From: Shani Kleinhaus

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2026 10:01 AM

To: Jim Zaorski

Cc: City Council;, City Manager; Seymour, Audrey; Marchant, John; Crosby, Kristine
Subject: Re: Parks Plan

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

Now you are sabotaging me...
If they do not change the definition of what native is then this is a plan that will destroy efforts everywhere

On Tue, May 26, 2026 at 9:58 AM Jim Zaorski <jim.zaorski@gmail.com> wrote:
| commend staff on their work on the parks plan.

I am especially impressed with their : 1) creating a strategy focused on planning area rather than
Citywide averages, 2) providing a much better analysis than previous efforts of our parks deficit and its

location, and 3) for formulating a biodiversity component within the plan that exceeds the aspirations of
most of our neighboring City's,

This said, | have listed in the attachment three adjustments that | believe will strengthen the plans
foundation and engender increased Community confidence in its eventual success.

| appreciate your consideration.
Thank you for your time and patience.

JIm Zaorski
Laura Lane
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Three Issues with the Current Parks Plan

Mountain View Parks and Open Space Master Plan — Public Comment

1. Better Quantify Parks Requirements Driven by New State
Mandates

The current report does a better job than any preceding it of identifying existing park
deficits, especially in underserved Planning Areas.

In my opinion the document still needs to go further by clearly quantifying the additional
parks needed for new residents, projected expenditures to acquire them, and the likely
location of the park space that will be necessitated by projected housing growth
included in the current and next Housing Element cycles and SB-79.

The infrastructure costs to the City of new our housing requirements are likely to be
considerable. Unless they are directly addressed, and accounted for, they will
negatively impact the quality of life of both new, and existing residents.

These housing requirements, and projected growth, create two issues that require
further research and planning: (1) How large are the unfunded park and greenspace
costs from state mandated new developments likely to be? (2) Where is new housing
likely to go, and — funded or not — what new needs will they create- and how can
these new needs be met?

Most new developments are in planning districts that already lack adequate park space.
Finding sufficient park space for new residents that could defer the effort to begin to
remediate the City’s historic parks equity issues is a significant challenge that will
require diligence and creativity to meet.

Moreover, failing to anticipate the needs of new residents — many of whom will have no
backyards — will undoubtedly undermine our ability to address the equity issues facing
new as well as current residents.

Specific Additional Shortfall Amounts

Undercounted Population

The plan uses a 2020 census population baseline of 82,000 residents. The City now
reports 87,000+ residents, meaning the plan’s calculations are already 5,000 residents
short.

5,000 additional residents x 3 acres/1,000 residents = 15 acres. At the City’s stated cost
of $13M per acre, this represents a shortfall of approximately $200M.

The Housing Element’s 6th and 7% cycles



Housing Element 6 requires 11,000 new units to be built in Mountain View by 2031;
Housing Element 7 is projected to require roughly the same. Both are within the lifespan
of the Strategic Plan. It is currently anticipated that 20,000-25,000 new residents will be
added to our population over the next 12 years. At 60% of the cost of 75 acre amounts
to approximately $600M. (This number could vary from a low of $200M to a high of $1B
depending on the number of units actually built and the permitted in lieu fees.*

*There is legitimate concern that the State will further restrict the City’s ability to recover
park fees from developers, placing an even greater burden on the City to fund
parkspace and other infrastructure for new residents.

SB-79

SB-79 takes effect July 1. It is too early to know its full impact. If we conservatively
estimate that this measure will add 5,000 residents over 12 years — with only 50% of
park fees recoverable from those units — we will be looking at an additional shortfall of
approximately $100M.

This cumulative $900M shortfall over the next 12 years is not accounted for in the
CIP, or in the current draft. The needs of new residents cannot be ignored; not
addressing them, will affect the quality of life of everyone in the City, as well as our
ability to meet the long-standing needs of our current residents currently living without
adequate parkspace.

While no one has a crystal ball, it is clear that it is very, unlikely that the parks deficit can
be closed in this strategic cycle.

Still, tweaking the plan to include tightly defined, achievable goals, and a plan to realize
these goals, will go a long way toward reducing Community skepticism in our ability to
at least start to address an issue that has lingered for decades.

2. EQUITY- We need to do a Better Job of identifying the
Currently Most Critically Underserved Members of Our
Community

To meaningfully address the parks equity issues, we need to do a deeper dig to identify
those groups most negatively impacted so that we can direct our limited resources
towards them first. The truth may be that we lack the resources to take care of deficits in
whole planning areas, but we can at least start with the most impacted citizens of these
areas.

The current plan identifies several communities as lacking in parkspace — four of them
critically. As a resident of one of these critically underserved communities, | observe
that some have adapted to the lack of parkspace. Others have not.



School-aged children, non-driving elderly residents, the financially disadvantaged, and
people with dogs face greater daily hardships due to the absence of a dedicated
neighborhood park than those with financial resources and ready transportation.

Many residents in my community compensate for the lack of a neighborhood park by
driving to other City facilities such as Shoreline, the Aquatics Center, or Cuesta Park, by
using parkspace in neighboring towns, or by joining gyms and health clubs. While this is
an inconvenience for them, and a cost, those without flexible transportation and
financial resources.For others, this is impossible.

The City has relied heavily on mini parks to demonstrate that it is addressing the needs
of residents in underserved planning areas. While mini-parks serve an important
function — particularly for young children — they are generally not large enough to play
baseball, throw a frisbee, kick a soccer ball, ride a bike, or allow a senior to take a full
hour’s walk without retracing the same short loop many times. Children under six
represent only 6% of Mountain View’s population. While the City has done a
commendable job serving this group, their needs should not define the boundaries of
our parks planning.

For many residents, driving to Shoreline simply is not an option. Dog walkers and the
elderly now must navigate City streets instead. Children without parks spend more time
indoors. The economically disadvantaged, lacking time and transportation, forgo
opportunities like an afternoon soccer game in the park.

The plan needs to do a better job of identifying not only the areas that are
underserved, but the specific populations within those areas who are most
affected. In doing this we will be in a better position to focus our limited
resources on, and creatively minimize the impacts to, these groups.

3. Focus on What We Can Do Today, Not What We Might
Want to Do if We Had More Money

The current draft plan does a good job of identifying many of today’s problems: the
inequitable distribution of parkspace, the high cost of acquiring new parkspace, the
difficulty of securing new property, and the lack of City resources to address this issue
with

No one will dispute that the City’s current resources are insufficient to close a $1.5B
parkspace deficit within the twelve-year term of this plan. Given this reality, a plan
focused on what we can do — rather than what we would like to do with more resources
— is in my opinion far more likely to succeed.

| thus recommend structuring the plan around realistic, achievable action items tied
closely to our current available resources, with immediate, attainable, and well-defined
action items.



Alternative plans illustrating greater achievement in the event of additional funding, will
serve to highlight the value to the Community of this funding. These wouldbe very
useful.

It is my belief that by fine tuning the current plan to communicate goals we are likely to
achieve, we will reduce Community skepticism in our ability to make headway with the
long standing issue of steadily declining park access and availability.

| think it is the goal of most that we plan for a Mountain View that offers the same
opportunities for future generations as we have enjoyed ourselves.

Summary: Three Recommended Adjustments to the Plan

1. Quantify the expected needs generated over the plan’s term by the California
Housing Elements and SB-79. These requirements are inescapable and must be
reflected in the plan.

2. Identify the most critically impacted populations — not just areas — so that those
resources we have can be targeted toward closing the equity gap for those least able to
adapt on their own.

3. Focus on specific, measurable action items based on what is achievable today.
Where necessary, develop dual-scenario plans based on different revenue projections,
but grounded in concrete commitments rather than aspirational goals.



