From: teresa cho

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2026 11:36 PM

To: City Council;, City Clerk; , City Manager

Cc: Marchant, John; Wright, Lenka; Johnathan.davis@mountainview.gov; Ruebusch, Brady
Subject: May 26, 2026 city council meeting item #5: Save Shoreline Golf Twilight Membership

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

Subject: Shoreline Golf Links Twilight Membership Cancelation Conflicts with Mountain View Park and
Recreation Strategic Plan

City Council Members:

My name is Teresa Cho and | have been a Twilight membership at Shoreline golf for four years.

The City of Mountain View’s Parks and Recreation Strategic Plan was created to guide how public recreational spaces are
managed and developed. The plan emphasizes health and wellness, community connection, regional accessibility, and
transparent public engagement.

The City’s recent decision to eliminate the Twilight Membership program at Shoreline Golf Links appears inconsistent with
those stated goals.

City officials have argued that the membership should end because approximately 83% of participants live outside
Mountain View. They claim local taxpayers should not subsidize non-residents. However, this reasoning overlooks the
broader public purpose of municipal recreation facilities and ignores the community value the program has created over
the past 15 years.

The “83% Non-Resident” Argument Misses the Bigger Picture
The fact that many Twilight members live outside Mountain View does not mean they are disconnected from the city.

Many members work in Mountain View, dine at local restaurants, shop locally, and contribute to the local economy on a
regular basis. In Silicon Valley, residents routinely cross city boundaries for work, recreation, and community activities.

In addition, neighboring cities such as Saratoga and Cupertino do not operate equivalent public golf facilities. Shoreline
serves as a regional recreational asset for the broader community. Restricting access primarily based on residency
undermines the cooperative regional approach that many Bay Area cities rely upon.

Conflict 1: Revenue Priorities vs. Public Health
A central goal of the Parks and Recreation Strategic Plan is to promote health, wellness, and outdoor recreation.

Public golf courses are not private luxury clubs. They are community recreational facilities intended to provide affordable
access to exercise, outdoor activity, and social engagement.

The Twilight Membership supported that mission by offering working class, seniors, and disabled players affordable
access to the course. Eliminating the program shifts the focus away from public wellness and toward maximizing short-
term revenue.
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That approach conflicts with the broader purpose of a public parks and recreation system, which exists to serve
community well-being rather than operate solely as a profit-driven enterprise.

Conflict 2: Destroying Community Instead of Building It
The Strategic Plan also emphasizes social connection, inclusivity, and community-building.

For more than 15 years, the Twilight Membership created a stable and diverse social community. Members formed
friendships, organized regular games, and fostered an inclusive environment for golfers of varying ages, incomes,
abilities, and backgrounds.

Eliminating the membership dismantles an established social network that the city itself helped cultivate over many years.

It is difficult to reconcile the City’s stated commitment to “building community” with a decision that dissolves a long-
standing recreational community without meaningful public discussion.

Conflict 3: Lack of Transparency and Public Engagement
The Strategic Plan stresses the importance of public input and transparent decision-making.

Yet the cancellation of the Twilight Membership reportedly occurred without public workshops, community surveys, or a
formal City Council vote. Members were not meaningfully consulted before the decision was made.

Whether the decision originated with City staff or with KemperSports, the process appears inconsistent with the City’s own
stated commitment to open communication and community participation.

Public recreation policies should be shaped through public engagement, especially when they affect long-standing
community programs.

Conflict 4: Regional Exclusion vs. Shared Public Resources

Mountain View exists within an interconnected regional environment where residents routinely share parks, trails,
transportation systems, and recreational amenities across city boundaries.

The Strategic Plan recognizes the importance of regional cooperation and broad community access. Eliminating a
recreation program largely because participants come from neighboring communities promotes a form of geographic
exclusion that does not reflect how Silicon Valley functions in practice.

Public recreation systems are strongest when they encourage shared access and regional participation rather than
isolation.

The Program Likely Generates Revenue Rather Than Losing It
The financial justification for canceling the program is also questionable.

During lower-demand seasons, particularly from October through March, Twilight members provide steady and
predictable revenue during periods when tee times are more difficult to fill. In addition, tournaments and other special
events can generate additional overlapping revenue opportunities for the course.

If financial concerns truly justify eliminating the program, the City should publicly disclose utilization, operating, and
revenue data so residents can evaluate the decision transparently.

A Better Alternative: Tiered Pricing Instead of Elimination

If the City’s concern is that non-residents should contribute more financially, there is a straightforward alternative that
preserves the program while addressing revenue concerns.



Many municipal golf courses use tiered pricing systems in which residents receive discounted rates while non-residents
pay moderately higher fees.

Mountain View could adopt a similar approach by:

* Maintaining affordable membership rates for residents
* Increasing fees moderately for non-residents
* Preserving the established Twilight community

This approach would align financial goals with the City’s broader recreation mission without eliminating the program
entirely.

Conclusion

The Parks and Recreation Strategic Plan was designed to ensure that public recreational facilities prioritize community
well-being, accessibility, transparency, and social connection.

By canceling the Twilight Membership without meaningful public engagement, the City appears to have prioritized
administrative and financial considerations over the broader community values outlined in its own strategic framework.

The City should reconsider this decision and pursue alternatives that preserve affordability, community, and regional
access while addressing legitimate financial concerns in a transparent and balanced manner.

Sincerely,
Teresa Cho

Reference:
Mountain View Voice: “The Poor Man’s Course”: Shoreline golfers object to Mountain View’s plan to cut affordable
membership

Sent from my iPhone



From: Brandon Downey

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2026 2:20 AM

To: City Council; Ramos, Emily Ann; Clark, Chris; Hicks, Alison; Kamei, Ellen;
john.mcalister@mountainview.com; Ramirez, Lucas; Showalter, Pat

Subject: Agenda Item 5: Public Comment re. Prohibiting Use of City Property for Civil

Immigration Enforcement

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

Dear Mayor, Vice Mayor, & City Councilmembers,
My name is Brandon Downey, and I've lived and worked in Mountain View for more than twenty years.

| can't be at tonight's meeting, but | wanted to write this email to encourage you to adopt a policy to
prohibit the use of city property & assets for civilimmigrant enforcement.

I don't think the actions of ICE & DHS under this administration are helping to keep people in our city and
our state safe. I'll be a little candid: I've seen what has happened in cities all over the US, but especially
in Minneapolis. It's actually the opposite of safe.

The agencies which shot a poet in the face, a nurse in the back, and left a child shivering in the snow
while their masked agents terrorized families are not something we should support. | would like to think
that any American of any political party would look at what they are doing and be sickened.

This cannot be allowed to happen here.

I'm under no illusions that we can stop ICE or DHS without winning a federal election, but| am also
convinced that we don't have to make it easier for them to spread fear and terror. As a city, | think we can
best do that by making it hard for them to work in Mountain View. Every minute we take from them is one
less minute they have to snatch our neighbors and torment our community. And this city's resources,
paid for our tax dollars and administered by you, our elected officials? | think we don't owe them a dime
orour time.

There's more | could say about how immigration's actions can scare off business, or squander the
opportunity of the world cup coming in June, but | am writing this because | believe this is the right thing
for Mountain View to do, and | hope you feel the same.

Other cities in the Bay have already taken the lead on this issue: We can look to Campbell, Sunnyvale,
and Santa Clara, who recently followed in the path blazed by the the Council and City of San Jose. These
policies are there for all of us to use -- the product of thorough review by the County Counsel and San
Jose City's Attorney.

As | write this, the DHS wants ICE facilities in Gilroy and Dublin, so | think the time for action is today. We
should not only enact this policy, we should send a message which is loud & clear to assure everyone
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who lives, works, and visits Mountain View that we are committed to the safety and well-being of our
neighbors and the community that all of us have built.

- Brandon Downey



From: Cathy

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2026 10:36 PM

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

Subject: Agenda item 3.3: Presentation Update on Summer Soccer World Cup Events and Public

Safety and Security

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

Dear Mayor, Vice Mayor, and City Councilmembers:
Good evening. | am a resident and small business owner.

Thank you for your leadership and dedication to make Mountain View a community for everyone. |
ask you to develop and adopt a strong policy prohibiting the use of city property for civil
immigration enforcement to protect the safety and well-being of community members and City
employees.

This is important to me as a resident and small business owner. Safety and trust are important to me,
because without them fewer people will want to visit and do business in Mountain View.

To be fully prepared for FIFA World Cup in June and to support community members who are living in
fear every day in our community, Mountain View should join Campbell, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, San
Jose, Santa Clara County, and VTA in adopting this policy right away.

Mountain View can move quickly - just as Campbell, Sunnyvale and Santa Clara did - by using the
policies from the County and City of San Jose as models. (see below)

These policies were developed with thorough review by County Counsel and the San Jose City
Attorney. Mountain View will benefit from this earlier work and leadership and can be assured that the
policy has solid legal standing and minimizes risk.

With the threats of proposed ICE facilities in Gilroy and Dublin, the community needs strong
leadership from the City Council and City administration.

Please make sure this policy is strong and clear to assure people who live, work and visit Mountain
View, as well as City employees, that the City of Mountain View is committed to the safety and well-
being of our diverse community.

Thank you,

Cathy Wong
Resident and small business owner

Local examples of restricting use of local government property and safe site protocols:
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1) Santa Clara County policy adopted 12/9/25

2) City of San Jose policy adopted 1/13/26
- City of San Jose FAQ

- City of San Jose sighage

- CSJ Safe Site Protocols FAQ

3) City of Santa Clara policy adopted 2/3/26
- CSC webpage: KYR and Enforcement-Free Zones

4) City of Sunnyvale policy adopted 4/7/26

5) City of Campbell policy adopted 5/5/26
6) VTA policy affirmed on 5/7/26
7) Foothill DeAnza Community College District

Beyond SCC, these CA jurisdictions have also adopted similar policies:

San Mateo County

San Francisco County

Alameda County, Oakland, Berkeley
Richmond (Contra Costa County)
LA County

Sent from Proton Mail for iOS.



