
   
 
 
 

Town of Mammoth Lakes 
Plan The Parcel 

Workshop 2 – Summary Memo 
October 9, 2019 | 1:00 – 4:30 p.m. 

 

Introduction 
On Wednesday, October 9, 2019, the Town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) hosted the second of three joint 
public workshops between the Town Council (Council) and Planning and Economic Development 
Commission (PEDC) for Plan The Parcel. Workshop 2 is part of a comprehensive public engagement 
strategy intended to inform the community about Plan The Parcel and provide many opportunities for 
community members to voice opinions throughout the process. 

The workshop attracted over 20 members of the public, including residents, neighbors, business 
representatives, and Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. staff1. After a presentation and discussion by Council 
and PEDC, attendees were provided an opportunity to raise questions and offer input on the conceptual 
land use plan alternatives for The Parcel, on the presentation, and on the discussion by Council and PEDC. 
Comment cards were also made available for the public to provide written input; five comment cards were 
completed and submitted. Input received orally at the workshop and in writing on the comment cards is 
summarized in this memo. 

The meeting was led by Mayor Pro Tem Lynda Salcido and opened by Grady Dutton, Public Works 
Director. After a brief opening by Ms. Salcido welcoming attendees and laying out some ground rules for 
the evening’s proceedings, Mr. Dutton further welcomed attendees, provided opening remarks, and 
introduced Jen Daugherty, Senior Associate from Lisa Wise Consulting, Inc. (LWC). Jen introduced other 
members from the consultant team who were in attendance, including Drew Finke from Opticos Design, 
Inc., Iman Novin from Novin Development Corp., and Spencer Johnson from LWC. Jen, Drew, and Iman 
then presented on the following topics (the presentation, which was provided as a handout at the 
workshop, is attached as Exhibit A): 

• Background 

• Plan The Parcel Process 

• Framework for Preparing Conceptual Land Use Plans 

• Conceptual Land Use Plan Alternatives and Online Survey Results 

• Next Steps 

 

 

1  Spanish interpretation services were available, but the services were not utilized (no Spanish-only speakers attended the 
Workshop). 
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After the presentation, the Council and PEDC were given the opportunity to comment on and discuss the 
features standard to all alternatives, features unique in each alternative, perspective drawings, and street 
sections. The discussion was organized as follows: 

• Standard design features 

• Treatment of Mill Ditch 

• Number of stories 

• Number of units 

• Parking 

• Funding gap 

• Perspectives 

• Street sections 

• Other 

Mayor Pro Tem Salcido ran the workshop and provided members of the Council and PEDC opportunities 
to speak on each topic. 

After Council and PEDC discussion, Jen summarized the Council and PEDC’s general 
consensus/direction before the workshop was opened up for comments and questions from the public. 
Following public comment, Jen concluded the workshop by discussing next steps and upcoming 
opportunities for the community to stay involved. Mayor Pro Tem Salcido then provided a final 
opportunity for comments from Council and PEDC. 
 
A video recording of the workshop can be viewed online at 
http://mammothlakes.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=4.  
  

http://mammothlakes.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=4
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Council & PEDC Consensus/Direction 
The Council and PEDC provided consensus and/or direction for each topic discussed, which is 
summarized below. 

Topic Consensus/Direction 

Standard design features Support for all standard design features 

Treatment of Mill Ditch Support for incorporating Mill Ditch as shown in Alternatives 1 & 2  

Number of stories Support for transitioning to up to four stories (or potentially more) in some 
locations (e.g., adjacent to commercial areas), but not adjacent to existing 
residential neighborhoods 

Number of units A focus on livability with general support for 400 – 450 units 

Parking Provide justification for why/how lower parking rates (i.e., lower than 2 spaces 
per unit) will work and incorporate creative parking solutions instead of building 
a parking structure 

Funding gap Support for as low of a funding gap as possible with the understanding that the 
funding gap is an output of the preferred plan direction from Council/PEDC 

Perspectives Support for all perspectives 

Street Sections Support for all street sections 

 

Discussion & Comments 
The following table summarizes discussion and input provided by the Council, PEDC, and public that led 
to the Council and PEDC’s consensus/direction (above). Public input includes comments provided orally 
and via comment cards. 
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Topic Council/PEDC Comments Public Comments 

Standard 
design 
features 

• Potential connections (e.g., secondary connection to 
Center Street) may be potential opportunities but would 
require negotiations with private property owners. 

• No specific concerns related to the access 
points/connections. 

• Bus stops are critical. 

• There is a need for a community facility and/or child care 
facility, and some sort of facility may be eligible for State 
funding. 

• Support for an on-site community facility if possible 
(“good to have”, not a “need”). 

• It would be helpful to consider the bus stops and the 
community facility as two separate features/amenities.  

• Multi-use paths are essential and should be cleared 
throughout the winter to provide pedestrian access. 

• Support for the proposed street alignment. 

• Support for the traffic calming design of the street 
network. 

• Would like to better understand if the street network is 
optimized for transit efficiency. 

• Formal open space is essential. 

• It is important to design for rain-on-snow events and high 
demand drainage capacity considering flooding has 
occurred west of The Parcel (Sierra Valley Sites). 

• Access points on Center Street and Arrowhead Drive are 
unnecessary. 

• The secondary Center Street connection will not happen. 
The existing adjacent business is industrial, so it does not 
make sense to have pedestrians and traffic going by. There 
are also submitted plans to build on the property. 

• The Wildflower Condominiums are opposed to the 
connection on Arrowhead Drive. 

• MMSA (private property owner) is still willing to consider 
the potential street connection on Arrowhead Drive. 

• Diagonal streets prevent the potential for some additional 
units. A grid pattern may be more effective. 

• Child care is vital to the success and livability of The Parcel.  

• Support for child care and a community facility. 

• If child care is not provided, it could be a barrier for parental 
employment. 

• Consider the per child outdoor space requirement for child 
care facilities (75 s.f./child). 

• Support for the multi-use path system. 

• Create alternative transportation possibilities (e.g., e-bikes 
with fat tires can be used in winter). 

 

Treatment 
of Mill 
Ditch 

• Support for incorporating Mill Ditch as an amenity. 

• Incorporating trails alongside Mill Ditch is essential. 

• Mill Ditch is an important green space amenity for future 
residents of The Parcel and residents of the Sierra Valley 
Sites. 

• Support for preserving Mill Ditch and renaming it “Mill 
Creek.” 

• Snow storage on Mill Ditch could block water flow, leading 
to flooding. 
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Topic Council/PEDC Comments Public Comments 

• Mill Ditch and the associated drainage system should be 
more natural as it is more efficient and better equipped to 
handle high capacity rain/snow melt events. 

• Consider renaming Mill Ditch to “Mill Creek.” 

Number of 
stories 

• Tuck-under parking counts as the building’s first floor. 

• Comments related to ADA access and tuck-under parking 
design. 

• Support for taller buildings if additional building height 
enables preserving Mill Ditch, creating a community 
facility, and providing other amenities on The Parcel. 

• Support for transitioning to four stories (or potentially 
more) in proximity to the commercial areas along Center 
Street.  

• A building height of four stories is not appropriate along 
Manzanita or Shady Rest Road, but appropriate closer to 
the center of the site. 

• Support a building height of four stories over a podium. 

• Limit height based on stories, not feet. It would be beneficial 
to allow smaller units (studio, one-bedroom) to have taller 
ceiling heights to increase livability. 

• Ensure the Wildflower Condominiums are appropriately 
buffered and transitioned to (similar to the transitioning 
down for the Shady Rest neighborhood). 

 

Number of 
units 

• Overall desire is to create a successful, livable 
neighborhood, not necessarily a certain number of units. 

• Interest in a higher density alternative. 

• Support for ranges between 350 – 500 units. 

• The proposed density for The Parcel development (450 
units on 23 acres) is not “dense”. 

• Include five acres of open space and 20 acres of residential 
at 25 dwelling units/acre (500 units).  

• Adding potentially 1,000 new residents in this location 
would be very dense and would not be aligned with the 
mountain community vibe. 

Parking • Interest in parking ratios that would work well for future 
residents of The Parcel, then focusing on concerns with 
funding. 

• Avoid the parking mistakes made at The Village. 

• Concern about a parking structure being the best use of 
land on The Parcel.  

• Put money into transit, not a parking structure. 

• Concerns about a parking structure on The Parcel. 

• Parking is a major concern. If parking isn’t adequate, cars 
will overflow into commercial areas, which is a problem. 

• Provide parking rates for existing affordable housing 
projects to compare against. 
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Topic Council/PEDC Comments Public Comments 

• Avoid putting a parking burden on future residents of The 
Parcel / the workforce. 

• Concerns with not having on-street parking available in 
the winter. On-street parking won’t be available certain 
times during the winter (for example, parking along Main 
Street Frontage Road isn’t always available during the 
winter). 

• Survey the Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. waitlist to 
understand the waitlist households’ current parking 
needs. 

• Consider analyzing off-site opportunities for parking and 
carshare services. 

• Consider stackable, mechanical parking options. 

• Provide specific approaches for how the parking ratio can 
be mitigated down from two spaces per unit; and mitigate 
down to as low as is reasonable. 

• Concern with on-street parking blocking snow removal 
operations; consider on-street parking with proper signage 
and in a “bus pull-out design” like South Lake Tahoe.  

• Stacked parking is expensive and problematic. 

• Include a parking ratio of one space per one unit with 
additional spaces in a common area. 

• Need secure, covered bike storage and e-bike charging (not 
available in existing affordable housing projects). 

 

Funding gap • More specific information on the funding associated with 
each design feature would be helpful (i.e., identify which 
features are tied to funding eligibility). 

• Would like to better understand local funding resources 
for filling the funding gap. 

• Solving the funding gap will be a negotiation with a 
variety of entities. 

• Support for a lower funding gap. 

• The funding gap is an output of the development program. 

• Funding is very complicated. Recommend forming a finance 
working group. 

• Detail of the development program (mix of unit types and 
square footages) is needed to evaluate feasibility.  

• Consider local alternatives to fill the funding gap. It is 
essential for the local community to help support this 
project because it will benefit local economic development 
by providing affordable housing to the current and future 
workforce. 

• A community facility/child care could be funded with a 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), which 
could include up to $3 million. 

• Prioritize amenities based on value of the amenity in 
competition for low income housing tax credits.  
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Topic Council/PEDC Comments Public Comments 

• Concrete in Mammoth is very expensive. Consider avoiding 
it as much as possible (e.g., wrapped parking structure 
could be made of steel). 

Perspectives • No specific comments or concerns. • No specific comments or concerns. 

Street 
Sections 

• No specific comments or concerns. 

• The Team has worked with Town staff (Public Works 
and Engineering) and Mammoth Lakes Fire Protection 
District on the street section dimensions and design. 

• Support for the bioswales.  

• Support for street sections and width to accommodate 
snow storage. 

Other • Ensure this work can be handed-off and transitioned to a 
future developer partner(s). 

• Consider an immediate housing scenario so those in 
makeshift/temporary housing could have a place to live in 
the short-term. Also consider immediate housing on sites 
other than The Parcel. 

• Support for Alternative 2. 

• The Parcel will not solve all housing problems in Mammoth 
Lakes. 

• Understand the Town’s intent is to retain ownership of the 
land; clarify for potential developers in RFQ. 

• Consider utilizing CC&Rs instead of a ground lease 
because of lending limitations with a ground lease. 

• The Parcel should include only rental products. 

• Affordable housing should be a market solution at a below 
market price. It should not be worse or better than market 
rate housing. 

• Consider modular construction and strategies for efficient 
construction. Modular can deliver 200 units in 12 months. 

• Consider using repurposed shipping containers on The 
Parcel. 

• Support for the Team and process; the process and outreach 
opportunities have been very thorough. 
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Conclusion 
The Council and PEDC direction from this Workshop (Workshop 2) will be used to prepare the preferred 
conceptual land use plan. The preferred conceptual land use plan will be made available for community 
input online (Engage Mammoth Lakes), anticipated in November 2019. The preferred conceptual land use 
plan will be presented for Council and PEDC acceptance at Workshop 3 on December 11, 2019. 

Exhibits 
Exhibit A: Workshop 2 Presentation 

Exhibit B: Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. Board of Directors Comment Letter, October 7, 2019 

Exhibit C: Russ Harrison Public Comment (via email to Sandra Moberly), October 3, 2019 

Exhibit D: Charles Broten, Inyo Mono Advocates for Community Action, Inc. Comment Letter 

Exhibit E: Workshop 2 Staff Report 



Plan The Parcel!

October 9, 2019

Town Council + Planning and Economic 
Development Commission Workshop 2

Exhibit A



Overview and Expectations

• Welcome

• Workshop Focus: The Pre-Development Planning Process: 
“Plan The Parcel”

• The Parcel Team: Consultant and Town Staff Roles



Agenda
1 Welcome

2 Presentation

3 Council and Commission Discussion

4 Public Comments

5 Preferred Plan Direction



Purpose
Discuss feedback on The Parcel conceptual plan alternatives and provide 
direction for a preferred alternative



Introduction



Consultant Team



Background



The Parcel



Community Housing Action Plan (CHAP)

Mammoth Lakes Community Housing Action Plan 
Live, Work, Thrive!   

Wendy Sullivan, WSW Consulting 

San Anselmo, CA 

wendy@wswconsult.com 

 
In Partner With: 

Melanie Rees, Rees Consulting, Inc. 

Willa Williford, Williford, LLC 

Christine Walker, Navigate, LLC 

Steve Frisch, Sierra Business Council 

 

 

Prepared by: 

November 2017 
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Community Housing Action Plan (CHAP)
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Income Levels

• AMI = Area Median Income 
• Determined annually by the State for each County
• Mono County’s AMI for a 4-person household is $81,200

Income Category

Annual Income

Number of People in Household

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

≤50% 
AMI

Very low 
income

$28,450 $32,500 $36,550 $40,600 $43,850 $47,100 $50,350 $53,600

51-60% 
AMI

Low income

$34,110 $38,970 $43,860 $48,720 $52,620 $56,520 $60,420 $64,320

61-80% 
AMI

$44,750 $51,150 $57,550 $63,900 $69,050 $74,150 $79,250 $84,350

81-120% 
AMI

Moderate 
income

$68,200 $77,950 $87,700 $97,450 $105,250 $113,050 $120,850 $128,650

The Parcel Development Objectives identify that The Parcel should serve moderate income households (≤120% AMI)



Community Housing Action Plan (CHAP)
Needs Assessment

33

Units

19

69

55

58

44

Approx. 275

112

Units

51

38

29

90

320

595 units needed through 2022 (all income levels)
• 275 ownership 
• 320 rental 

351 units needed through 2022 at ≤120% AMI
• 121 ownership units ≤120% AMI
• 230 rental units ≤120% AMI



• Master Plan (1991)

• Moderate income and below 
(≤120% AMI)

• 172 units

• General Plan 

• A livable in-town 
neighborhood for the 
workforce

• HDR-1

• 12 units/acre

• 24 units/acre if all deed 
restricted affordable housing

The Parcel Planning Background



Walk, Bike, Ride

• Shift from car-dominated 
system

Downtown Revitalization

• Flexible workforce housing 
solutions, efficient site design

Resilient Mammoth Lakes

• Housing Element Update

Housing Laws & Programs

• State laws incentivize 
affordable housing

• Funding criteria

Other Considerations

0ALTA PLAN N IN G + D ESIGN I

December 20,2017

Online Engagement at www.connectmammothlakes.com

Prepared by Dinsmore Sier ra LLC, for the Town of Mammoth Lakes

Downtown Revitalization 

Action Plan 



Plan The Parcel Process



Process
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Process



Framework



• Provide long-term community housing by addressing a substantial portion of 
Mammoth Lakes’ current housing need.

• Provide a range of mobility options and multi-modal (walk, bike, transit, etc.) 
connections from The Parcel to community destinations. 

• Provide amenities and open spaces while focusing on community housing and 
striving to make the best use of every square foot of land.

• Focus on environmentally sustainable design concepts.

• Establish a livable, integrated, and well-designed community housing 
neighborhood that stands the test of time.

• Balance guiding principles and development objectives with a viable 
development program that is sustainable over the long-term and can be 
constructed in an orderly and timely fashion.

Guiding Principles
A

B

C

D

E

F



Feasibility Assumptions (1 of 3)
• 15 du/ac net density is minimum to qualify for some affordable housing funding sources.

• Higher densities compete better for funding and allow for economies of scale, reducing 
funding gap per unit.

• New transit stop will be needed for funding competitiveness (along with better quality of 
life for residents).

• Substantive bike and pedestrian improvements will help reduce greenhouse gases and 
help compete for state funding.

• Project site is ideally walkable and amenity rich.

• 1:1 parking ratio (gross) is the targeted goal for funding competitiveness, consistency with 
Town plans and policies, efficient land utilization, and overall financial viability.

• Tuck under parking is most space and cost efficient and reduces snow removal/storage 
burden (along with better quality of life for residents).



• All open space also functions as snow storage space, and all snow storage accommodated 
on-site (trucking snow is too expensive).

• Mill Ditch must have capacity to service existing watershed and rain and snowmelt from 
The Parcel.

• A variety of unit mix (studios, 1-bedroom, 2-bedroom, 3-bedroom units) and rents ranging 
from 30% to 120% AMI. As well as a combination of rental and home ownership.

• Moderate income and higher AMI units should be considered separate project phases (e.g., 
home ownership).

• Affordability of Tax Credit rental units must average to 60% AMI and cannot exceed 80% 
AMI for rental units.

Feasibility Assumptions (2 of 3)



• Complete build out will require multiple phases, some financed with 4% and some with 9% 
tax credits.

• All discretionary approvals must be in place by the funding application deadline for 
competitive funding sources like 9% credits and AHSC.

• Payment of prevailing wage was assumed in all scenarios.

• Financial analysis assumed 99-year ground lease from the Town, Town funding/development 
of infrastructure, and waiver of Town fees.

• Utilization of modular construction may reduce cost and time and should be further 
studied.

• An initial first phase is possible on an expedited timeline.

• Streamlined environmental clearance and approvals are possible through State bills like SB 35 
or a workforce housing overlay district (SB 540).

Feasibility Assumptions (3 of 3)



Alternatives + Survey Results



Design Alternatives Online Survey

117 Responses

Open for 1.5 - 2.5 weeks

• Advertised/promoted via email blasts, 
social media, and door-to-door flyers

• Available in English and Spanish







Standard Design Features
Which design features do you think will be most successful? Are there any design features you have 
concerns about?
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A. Potential
Secondary

Connection to
Center St.

B. Primary
Connection to

Center St.

C. Bus Stops +
Community

Facility

D. Connection
to Manzanita

E. Formal
Open Space

F. Street
Alignment

G. Potential
Connection to
Arrowhead Dr.

H. Multi-Use
Paths + Trails

I. Transition of
Intensity

J. Informal
Open

Space/Snow
Storage

Drainage Neighborhood
Streets

Other None / No, I do
not have

concerns about
any design

features

Successful Concerns









Alternative Comparison
Which design features do you think will be most 
successful? 

0
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40

50

60

Number of
Units

Funding Gap Number of
Stories

Treatment of
Mill Ditch

Parking Other Nothing

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3

Note: Estimated parking structure funding gap unique to Alt 2 and not included on this slide (see Alternative #2 slide)

Which design features would you change?
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Alternative #1

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

350 - 400 units Estimated funding
gap of

$170,000/rental unit

2 stories Mill Ditch Parking Other None / Nothing

Successful Change

Comments:

• Lower densities and heights should be adjacent 
to Shady Rest neighborhood.

• Need to preserve open spaces and trees.

• Too few units / need more units.

• Too many units / too dense of a population.

• Ideally, funding gap would be less.

• Increase parking ratio / 1 parking spot is not 
sufficient.

• On-street parking will not be usable in the 
winter.

• A mix of building heights would be preferred / 
buildings could be taller to accommodate more 
units.

• Concerned about the Mill Ditch being able to 
handle runoff.

• Ensure dedicated child care facility is planned.

Which design features do you think will be most successful? Which design features would you change?



Alternative #2

Comments:

• Large structures near Wildflower and Shady 
Rest seem excessive.

• Too few units / need more units.

• Too many units / too high density.

• Reduce costs / there should be no funding gap.

• 1 parking space per unit is enough.

• Need more parking / this parking ratio is 
getting closer to what is realistic.

• Consolidated parking may be beneficial / not 
sure if parking structure is right for The Parcel.

• 2 – 3 stories is appropriate (especially if tuck 
under parking is included) / 4 stories is too tall.

Which design features do you think will be most successful? Which design features would you change?

0
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20
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40

50

60

400 - 450 units Estimated
funding gap of

$150,000/rental
unit

2 - 4 stories Mill Ditch Parking Estimated
parking

structure
funding gap

Other None / Nothing

Successful Change



Alternative #3

Comments:

• Eliminate Mill Ditch.

• Preserve Mill Ditch and natural area.

• Good mix of building sizes but too dense 
overall.

• Extremely dense / way too dense.

• Reduce costs / there should be no funding gap.

• We should move away from reliance on cars.

• Need more parking.

• The parking garage should be included on this 
alternative.

• 1 – 4 stories is appropriate (especially if tuck 
under parking is included).

• No more than 2 stories.

• Larger development blocks are too urban.

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

450 - 550 units Estimated funding
gap of

$120,000/rental
unit

2 - 3 stories Larger
Development

Blocks

Parking Other None / Nothing

Successful Change

Which design features do you think will be most successful? Which design features would you change?





Mill Ditch Trails
Which of the features in this illustration do 
you think will be most successful?

Comments:

• The front of the buildings facing the street is 
great/ housing entrances give a nice 
neighborhood feel.

• Natural area is nice but not necessary.

• Cover Mill Ditch and use it for parking.

• Do not cover Mill Ditch / keep it natural.

0
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100

120

New Housing Trails + Paths Trees + Plants Other None





Neighborhood Park
Which of the features in this illustration do 
you think will be most successful?

Comments:

• Consider adequacy for snow storage and rain on 
snow events.

• Have some doors face parking lots and porches 
face the sun.

• Keep the existing old growth pine trees.

• Do not need a community facility.

• Do not need a park / yards or additional 
bioswale space is preferred.

• Park is not large enough for a neighborhood of 
this size / open space is highly valuable.

• Would change nothing.
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Building
Orientation

Bus Stops Community
Facility

Park Amenities Trees + Plants Other None





Typical Residential Street
Which of the features in this illustration do 
you think will be most successful?

Comments:

• Street parking may lead to snow removal and 
snow storage problems.

• Shady porches won’t get used – need to have 
outdoor space in the sun.

• Too many buildings / this is too urban.

• Everything should change.
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100

Snow Storage Street Trees Trails + Sidewalks Welcoming
Buildings

Other None





Street Sections
Do you have any comments about the 75’ Right of Way –
“Flex Street” design?

Successes:

• Looks good / makes sense.

• On-street parking and multi-use trail are great.

Comments/Concerns:

• Right of way is too wide.

• Right of way is too narrow.

• Concerned about on-street parking and snow 
storage.

• Concerned about trees getting in the way of 
snow storage.

• Concerned about bioswale being sufficient 
width for adequate snow storage.

• Traffic calming features should be incorporated.

Yes
39%

No
57%

Skipped
4%





Street Sections
Do you have any comments about the 92’ Right of Way –
“Green Street” with sidewalks design?

Successes:

• Looks good / makes sense / seems safe.

• This section is the best.

• Multi-use trail and sidewalk are great.

• Bioswales seem adequate for snow storage.

Comments/Concerns:

• Right of way is too narrow.

• Right of way is too wide.

• Don’t waste space – high density housing is 
needed.

• Do not include trees or landscaping in snow 
storage areas.

• More greenery should be provided.

Yes
39%

No
56%

Skipped
5%





Street Sections
Do you have any comments about the 170’ – 190’ Right of Way –
“Park Streets” (looking west) design?

Successes:

• Looks good.

• Love the idea of curbless streets to provide 
space for events.

Comments/Concerns:

• Right of way is too wide.

• Don’t waste space.

• Make drive lanes narrower.

• Traffic forecast would not require this much 
space.

• More greenery should be provided.

• Need more distance between sidewalks and 
buildings.

• Do not allow on-street parking.

Yes
21%

No
67%

Skipped
12%





Street Sections

Successes:

• Looks good.

• Support maintaining on-street parking.

Comments/Concerns:

• One multi-use trail is enough.

• Right of way is too wide.

• Don’t waste space.

• Too much traffic access.

• More greenery should be provided.

• Do not allow on-street parking.

Do you have any comments about the 170’ – 190’ Right of Way –
“Park Streets” (looking north) design?

Yes
14%

No
69%

Skipped
17%





Street Sections

Successes:

• Love this / great feature.

• Support keeping it as natural as possible.

Comments/Concerns:

• Cover it and use it for development.

• Don’t waste space.

• The easement could be even larger.

Do you have any comments about the 100’ Easement –
“Mill Ditch” path design?

Yes
25%

No
62%

Skipped
13%





Street Sections

Successes:

• Love this / great feature.

Comments/Concerns:

• Too wide.

• Too narrow.

• Doesn’t seem like adequate snow storage is 
provided.

Do you have any comments about the 24’ Easement –
Multi-Use Path design?

Yes
12%

No
73%

Skipped
15%





Street Sections

Successes:

• Looks functional / good use of space.

Comments/Concerns:

• Alley will be misused for parking and storage.

• Concerned about snow storage.

Do you have any comments about the 35’ Right of Way –
“Alley” design?

Yes
14%

No
75%

Skipped
11%





Street Sections
Do you have any comments about the 90’ Right of Way –
“Green Street” with no sidewalks design?

Successes:

• This fits Mammoth’s existing style.

Comments/Concerns:

• Don’t eliminate sidewalks.

• If sidewalks are removed, include more on-
street parking.

• More greenery should be provided.

• Need bike lanes on the street.

Yes
29%

No
56%

Skipped
15%





Street Sections
Do you have any comments about the 90’ Right of Way –
“Green Street” with on-street parking design?

Successes:

• Love this section.

• Support maintaining sidewalks.

• Good option to consider – on-street parking 
may be more useful than two multi-use paths.

Comments/Concerns:

• Right of way is too narrow.

• Multi-use paths should be provided.

• Do not allow on-street parking.

• Do not include trees or landscaping in 
bioswales.

• More greenery should be provided.

• Don’t waste space – high density housing is 
needed.

Yes
31%

No
58%

Skipped
11%





Street Sections
Do you have any comments about the 90’ Right of Way –
“Green Street” without on-street parking design?

Successes:

• Looks great.

• This section shows the best option for adequate 
snow storage.

Comments/Concerns:

• Prefer sidewalk on one side and multi-use path 
on the other.

• Need on-street parking.

• Need bike lanes on the street.

• Don’t waste space – high density housing is 
needed.

Yes
26%

No
62%

Skipped
12%





Street Sections
Do you have any comments about the 120’ Right of Way –
“Green Avenue” design?

Successes:

• Looks great.

• Provides effective buffers.

• Best section.

Comments/Concerns:

• Right of way is too wide / amenities are 
unnecessary.

• Do not include trees or landscaping in 
bioswales.

• Need on-street parking.

• Don’t waste space – high density housing is 
needed.

Yes
35%

No
56%

Skipped
9%



Other Comments
Do you have anything else to add?

• Make sure affordable housing remains the priority.

• Child care facilities would be a useful/necessary resource.

• Ensure the mountain town character is maintained.

• Lean toward more urban environment with “feet first” mentality to meet our community’s long-
term housing needs.

• Preserve open space and as many trees as possible.

• Consider additional snow storage areas.

• Ensure this is a community-oriented neighborhood.

• Need more information on drainage and its adequacy in special weather events (e.g., rain on snow).

• Need more information on the funding gaps.

• Need more information on street sections and options.

• Good job! Excited about the future!



What’s Next?



What’s Next?



Stay Informed!

Find out more: www.theparcelmammothlakes.com.

“Like” The Parcel Facebook page
“Follow” The Parcel on Twitter and Instagram

Sign up to participate online: EngageMammothLakes.com

Grady Dutton, Public Works Director, theparcel@TownofMammothLakes.ca.gov or (760) 965-3659 
(please leave a message). 

http://www.theparcelmammothlakes.com/
https://engage.townofmammothlakes.ca.gov/
mailto:theparcel@TownofMammothLakes.ca.gov


End



A

F

G

E

The Parcel (25 acres)
• Low Alternative – 350-400 units – 14-16 du/ac
• Medium Alternative – 400-450 units – 16-18 du/ac
• High Alternative – 450-550 units – 18-22 du/ac

D

Meridian Blvd.

Meridian CourtF 25 du/ac

Sherwin View Park Apt.D 13.59 du/ac

25 Acres south of ParcelE 13.04 du/ac

Density Comparisons 

Manzanita ApartmentsB 14.1 du/ac

Jeffrey’s ApartmentsC 18.39 du/ac

C

B

Aspen Village 15.77 du/acG

San Joaquin VillasA 16.13 du/ac



Density Comparisons

San Joaquin Villas

• 3.31 acres, 52 units - affordable

• 1.51 acres, 24 units - market rate

• 15.71 du/ac 

• 15.89 du/ac

Manzanita Apartments

Jeffrey’s Apartments

Sherwin View Park Apts.

25 acres south of The Parcel

Meridian Court

Aspen Village

• 0.99 acres

• 14 units

• 14.1 du/ac 

• 2.48 acres

• 40 units

• 16.13 du/ac 

• 0.87 acres

• 16 units

• 18.39 du/ac 

• 2.06 acres

• 28 units

• 13.59 du/ac 

• 25 acres

• 238 units

• 13.04 du/ac 

• 0.96 acres

• 24 units

• 25 du/ac 

The Parcel (25 acres) Low: 350-400 units, 14-16 du/ac Med: 400-450 units, 16-18 du/ac High: 450-550 units,  18-22 du/ac



Parking Rate Comparison 
Alternative

Parking Required 
by Town Code

Parking Proposed Difference

Low (Alt. 1) 580

Tuck-under 370

(80)

On-street 130

TOTAL 500

Medium 
(Alt. 2)

630

Tuck-under 320

+160

Garage* 340

On-street 130

TOTAL 790

High (Alt. 3) 720

Tuck-under 520

(70)

On-street 130

TOTAL 650

• Town policies to reduce 
car reliance (Mobility 
Plan/ Element; Walk, 
Bike, Ride; etc.)

• Funding available for 
projects with reduced 
parking

• Trends towards 
reduced car ownership

• Innovations for car and 
ride-sharing

• State law prohibits a parking rate higher than 0.5 spaces per unit to be imposed when an 
affordable housing project is located within ½ mile of a major transit stop (inclusive of guest and 
handicap parking)

• SB 35 prohibits a parking rate of greater than 1 parking space per unit to be imposed on 
affordable housing projects consistent with SB 35 (prevailing wage, skilled and trained labor)

* Garage is wrapped with 
apartments. Garage parking 
includes spaces for those 
apartments wrapping the 
garage plus ~240 spaces for 
The Parcel residents at large.



Open Space Comparison 

Alternative
Common Area/Rec 
Space Required by 

Town Code
Open Space Proposed Difference

Low (Alt. 1) 53,000 – 60,000 s.f.

Formal Open Space 
(Neighborhood Parks)

21,000 s.f.

+58,600 s.f.

Mill Ditch 94,000 s.f.

Community Facility 3,600 s.f. *

TOTAL 118,600 s.f.

Medium (Alt. 2) 60,000 – 68,000 s.f.

Formal Open Space 
(Neighborhood Parks)

21,000 s.f.

+50,600 s.f.

Mill Ditch 94,000 s.f.

Community Facility 3,600 s.f. *

TOTAL 118,600 s.f.

High (Alt. 3) 68,000 – 83,000 s.f.

Formal Open Space 
(Neighborhood Parks)

21,000 s.f.

(58,400 s.f.)

Mill Ditch 0 s.f.

Community Facility 3,600 s.f. *

TOTAL 24,600 s.f.

• Bioswale areas 
along streets 
(open space in 
summer/ snow 
storage in winter) 
are ~ 150,000 s.f. 
(additional).

• Additional 
common area/rec 
space will be 
provided in each 
phase/project.

* Building footprint can accommodate more space for a community facility, but 3,600 s.f. was assumed. 
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TOWN COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 

Subject: Joint Town Council Meeting with the Planning and Economic Development 

Commission to receive a presentation on The Parcel Conceptual Land Use Alternatives and to provide 

staff direction on creating a preferred single Concept: Land Use Plan Alternative 

Meeting Date: October 9, 2019 

Written by: Grady Dutton, Public Works Director 

Sandra Moberly, Community and Economic Development Director 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends Town Council and Planning and Economic Development Commission (PEDC) 

receive a presentation on The Parcel Conceptual Land Use Alternatives, discuss a wide range of topics 

related to those three alternatives, and provide comments and direction to staff leading to preparation 

of a single preferred Conceptual Land Use Plan. 

BACKGROUND: 

The conceptual land use planning process includes three joint Town Council/PEDC meetings. On 

June 26, the Town Council held the first of those meetings and provided input on draft goals and 

priorities for development of The Parcel. This joint meeting is the second planned meeting and the 

third is scheduled for December 11th. Since the June 26 meeting, there has been additional public 

engagement, highlighted by the “Plan The Parcel Multi-Day Design Workshop” held August 20-23. 

The August workshop resulted in the development of three conceptual land use plans. This October 

9 Workshop will focus on narrowing the three concept plans down to a final preferred concept plan. 

ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION: 

The purpose of this joint workshop is to receive input and direction from Town Council and 

Commission in the preparation of a single concept land use plan for The Parcel. Staff and the 

consultant will present the three conceptual land use alternatives (Attachment 3) and will seek input 

regarding which features should be included in the Preferred Plan. The consultant has provided a 

framework for the Preferred Conceptual Land Use Plan document (Attachment 4) which will be 

finalized with information on the Preferred Plan components after the October 9 workshop. The 

workshop will also include information on fiscal analysis and developer solicitation (Attachment 5). 

Fiscal Analysis 

Staff has previously emphasized the importance of the final conceptual plan being fiscally sound. A 

significant part of the work underway is the fiscal analysis. As anticipated, preliminary pro formas 

prepared as a part of the Multi-Day Design Workshop indicated a significant estimated gap in project 

funding. Staff will provide information on funding and will need to update the funding model based 

on the final concept plan. Based on the input and direction received, staff will develop funding options 

and methods to meet the funding gap.  

Exhibit E
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Developer Solicitation 

Staff has prepared an outline of the Request for Qualifications to engage a development team to 

design, build, and manage The Parcel project. An outline is included as Attachment 5 and staff 

anticipates releasing the RFQ on October 24, 2019. 

 

Alternatives – Key Differences 

Staff has provided a brief summary of the alternatives with the key differences between the 

alternatives shown in bold. 

 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 represents the “Low Intensity” alternative. Features include: 

A. 350-400 Units – This alternative shows capacity for 350-400 units, including community 

facilities and a mix of unit types. 

B. Estimated gap of $170,000 per rental unit. $170,000 per rental unit is currently estimated to 

be needed to cover what might not be financed by grants and other programs. 

C. Two Stories. All buildings in Alternative 1 are no more than two stories in height. 

D. Mill Ditch. The Mill Ditch is an approximately 2-acre open space lined with multi-use paths 

and surrounded by small-scale multi-unit buildings. 

E. Parking. An average of 1 parking space per unit is provided in an enclosed space within the 

building. Up to 130 additional on street parallel parking spaces throughout The Parcel can also 

be used by guests. This level of parking is consistent with the Town’s “feet first” goals and 

Walk, Bike, Ride action strategy. The Parcel will be will connected with reliable transit, multi-

use paths, trails, sidewalks, and bike lanes to provide residents with mobility options.  

 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 represents the “Medium Intensity” alternative. Features include: 

A. 400-450 Units – This alternative shows capacity for 400-450 units, including community 

facilities and a mix of unit types. 

B. Estimated gap of $150,000 per rental unit. $150,000 per rental unit is currently estimated to 

be needed to cover what might not be financed by grants and other programs. 

C. Two to Four Stories. Most buildings in Alternative 2 are 2-3 stories in height. A 4-story 

apartment building wraps the parking structure to help hide the garage. 

D. Mill Ditch. The Mill Ditch is an approximately 2-acre open space lined with multi-use paths 

and surrounded by small-scale multi-unit buildings and townhouses. 

E. Parking. Approximately 1.5 parking spaces are provided per unit in this alternative. An 

average of 1 parking space per unit is provided in an enclosed space within the building, while 

additional parking for residents of The Parcel is provided in a parking structure. Up to 130 

additional on street parallel parking spaces throughout The Parcel can also be used by guests. 

This level of parking is consistent with the Town’s “feet first” goals and Walk, Bike, Ride 

action strategy. The Parcel will be will connected with reliable transit, multi-use paths, trails, 

sidewalks, and bike lanes to provide residents with mobility options.  

 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 represents the “High Intensity” alternative. Features include: 

A. 450-550 Units – This alternative shows capacity for 450-550 units, including community 

facilities and a mix of unit types. Larger buildings in the northeast corner, and larger 

development blocks in the center of The Parcel help to fit more units. 



3 

 

B. Estimated gap of $120,000 per rental unit. $120,000 per rental unit is currently estimated to 

be needed to cover what might not be financed by grants and other programs. 

C. Two to Three Stories. All buildings in Alternative 3 are 2-3 stories in height. 

D. Larger Development Blocks: Removal of Mill Ditch through a mitigation process that 

dedicates land for natural habitat elsewhere in Mammoth Lakes can help to create larger 

development blocks that allow for more affordable housing in this central location.  

E. Parking. An average of 1 parking space per unit is provided in an enclosed space within the 

building. Up to 130 additional on street parallel parking spaces throughout The Parcel can also 

be used by guests. This level of parking is consistent with the Town’s “feet first” goals and 

Walk, Bike, Ride action strategy. The Parcel will be will connected with reliable transit, multi-

use paths, trails, sidewalks, and bike lanes to provide residents with mobility options.  

 

Next Steps 

Upon direction by the Council and Commission on October 9, staff and the consultant will prepare a 

preferred conceptual land use plan which will be presented on December 11 for consideration. Staff 

will be requesting that the Council consider accepting the preferred conceptual land use plan on 

December 11 as it will inform the development team that will be selected through the RFQ process.  

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Workshop Agenda 

2. Workshop PowerPoint 

3. Conceptual Land Use Alternatives 

4. Draft Preferred Conceptual Land Use Plan Framework 

5. RFQ Outline 
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