Council Questions
May 12, 2026 - City Council Meeting

ITEM 4.2 Renewal of Downtown Parking Maintenance and Operation Assessment District for Fiscal Year
2026-27

1. Does the parking district pay for the availability of the digital sign for the electric wayfare parking spaces?

The Downtown Parking Maintenance and Operation Assessment District (PMAD) funded the installation
of the digital parking wayfinding systems in the two Downtown garages. The original vendor is no longer
in business, and as a result, the City has faced challenges maintaining and repairing the system.

Staff is currently evaluating updated digital parking wayfinding solutions as part of broader Downtown
parking and access improvements. As part of that effort, staff is also assessing whether any components
of the existing infrastructure, such as electrical connections or conduits, can be reused to help reduce
future implementation costs.

ITEM 4.4 309 Moorpark Way, Tract No. 10677-Final Map

2. The staff report provides an update regarding the secondary driveway access requested by the Council
during the 3/13/2025 project approval. The Council also requested that “the applicant work with City
staff to include Accessory Dwelling Units where not otherwise physically precluded by any site
constraints,” as recorded in the minutes from that meeting. Can staff report back how many ADUs have
been included in the revised project?

Condition 22 of City Council Resolution No. 18971 required the applicant to explore adding accessory
dwelling units (ADUs) “where not physically precluded by any site constraints.”

Staff has directed the applicant to provide a response to this condition during the building permit review.
The applicant provided the attached letter noting their exploration of incorporating ADUs into the
project and the reasoning for not to pursuing ADUs within the project. As such, the submitted building
permit plans do not show any proposed ADUs. The applicant noted that the project covenants,
conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) allow the ability of future homeowners to construct ADUs on their
lots if they are interested.

ITEM 4.5 Temporary Closure from Public Access of Five Parking Spaces in Parking Lot No. 2 for a Period of 31
Consecutive Weeks and Eight Parking Spaces in Parking Lot No. 2 for a Period of 12 Nonconsecutive Days to
Occur Prior to May 25, 2029

3. How was the license agreement of $12,088 determined?

The license fee was calculated based on the number of parking spaces temporarily unavailable to the
public, the duration of the closure, and whether the use was short-term or longer-term exclusive use.
The rates are intended to reflect estimated market-based parking values for reserving spaces in the
Downtown area, rather than the City’s parking permit program, which is intended to support general
Downtown access rather than exclusive reservation of spaces for private use.



Area A involved temporary intermittent impacts over 12 nonconsecutive days, so a lower daily rate of
$25 per space per day was applied. Area B involved the exclusive use of five parking spaces for
approximately 31 consecutive weeks, so a monthly rate of $250 per space per month was applied to
reflect the longer-term loss of public parking availability.

Based on those calculations, the total estimated compensation is approximately $12,088.
ITEM 4.6 Annual Street Maintenance, Project 24-01-Various Actions

4. Could staff explain what types of Complete Streets and safety improvements can realistically be
incorporated during slurry seal, resurfacing, and reconstruction projects, including improvements that
could be delivered through restriping, low-cost materials, or a future Quick Build program? For example,
does the City have a standard menu of safety upgrades considered during pavement and restriping
projects?

Active transportation and safety improvements can vary considerably between pavement maintenance
projects, and are based on scope, type of roadway, and funding source. At the start of the design of each
pavement project, staff review all pertinent guidance documents such as the Vision Zero Plan, precise
plans, and Suggested Routes to School. Additionally, as final drafts near completion, staff will incorporate
the Active Transportation Plan and the Biodiversity and Urban Forest Plan to ensure, to the extent
possible, that paving projects incorporate the themes and intent of the various planning documents.

Slurry seal projects are typically focused on simple, cost-effective pavement applications, and active
transportation and safety elements are limited to striping for high-visibility crosswalks, adding sharrows,
and the refreshing/updating of existing bike lanes/routes. Depending on the roadway type and width,
there may be opportunities to add or widen bicycle lanes and/or provide a buffer. Funding sources also
play a role, where dedicated pavement maintenance funding can only be spent towards improving the
pavement condition and related striping, such as Senate Bill 1 (SB 1) and the 2010 Measure B — Vehicle
Registration Fee funds.

On the other hand, rehabilitation or reconstruction projects with a typically increased scope and higher
budgets can include additional elements, such as Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant curb
ramps upgrades, refuge islands (where applicable), separated/protected bike lanes (Class IV), enhanced
and/or midblock crossings, green storm water infrastructure, landscaping, and additional lighting. The
type of street also dictates the improvement. Neighborhood and lower-volume streets are focused on
curb ramps and striping improvements; collectors and arterial streets may also include the additional
elements noted.

Road diets, bus islands/platforms, vehicle and pedestrian signal improvements, bulb-outs, and protected
intersection installations are more complex, typically require studies, greater design
efforts/coordination, and are therefore treated as stand-alone projects, or in combination with a paving
project, recognizing that the project schedule will increase and take in added staff resources. Depending
on the scope, project costs for the active transportation elements can substantially increase a project’s
budget. The City uses a variety of funding sources to deliver these projects, including the two previously
mentioned pavement maintenance funding sources (should there be a pavement rehabilitation
component), the Gas Tax fund, the City’s unrestricted funds, and grant funds.
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Public Works has performed quick-build projects in the past; however, staff resources are currently
dedicated to continuing to work through the project backlog, Council priority projects, and grant-funded
projects. Public Works will re-evaluate how quickly build projects can be delivered once the new Chief
Transportation Officer position is filled.

Was there any consideration of laying any conduit for future broadband?

No. Communication conduit installation is not part of the project scope. The project improvements do
not require trenching or provide opportunities for similar scopes of conduit installation work. The City
Fiber Network Conceptual Design will come to Council on October 13, 2026, and will provide a roadmap
for the most effective sites/areas for potential conduit deployment.

ITEM 4.7 Authorization to Convey a Portion of City-Owned Property (Portion of APN 158-13-052) Adjacent to
236 Castro Street

6.

Is $S268 per square foot the going rate for property in Downtown MV? $44,000 divided by 164 Sq
Feet=5268

The area being conveyed is a very small portion located beneath an existing building and not a
standalone developable property. An independent appraisal considered the site’s specific
circumstances, including the encroachment, Downtown location, and redevelopment potential, to arrive
at the valuation.

Downtown land values vary significantly depending on the parcel size, configuration, access, and
development potential, so this transaction should not be viewed as a benchmark for Downtown property
values overall.

ITEM 6.1 Repeal and Reenact Article X (Transportation Demand Management) of Chapter 19 (Motor Vehicles
and Traffic) of the Mountain View City Code to Establish a Citywide TDM Program

7.

III

For the purposes of the TDM Program, are townhomes and rowhomes “single-family residentia
“multi-family residential”?

or

For purposes of the TDM Program “Very Small Project” exemption, townhomes and rowhomes would
be classified as single-family.

Section 124(J) of the draft Ordinance allows an Applicant to “propose a User-Defined TDM Strategy as
an alternative” to those in the TDM Toolkit, including for projects eligible for ministerial review. Can staff
explain how a User-Defined TDM Strategy would work in a ministerial approval process?

For projects proposing a user-defined TDM strategy, the applicant will provide a TDM plan prepared by
a licensed professional, including details of the estimated percent trip reduction achievable through the
proposed strategy. Staff will review the proposal to ensure it provides the necessary materials, and once
it does, it will receive staff approval. The project approval and associated conditions of approval would
require execution of a TDM agreement, codifying the project’s intent to comply with applicable
monitoring and reporting requirements through the building permit and project implementation
process.



9.

10.

11.

The draft Ordinance defines “Projects” to mean a project that requires a permit “under Chapter 47 of
the Mountain View Code.” Chapter 47 is “Impact Fees in Precise Plan Areas.” Is this the correct Chapter
to reference?

Yes, this section was cited for the definition of “Development project or project” to avoid creating
another definition or conflicting definition in the code. The definition of a project in Section 47.3 matches
what is defined as a “project” for TDM.

Can staff review/clarify the TOD project eligibility definitions/criteria? A "major transit stop," as defined
in California Public Resources Code Section 21064.3, includes the "intersection of two or more major bus
routes with a frequency of service interval of 20 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak
commute periods." This definition appears to have been updated under AB 2553 and conflicts with the
TDM Program Standards, which reference a 15-minute service frequency. Which is correct?

The TOD eligibility criteria in the draft ordinance apply to both “major transit stop” and “high-quality
transit corridor” under state law. The language in the TDM Program Standards (Attachment 2) attempts
to consolidate these two definitions for the City. In the paragraph at the top of page 15, (a) and (c) refer
to existing and planned rail stations that qualify as “major transit stops,” and (b) refers to bus stops on
a corridor served by 15-minute frequencies that qualify as a “high-quality transit corridor.” The scenario
in question, the intersection of two bus routes at 20-minute frequencies, is not addressed in the
paragraph and does not exist in the City.

However, the TDM Program Standards are intended to be a “living document” that can address changes
to the City’s available transit services, state law, and other conditions as needed.

The TDM Program Standards use this definition for Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) projects: "those
located in a High-Quality Transit Area (HQTA), defined as areas where at least fifty percent (50%) of the
project area is within one-half (0.5) mile of a high-quality transit corridor, or a major transit stop."
However, HCD technical assistance uses a different definition: "A project shall be considered to be within
one-half mile of a major transit stop if all parcels within the project have no more than 25 percent of
their area farther than one-half mile from the stop and if not more than 10 percent of the residential
units, or 100 units, whichever is less, in the project are farther than one-half mile from the stop. Major
transit stops that are included in the applicable regional transportation plan also qualify." Is there a
reason Mountain View uses a different definition?

Prior to the Ordinance going into effect, the TDM Program Standards will be updated to the following to
align with the current definition in State law: “Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) projects are those
located in a High-Quality Transit Area (HQTA).” A high-quality transit corridor is defined in California
Public Resources Code Section 21155(b), as may be amended, and a major transit stop is defined in
California Public Resources Code Section 21064.3, as may be amended.


https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=21064.3.
https://www.coxcastle.com/publication-ab-2553-a-small-change-with-big-consequences-how-five-more-minutes-could-increase-transit-oriented-development
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/policy-and-research/ab-2097-ta.pdf#page=3
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/policy-and-research/ab-2097-ta.pdf#page=6
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/policy-and-research/ab-2097-ta.pdf#page=6

12.

13.

14.

15.

Can staff provide a map of the "high-quality transit corridors" and "major transit stops" in Mountain
View? Think this would provide clarity on which sites are TOD, and which sites are not.

El Camino Real is the only High-Quality Transit Corridor in the City. Below is a map that identifies the
City’s major transit stops (consistent with AB2097).

https://mountainview.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=13536141&GUID=F606E157-3B53-4D00-842E-
64311EF7FFB5

Is a trip a trip regardless of whether the vehicle is person-driven or autonomous?

Yes, the vehicle trip generated will be counted as any trip, regardless of whether a single occupant or
non-occupant. The goal of the TDM ordinance is to reduce lower-occupancy vehicle trips in favor of more
efficient, higher-occupancy vehicle trips and mass transportation.

Reducing VMT and reducing needed parking at residential places are two different things. In other words,
reducing Average Daily Trips and reducing the need for car ownership and thus a parking place are two
different things. How do you prove that people not paying for unbundled parking spaces are not just
parking in the neighborhood on the street? How do you know that unbundled parking is reducing ADT
or VMT? If you use the Residential Parking Permit Program, doesn't that give every household in new (or
old) apartments each a parking space, and so not reduce car ownership and use much?

Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and reducing parking at residential sites address two different
outcomes related to parking demand and supply, respectively. As unbundled parking addresses parking
supply, on-site parking occupancy counts, and curb utilization studies can be conducted to better
understand any impacts from unbundled parking and potential spillover effects. Limiting the parking
supply of residential projects is intended to lower car ownership, which would result in reduced VMT
per capita over time. A Residential Parking Permit Program could be set in such a way to disincentivize
car ownership through proposed permit caps or permit pricing as a way to manage the supply and
demand of available on-street parking.

Is the LIMIT PARKING SUPPLY option only available if there are on-street parking controls in the
surrounding area? What kinds of on-street parking controls in the surrounding area do you think would
actually reduce ADT or VMT?

The description for “Limit Parking Supply” has been updated in the TDM Toolkit since the CTC meeting
to acknowledge that the parking controls in the surrounding area of a residential project may not be
within the control of the applicant/developer. Cities such as San Jose, San Mateo, Palo Alto, and Berkeley
have implemented programs that combine strategies such as residential permit programs, time limits,
parking pricing, and active enforcement to help reduce ADT and VMT.


https://mountainview.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=13536141&GUID=F606E157-3B53-4D00-842E-64311EF7FFB5
https://mountainview.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=13536141&GUID=F606E157-3B53-4D00-842E-64311EF7FFB5

16.

17.

18.

Please tell me about these two items in a little more detail:
a. Active Transportation Gap Closure Improvements from the TDM Toolkit?

e This strategy focuses on addressing missing or incomplete walking and biking connections between
a project site and the surrounding transportation network. In practice, this means:

o Constructing or upgrading sidewalks, installing bike lanes/closing network gaps, multi-use paths,
or pedestrian crossings that can be upgraded with additional improvements

e Closing gaps between the project and key destinations such as:

o transit stops
o nearby streets
o trails or bikeways

e Theintent is to make it safe, direct, and continuous for people to walk or bike, which reduces the
need to drive.

b. Transit Land Dedication or Capital Improvements?

e This strategy involves providing land or funding for physical improvements that directly support
transit access and/or operations. Examples include:

o Bus pull-outs or turnouts
o Transit shelters or other amenities, including lighting, electrical upgrades, or passenger amenities
o Space for micromobility parking near transit stops.

The goal is to help make transit more reliable, comfortable, and accessible from the project site.

The staff report lists San Francisco, San Mateo County, Redwood City, San Jose, Sunnyvale, and Santa
Monica as benchmark cities. Why did staff pick these cities as benchmarks as opposed to other cities?

The benchmark cities were selected to reflect a combination of peer jurisdictions with established TDM
programs, similar development patterns, and similar policy goals. San Jose, Sunnyvale, Redwood City,
and San Mateo County are regional peers within Silicon Valley/Bay Area/Peninsula with experience
imposing similar TDM requirements. Whereas San Francisco and Santa Monica were included as best-
practice examples with mature TDM programs, offering examples of program structure, monitoring, and
enforcement practices at a larger scale.

During the development of the North Bayshore Plan, we heard about the TMA regularly. Since that time,
the TMA hasn't been discussed very often. How often do we interact with the TMA? Do we have regular
meetings? Nice to include an update of TMA- how it works and what it's doing into the presentation.

The City has entered into an Agreement with the TMA to operate the Community Shuttle service.
Throughout the contract, City staff have maintained close coordination with the TMA to ensure the
service runs efficiently as a fare-free alternative to single-occupancy trips. The City is also a TMA Board
member and continues to collaborate in ways to improve delivery of TDM citywide—including
implementing provisions of the TDM ordinance that will involve TMA support (monitoring & reporting).



19.

Small projects are not required to join the TMA. Is it possible for them to join voluntarily? What is the
general range of cost?

TMA membership will be included in the TDM Toolkit as a voluntary auxiliary strategy to incentivize
projects to join as a way of benefiting from its TDM programs and services. TMA membership costs may
vary based on project size, land use, and proximity to the MVgo shuttle route. Typical fees include one-
time joining fees and annual membership fees.

ITEM 6.2 Code Amendment to Chapter 36 (Zoning)-Below Market Rate Housing Program (First Reading)

20. Can staff explain how each of the Alternative Compliance Measures/options would work under a

21.

ministerial approval process?

Staff is developing an administrative checklist for each alternative compliance option that identifies the
materials and findings required for an applicant to demonstrate compliance with the BMR Ordinance
and Administrative Guidelines. Applicants will be required to submit a BMR Compliance Plan as part of
their development application, along with supporting documentation, including a project description,
financing plan, feasibility analysis, equivalency analysis, and implementation schedule. Staff will review
the proposal against the applicable objective standards and criteria established in the Ordinance and
Administrative Guidelines, including the requirement that the proposed alternative compliance provide
value equivalent to the required on-site BMR units.

Developing a checklist will allow staff to determine whether a project does or does not comply with the
alternative compliance requirements without needing to exercise discretion, which will allow this review
process to align with any ministerial approval process associated with a given housing development.

How many newly built affordable housing units have been added since the December 12, 2023, council
meeting?

Since December 12, 2023, City Council Meeting, 358 newly built affordable housing units have been
added, including both Below Market Rate (BMR) units and units in 100% affordable developments:

Number of Units Delivered Projects
Since December 2023

BMR Units - The Avelle
Integrated with market rate units 30
BMR Units - Alternative Compliance 144 The Sevens
La Avenida and
100% Aff | i
00% Affordable Units 184 Montecito*

TOTAL 358

* Temporary Certificate of Occupancy is anticipated in June 2026



22.

23.

24,

Objective Standards require developers to integrate affordable housing units “within the same building”
as the market rate units. Is this still true?

Yes. The basic objective standard for the BMR Program requires affordable housing units to be integrated
with market-rate units within the same building. However, applicants may request approval of an
alternative means of compliance with the integrated requirement, through which affordable housing
may be provided via land dedication, off-site development, or the acquisition/preservation of existing
units.

The staff report says that the BMR Program will “Require a finding that the proposed alternative
compliance supports Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) by promoting access to opportunity.”
How would developers make this finding? Can staff give an example or two?

Developers would meet this requirement by meeting the locational requirements identified in Tables 2-
4 in the staff memo. The locational requirements were based on the Housing Element analysis and the
HCD/TCAC Opportunity Map, which address Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) objectives.
These include:

e 7 mile of the project site,

e South of El Camino,

e within the El Camino Precise Plan, and

e in a HCD “highest resource area” (within the HCD/TCAC Opportunity Map).

For example, an off-site affordable housing development located in a “Highest Resource” or other
qualifying opportunity area with access to jobs, schools, transit, and community amenities would
support the AFFH finding. Similarly, an acquisition/preservation proposal that preserves affordable
housing in an area with strong access to opportunity and avoids displacement risk could also support the
finding.

The intent of the requirement is to ensure that alternative compliance proposals are evaluated not only
on financial equivalency, but also on whether they further the City’s fair housing and housing
opportunity objectives as required by the Housing Element.

The staff report says that, in the case of off-site BMR compliance, any applicant’s partner will be required
to have a minimum threshold of three past experiences with similar developments. Why did staff pick
this number, and might it be prohibitive?

The City has used a three-project threshold in prior RFP/Q processes (such as for Lot 12) as a reasonable
indicator that a proposed partner has demonstrated experience successfully delivering affordable
housing projects of similar complexity.

Affordable housing development involves specialized financing, construction/project management, and
regulatory compliance. Requiring at least three projects helps a partner demonstrate an established
track record and reduces the implementation risk associated with alternative compliance proposals.



25.

26.

Staff does not believe the requirement is prohibitive. Most established affordable housing developers
that operate in the region significantly exceed this threshold. Staff recommends a minimum of three
projects to balance flexibility with the City’s interest in ensuring successful project delivery and long-
term program compliance.

Tables 2 and 3 seem to be a way to provide objective standards for alternative BMR sites. Could some
language be added to give Staff the authority to consider variations as appropriate? Concerned with
implications from the law of unintended consequences here.

In December 2023, Council supported establishing more defined “by-right” alternative compliance
options within the BMR Program. Additionally, State legislation such as AB 130 has increasingly
prioritized ministerial housing approvals and objective standards — while reducing discretionary review
— to streamline the development approval process.

Consistent with Council’s direction and the State's overall legislative requirements to streamline
approval processes, the standards in Tables 2 and 3 were developed to provide clear, objective criteria
for evaluating alternative compliance proposals. Should unintended consequences arise, the City’s
Housing Element requires that the BMR Program be reevaluated again in 2028, providing an opportunity
to assess implementation and consider refinements if needed.

Table 3: Timing of delivery- confused by this language. Isn't it supposed to say that the timeframe for
the production of the BMR units is supposed to precede the occupancy of the market rate units? If a
situation arises beyond the builder's control (e.g., supply chain issues, labor disputes), staff may grant
appropriate extensions, provided the builder demonstrates they are working in good faith to remedy the
situation.

During the November 2025 meeting, the Council’s approved motion included the following friendly
amendment:

“Direct staff to evaluate the feasibility of including in the Administrative Guidelines staff discretion
to grant an extension of delivery of up to six months for off-site development, land dedication, or
acquisition/preservation projects where the developer is working in good faith.”

After the November 2025 Council meeting, staff evaluated the feasibility of this friendly amendment
analysis and determined the following:

e Off-site development: In the future, market-rate projects that may propose an off-site development
would be larger, multi-phase projects. Staff also received developer input that providing an
additional six months after the market-rate units receive their Certificate of Occupancy may not be
sufficient for an off-site, fully affordable project to be completed. This is primarily due to the
competition and the extended processes to apply for limited affordable housing funding, such as
low-income housing tax credits, State funding, project-based vouchers, etc. Based on this evaluation
and input, the staff recommends the following flexibility (underlined):



“The off-site BMR units shall be constructed and receive the Certificate of Occupancy for all units
no later than issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy for any use in the underlying project,
unless an alternative timeframe is approved by the final decision-making body to ensure that the
BMR units are constructed prior to the final Certificate of Occupancy for the market-rate units.”

The additional timeframe between the issuance of a project’s first COO and the final COO would likely
be greater than 6 months and therefore provide developers more flexibility needed to address project
financing realities, while requiring the delivery of the off-site units prior to the final COO of the market-
rate units, which provides certainty to the City that the units would be delivered.

e Acquisition/Preservation: Staff recommend the same flexibility for acquisition/preservation as for
the off-site development to provide consistency.

e Land dedication: Staff concluded that land dedication would not require the same flexibility needed

for off-site development or acquisition/projects. Staff recommends keeping the same timeline for
land dedication as was proposed to Council in November 2025.
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February 25, 2025

To: City of Mountain View Planning

Attention: Vinson Kwan & Diana Pancholi

Subject: Exploration of ADUs for Moorpark Project — Condition 22

Diana & Vinson-

Dividend Homes investigated the feasibility of adding accessory dwelling units (ADUs) to the Moorpark
project. After review, we decided not to proceed with ADU implementation at this time for the following
reasons:

1. Financial feasibility — Preliminary cost estimates for construction, utility upgrades, and compliance
reduce projected returns and negatively impact overall project economics.

2. Site and infrastructure limitations — Limited lot area, parking capacity, and insufficient on-site utility
capacity would require costly modifications and compromise site design and livability.

3. Limited Lot Sizes- Our project’s individual lot sizes are on average approximately 3000 square feet. We
don’t feel squeezing in ADU’s into the small lot project will benefit the future homeowners. Our Buyer’s place
great value on their rear yards and we believe strongly in buyers individual property rights.

In closing, we’ve explored the possibility of adding ADU’s per council’s request, but don’t’ feel it makes sense
for our project. As promised, our project CC&R’s will not place any restrictions on future homeowners, adding
ADU'’s to their private yards if they choose.

Best Regards,

Josh Vrotsos
Vice President of Real Estate Development

Dividend Homes Inc.





