adjacent land uses would benefit from on-street 
parking, this would then be factored in.  Providing on-street parking on 
both sides of the street would require 16 feet of additional street cross 
section.  If traffic volumes were sufficiently great enough to warrant 
additional travel lanes, this would then be weighed against parking 
demand.  If left turn access to adjacent land uses were found to be 
desirable or a safety enhancement, this would be considered against 
capacity enhancement or on-street parking.  If parking, capacity, or safe 
access were not deemed to be priorities, landscaping or widened 
sidewalks might be uses for the remaining right of way.  The ultimate 
configuration of the roadway would depend on the field conditions 
AFTER the basic minimum safe facilities for motor vehicles, bikes, and 
pedestrians were met.   In this particular example, the use of the 
remaining street cross section after the 42 feet required to meet 
minimum safety standards is assumed, could be configured to provide 
additional motor vehicle travel lanes, or a center turn lane and on-street 
parking, or parking on one or alternating sides of the street plus 
additional travel lanes, etc.  The decision would be dependent upon 
study of field conditions after the minimum safe standards for transport 
modes are met. 

 
A key issue for the BPAC is that it believes that the opinion of individuals who 
might be more directly affected by roadway reconfiguration – chiefly property 
owners or tenants that could have on-street parking removed from in front of a 
house or business, are currently given undue weight in the consideration of 
removal of parking or other roadway reconfigurations.  Conversely, in the case 
of providing new bike or pedestrian facilities where none exist, the position of 
the bicyclists or the segment of the community that might bicycle if bicycle 
lanes were constructed is muted or potentially discounted in the discussion of 
specific projects, because those individuals are diluted throughout the 
community and not readily identified or notified.  The example is that it is easy 
for the City to identify, notify and engage tenants and property owners on a 
potentially affected roadway segment; it is difficult to engage the broader 
community that might support improving alternative transportation 
opportunities.  The BPAC believes this places undue burden on decision 
makers by misrepresenting the range and balance of community opinion.   
 
This issue is not exclusive to bike lane projects, or even capital projects.  The 
central issue of the recently adopted Community Engagement Sub-Element is 
informing and involving the broader community across the broad spectrum of 
City activities.  Adopted policies of the Sub-Element stress the need to make 
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efforts to inform a broad cross section of the public prior to decision making, 
and involving the public in decision making, particularly those residents, 
organizations, etc. that are affected by City actions.  In the case of bike lane 
projects, staff has utilized many of the City’s tools for reaching the broader 
public, such as the City web site, mailings to community groups, etc.  However, 
based on the BPAC’s input and the results of past outreach efforts, staff 
believes there is room for improving outreach to the bicycling community and 
the public in general.  Increasing efforts to reach the bicycling community 
through methods such as developing and using a contact list of bicyclists, 
actively promoting and updating bicycle and pedestrian information on the City 
web site, posting signs regarding upcoming projects along the project route, 
etc.  may be a potential means to “level the playing field” of public opinion and 
input.  These activities should take place early in the development of potential 
projects.  
 
Another method of decision making would be to rely strictly on engineering 
criteria and standards in developing staff recommendations on roadway 
reconfigurations.    Engineering criteria and standards have essentially already 
been applied for the purpose of planning a citywide bike lane network.  The 
Bicycle Opportunities Study, completed in 1998, used the following criteria to 
provide a strategy for pursuing specific bike lane projects:  
 
Removal of On-Street Parking Remove only if peak occupancy is 

below 20% of available supply.  Higher 
thresholds may be considered if 
adjacent off street parking supply is 
ample and demand is low. 

Remove Parking on One Side of the 
Street 

Remove parking on one side of the 
street if more than 60% of parked 
vehicles are parked on one side and 
supply on one side of the street can 
accommodate total demand. Higher 
thresholds may be considered if 
adjacent off street parking supply is 
ample and demand is low. 

Restrict parking during the daytime Impose daytime no parking 
restrictions if daytime utilization is 
below 20% (or 15% in daytime 
employment areas). Higher thresholds 
may be considered if adjacent off- 
street parking supply is ample and 
demand is low. 

Remove motor vehicle travel lanes Remove travel lanes if peak traffic 
volumes do not exceed 360 vehicles 
per hour (two lanes per direction). 
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Widen roadways Consider median or park strip 
landscape removal or acquisition of 
right of way to widen roadways if all 
other criteria for bike lane installation 
cannot be met. 

Shared Use Symbols Consider use of shared use symbols 
(pavement arrows and enhanced 
signage) as an alternative to roadway 
widening. 

 

This study has been the “roadmap” for implementing City policy to increase 
bikeway facilities.  The study was done at a relatively coarse level of detail to 
inform project prioritization and guide more detailed study of specific project 
proposals as they are funded.  However, it has completed much of the analysis 
of supply and demand for roadway uses.  The result of this analysis is shown 
in Attachment E.  One alternative that Council could consider would be to 
adopt the Bicycle Opportunities Study criteria and recommendations as the 
City’s bikeway improvement plan.  Staff would then pursue projects subject to 
verification that roadway conditions still meet the Bicycle Opportunities Study 
criteria at the time of project design and construction.  Public outreach and 
opinion would still be gathered and provided to decision makers when making 
determinations about roadway configurations and bike lane construction, but 
public opinion would be presented separately from staff’s engineering 
recommendation.      
 
The BPAC does not believe that this issue is solely about removing on-street 
parking for bike lanes, but it certainly is the area with the most potential for 
controversy.  The BPAC’s intent is that safely moving all transport modes 
should be more important than improving convenience for any one mode, i.e. 
providing extra motor vehicle capacity at the expense of bike space, or 
providing on-street parking at the expense of bike space.. The BPAC believes 
that decisions about the ultimate configuration of roadways should be based 
on study of travel demand, parking supply and demand, and opportunities for 
aesthetic enhancement after minimum safe transport standards are met.  This 
would not mean that on-street parking would be sacrificed first.  In fact, some 
bike lane projects have resulted and could result in the addition of on-street 
parking (for example, the recent Evelyn Avenue bike lanes project).  The 
demand or need for on-street parking would be factored with the demand or 
desirability of other roadway features such as turn lanes, additional travel 
lanes, landscaping, or widened sidewalks, and decisions made accordingly. 
 
However, because Sunnyvale must retrofit existing streets to complete its bike 
network, it is likely that situations will arise where roadway space is limited, 
parking demand is high, and minimum safe transport standards cannot be met 
without eliminating parking or widening the roadway.  Staff believes that it 
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would be pre-judging these situations to adopt the proposed policy and operate 
under the assumption that certain minimum roadway accommodations are a 
given.  Staff believes the City should consider these situations, the field 
conditions that are present, and public input on roadway reconfiguration 
proposals on a case by case basis to maintain flexibility in decision making and 
to assure community engagement.   
 
The BPAC voted unanimously (with one member absent) to send the report 
forward to the City Council as drafted.   
     
FISCAL IMPACT
There is no fiscal impact associated with approval of the policy for allocation of 
street space.  This policy would be utilized by the City as guidance for 
considering potential modifications to street configurations as opportunities 
develop and are funded. 
 
PUBLIC CONTACT 
Public Contact was made through posting of the Council agenda on the City’s 
official notice bulletin board, posting of the agenda and report on the City’s web 
page, and the availability of the report in the Library, the City Clerk’s Office, 
the Community Center and the Senior Center.   
 
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission has held public hearings on 
components of the Study at its May 17, 2007, August 16, 2007, August 23, 
2007, September 20, October 18, 2007, November 15, 2007, and January 31, 
2008 meetings.   
 
ALTERNATIVES
1. Approve the policy on allocation of street space and direct staff to prepare a 

General Plan Amendment to incorporate the proposed street allocation 
policies into the Land Use and Transportation Element of the General Plan. 

2. Do not adopt the policy on allocation of street space. 

3. Direct staff to develop action strategies for improving engagement of the 
bicycling community when developing bicycle improvement projects, 
consistent with Community Engagement Sub-Element policy. 

4. Adopt the Bicycle Opportunities Study criteria and recommendations for 
bike lane improvements as the City’s bikeway improvement plan.  Direct 
staff to implement projects subject to verification that roadway conditions 
still meet the Bicycle Opportunities Study criteria at the time of project 
design and construction. 

5. Other action as directed by Council.  
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RECOMMENDATION  

Staff recommends Alternatives 2 and 3: Do not adopt the policy on allocation of 
street space, and direct staff to develop action strategies for improving 
engagement of the bicycling community when developing bicycle improvement 
projects, consistent with Community Engagement Sub-Element policy. 

 
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission recommends Alternative 1: 
approve the policy on allocation of street space and direct staff to prepare a 
General Plan Amendment to incorporate the proposed street allocation policies 
into the Land Use and Transportation Element of the General Plan. 
 
Staff believes that all modes of transportation are already considered when 
reconfiguring street space.  Staff concurs that a better balance can be struck 
when conducting outreach to encourage that all sides of arguments for 
reconfiguring streets are heard. 
 
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission believes the City should have 
an established policy regarding the allocation of street space to safely 
accommodate all potential users of the roadway. Their goal is to provide 
direction as to how to balance roadway space among all modes of 
transportation, to identify factors to evaluate when decisions must be made 
between uses of the public right of way, and to assure minimum safe 
accommodation of all travel modes as a first priority. 
  
Reviewed by: 
 
 
Marvin Rose, Director, Public Works 
Prepared by: Jack Witthaus, Transportation and Traffic Manager 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Amy Chan 
City Manager 
 
Attachments
A. 2008 Study Issue Paper – Roadway Reconfiguration Guidelines for 

Retrofitting Streets with Bike Lanes 
B. Proposed Policy for the Allocation of Street Space 
C. Summary of Public Outreach Meeting Comments 
D. Copies of correspondence received from the public 
E. Bicycle Opportunities Study Summary of Recommendations for Roadway 

Configuration 



ATTACHMENT A



  
 
 

Attachment B 
 
 
 

Proposed Policy for the Allocation of Street Space 
 

Modal Balance 

City streets should be retrofitted with bicycle lanes to increase the use of 
bicycles for transportation and to enhance the safety and efficiency of the 
overall street network for bicyclists, pedestrians, and motor vehicles.   

All modes of transportation shall have equal access to City streets. 
 
 
Transport Versus Non-Transport Uses 
 
City streets are public space dedicated to the movement of vehicles, 
bicycles and pedestrians.  Providing safe accommodation for all 
transportation modes takes priority over non-transport uses.  Minimum 
safety standards for transport uses shall be met before non-transport 
uses are considered. 
 
Parking is the storage of transportation vehicles and shall not be 
considered a transport use.  
  
Historical precedence for street space dedicated for parking is not a 
consideration when determining the appropriate future use of street 
space for transport. 
  
On-street parking shall not be considered as a means to meet City 
parking requirements for private development.   
 

Action statement:  Incentives to offset impacts of roadway changes 
to non-transportation users shall be considered when retrofitting 
roadways. 

  



 
 
Use of Engineering/Planning Criteria 
 
Bike retrofit projects shall be evaluated based on the merits of each 
project in the context of engineering and planning criteria. 
 

Action Statement:  The City shall maintain engineering and 
planning criteria with respect to roadway geometry, collisions, 
travel speed, motor vehicle traffic volume, and parking supply and 
demand (on and off street) to guide decisions on the provision of 
bike lanes.        

  
Design Standards/Safety 
 
If street configurations do not meet minimum design and safety 
standards for all users, than standardization for all users shall be 
priority. 
 
Safety considerations of all modes shall take priority over capacity 
considerations of any one mode. 
 

Action Statement: For each bike retrofit project, a bike safety study 
shall be included in the staff report to evaluate the route in 
question.    



 
Attachment C 

 
 

Summary of Public Comments 
Sunnyvale Bicycle and Pedestrian Commission Meeting 

November 15, 2007 
Sunnyvale City Council Chambers 

7:00 P.M. 
Policy on Allocation of Street Space 

 
Mike Murray-Sunnyvale/Remington area, concerned about loss of on street parking, 

transportation vs. no transport policy.  Assuming that parking is not a transportation use 

concerns him. We don’t need bike lanes on every road, car traffic should have priority 

over bikes. Likes more convenient parking, fed up w/ car hatred policy of government. 

 

Linda  E. - 17 year resident- She rides to Homestead High School, doesn’t hate cars but is 

also a bicyclist.  She want to get from point A to point B on a bike as efficiently as in an 

automobile. Wants any extra room, not necessarily like lanes. Fair Oaks, Hollenbeck are 

important, logically these routes should have more room. 

 

Luc Hermage- Bike circulation, DPW is stealing roads and parking from citizens.  Road 

dieting studies are bogus, roads are for vehicles, not less then 1% of users (cyclists). 

Wolfe Road is ruined, Sunnyvale Ave is too slow. Doesn’t see more bike use.   Density 

of dwelllings is increasing, more cars are coming. 

 

Art Schwartz-   Cool Cities official announcement -  residents, Council supported a 

bikeable, walkable city.  Council adopted greenhouse gas limit. Policy needs to embrace 

alternative transport. Cool Cities opposes adding lanes for car traffic. This is the first 

Cool Cities policy, may be adjusted. 

 Personal opinion- he rides a bike 90% time, drives on roads with reduced lanes. 

Finds that appearance of reduced capacity isn’t fact because the roads operate more 

efficiently and calmly after lane reductions.  In favor of reducing lanes, thinks existing 

bike lane striping isn’t obvious enough to drivers- suggest red lines or brick would be a 

safety improvement. Wide gutters put juncture of gutter, pavement right in the riding 



area, suggest gutter should be asphalted with special compound.  Murphy/El Camino 

Real was done with this type of treatment 20 years ago. 

 

Carl Sandwick- Duane Ave. Resident. Duane is busy.  It will be considered for a bike 

lane by reducing the number of travel lanes.  Traffic is fast, but cannot believe lane 

reduction would be considered when housing is being built in the area. There will be a  

50% population increase with 50% road capacity decrease. Thinks it is anti-business by 

reducing access. 

 

Josh Salans- 22 year resident, Opposes more travel lanes. Thinks downtown rickshaws 

are a good idea. Thinks parking is necessary, parking is part of travel. Thinks all streets 

should accommodate everything. Thinks the Mary Avenue bridge to Moffett Park should 

not be built. Supports reconfiguring Mary Avenue with bike lanes, 3 auto lanes, on street 

parking. 

 

Mary Olmstead- Supports provisions for Mary traffic and on- street parking, likes three 

lane Mary Ave. concept. 

 

Geeta Patangay- Lives on Mary, Supports bike lanes with reduction of travel lanes. 

Thinks emission reduction is important; thinks parking removal will affect property 

values. 

 

Gapal Patangay- Walks, takes train. Parking is not storage for cars.  Supports reducing 

auto travel on residential streets. Supports measures to increase mass transit-free fares. 

Mary Ave. – Homestead/Fremont should be extended to Evelyn with parking. 

 

Dan Hafeman- 30 year Homeowner, SV west and Cool Cities member. 35 year bike 

commuter doesn’t think bike lanes are necessary but encourages people to ride. Era of 

single occupant automobile is coming to an end, thinks a network of bike lanes is 

essential. Supports removing traffic lanes as a priority over parking removal. Four lanes 

to 2 lanes does not reduce access by 50% (volume is not 100% of capacity). Intercity 



commute traffic shouldn’t be accommodated; bike lanes should never be removed for 

parking or travel lanes. 

 

Jan Boehm- Supports 3 lane Mary Ave and bike lanes. Property parking is a necessity. 

Exiting driveways would be easier. Slower moving traffic improves neighborhood and 

pedestrian conditions. 

 

Eleanor Hansen- 2006 bike plan advocates restriction, elimination of parking on Mary 

Ave. Doesn’t want traffic system designed by engineers. Need public input and need 

polling of residents to provide direction. 

 

Mark Platy- Bike commuter for 20 yrs. Road designs should assure travel lanes, bike 

lanes initially, and then work from there. 

 

Cathy Switzer- supports a balanced plan, should support all modes of travel- cars, bikes, 

people. Evelyn Ave.  is safer now for pedestrians, encourages more pedestrian 

enhancements. She is a biker that uses Sunnyvale businesses, facilities should encourage 

their use. 

 

Connie Portele- Encourages a balanced plan. She has a parking demand conflict with 

nearby business to her home. Need coordination between city departments. Need 

business, but don’t force solutions. Important to poll and educate people about 

transportation alternatives. 

 

Daniel Gutierrez- Concerned about Evelyn Ave. more congested, thinks widening like 

Mountain View would be better. Businesses provide sufficient parking. Growth of Town 

and Country will add lots more traffic. 

 

Crista Ansberg- Doesn’t see anything about public transit. Can’t plan that doubling of 

population should provide doubling of road capacity, 1% of bikes doesn’t mean 1% of 

the road lots of people own bikes. 



 

Thom Mayer- Streets are for people, not just people in cars. Creating streets for all is 

crucial to the city’s future; cars take up lots of room. Issue is not bikes vs.  parking, it is 

travel lanes vs. parking. 

 

John Hayden-20 yr old resident. Does not support a  bridge on Mary to Moffett Park. 

Doesn’t ride a bike, thinks on street parking is okay because it is hard to get out of 

driveway. Noted an increase in parking. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

                                                                                                                                                                              

 












































