
































































August 10, 2026 

Damian Kevitt, Streets are for Everyone, noted that Waymo is 
one of their sponsors, but he had not coordinated his comments 
with them; he discussed opposition to the item unless amended; 
support for efforts to make roads safer; the impact of vehicles 
driving a safe speed on other vehicles on the road; support for 
taking a thoughtful look at incorporating charging stations in 
Culver City; lessons learned from other cities; creation of a 
working group; thoughtful partnership; national attention; and 
concern that the actions of the City Council could cause a 
potential negative impact on the use of autonomous vehicles in 
other cities or countries. 

Kevin Lachoff spoke on behalf of the Chamber of Commerce 
expressing agreement on the need to set standards; discussed 
the recent experience of Santa Monica; concern with barring 
Culver City from accepting or processing applications including 
appeals; potential length of the moratorium; concern with the 
message being sent to the business community with another 
moratorium; support for the carve-out for charging-only 
facilities; support for EV and AV charging instruments in Culver 
City; he proposed that staff be directed to prepare a regular 
ordinance on a defined timeline with the industry outreach staff 
already contemplates; and he did not want to see a temporary 
moratorium become a long-term one. 

Discussion ensued between staff and Council Members regarding 
estimated length of time to bring back an ordinance; outreach 
and engagement with the AV community; current processing time 
for EV facilities; leverage to ensure that issues that happened 
in Santa Monica do not happen in Culver City; ensuring that 
adjacent residents are not negatively affected; standing zoning 
code regulations for parking facilities; guidance from the state 
on EV charging lots; application of conditions on EV charging 
if there is an explicit health and safety risk; noise and light 
pollution in Santa Monica; the need for a clear record to 
establish conditions; the ordinance as allowing more control; 
looking at what other cities are doing; providing a strong 
definition of what an AV fleet is; requiring dispatch 
organization plans, lighting controls, and noise monitoring; 
on-site contact numbers; pragmatic and reasonable mitigations 
coordinated with the AV industry; leveraging emerging 
technologies in Culver City in the right way; ensuring a fair 
playing field between operators; the tight timeframe to meet 
the deadline; juggling priorities; bypassing the Planning 
Commission in order to meet the deadline; the short amount of 
time to be intentional with the facilities; support for the 
safety and efficiency of AVs; serious concerns in the industry 
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about how the Santa Monica ordinance might make it difficult to 
operate; and encouragement to work with Waymo to come up with a 
reasonable ordinance. 

Additional discussion ensued between staff and Council Members 
regarding appreciation for the staff report and feedback from 
the speakers; crafting an ordinance that works for Culver City 
and the companies; involving the stakeholders to craft a 
meaningful ordinance; and concern with instituting a moratorium. 

Further discussion ensued between staff and Council Members 
regarding clarification that a moratorium does not prevent 
communication between staff and the stakeholders; the current 
situation where there is no allowed use; gray area with electric 
vehicle charging; basic definitions of what autonomous 
technology, vehicles, manufacture, and operator is in the 
California code; lack of a definition of autonomous fleet 
services at the state level; appreciation for the quick staff 
response to public concerns; the evolving situation; creating 
an environment where all stakeholders are engaged; being able 
to answer questions about how residents are being supported; 
ensuring that conversations continue during the moratorium; and 
tracking conditions, continuing the dialogue, and making 
necessary changes. 

Council Member Vera indicated opposition to supporting a 45 day 
moratorium. 

Discussion ensued between staff and Council Members regarding 
how to address concerns about an application for a development 
within 100 feet of a home that Culver City cannot deny with a 
moratorium; the inability to require a buffer if there is no 
moratorium; current Culver City zoning code allowing for parking 
facilities adjacent to residential; parking lot layout 
regulations; general regulations on lighting; lack of specific 
regulations related to AV fleet usage; clarification that Culver 
City has no current timelines for AV fleet regulation other than 
state law; AV facilities that come in with a charging component; 
the limited timeline for review; the need for a 4/5 vote in 
order to enact a moratorium; City Council consensus to bring 
stakeholders into the process; pending regulations; concern with 
inviting permits to get submitted as soon as possible before 
regulations are implemented; residents who will bear the brunt 
of permits being pulled and a facility being built; and projects 
that can currently be built with zero consideration. 
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Additional discussion ensued between staff and Council Members 
regarding support for a maximum 35 day moratorium; comments 
expressing concern that moratoriums can be extended from 10 
months up to two years with each extension requiring a 4/5 vote 
of the City Council; and expiration of the moratorium in 45 days 
unless extended. 

Vice Mayor Fish committed to not extending the moratorium and 
moved to support the moratorium. 

Further discussion ensued between staff and Council Members 
regarding a suggestion to include an item to repeal the 
ordinance at the September 14, 2026 meeting; allowing the 
residents a voice in what is built in their back yard; avoiding 
a similar situation as occurred in Santa Monica; clarification 
that if someone applies between now and when regulations are in 
place, there would be no guardrails for residents; incentive 
for development to move forward quickly; stakeholders willing 
to engage; informing residents of what is coming and allowing 
them a say in the process; support for allowing residents and 
stakeholders to have a say for 35 days; people who are busy 
getting ready for school or coming back from vacation; hope for 
extensive community engagement on the issue with large 
ramifications; and the regulatory opportunity for community 
members to enjoy peace and quiet and safety in their homes. 

Additional discussion ensued between staff and Council Members 
regarding assurances that the ordinance would be completed in 
time; concern with losing services from the AV companies; staff 
commitment to bring forward an ordinance by September 14, 2026 
to allow the City Council to consider and take action on the 
item and allow the moratorium to expire; concern with signals 
being sent; concern with neighbor safety; worst case scenario 
if the moratorium is not enacted; limited ability to regulate 
the undefined use; the Santa Monica ordinance; and support for 
a motion that centers residents. 

Vice Mayor Fish moved to adopt an urgency ordinance establishing 
a 45 day moratorium on the issuance of building permits or 
entitlements for autonomous vehicle fleet services and direct 
staff to prepare an ordinance for consideration at the September 
14, 2026 City Council meeting. Council Member McMorrin seconded 
the motion. 

Additional discussion ensued between staff and Council Members 
regarding direction to bring stakeholders together; outreach; 
the need for Council direction to bring the ordinance directly 
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back to the City Council rather than the Planning Commission; 
the process and timeline for a regular ordinance vs. for an 
urgency ordinance; the goal to support the health and safety of 
the neighbors while not stalling progress; staff commitment to 
conduct outreach to stakeholders and bring back an ordinance to 
repeal the moratorium and enact regulations on September 14, 
2026; the ability to extend the moratorium or repeal it; and 
commitment that the moratorium would expire regardless. 

Further discussion ensued between staff and Council Members 
regarding concern with putting out the wrong message to the 
business community locally and in the state; concern with 
continually establishing moratoriums for projects they do not 
agree with; the probability of a project coming forward in the 
next 35 days; money for Jubilo Village; willingness to take 
chances; and the ability to have dialogue and meaningful 
engagement. 

Discussion ensued between staff and Council Members regarding 
concern with bringing up affordable housing within the current 
conversation; lack of rules or a voice for residents; allowing 
residents to have a say proactively; support for resident 
feedback in certain instances more than others; skepticism that 
allowing stakeholders to have a say for 35 days is sending a 
message that the City Council is against business; the 
likelihood of applications coming in while there are no 
regulations; putting neighbors at risk; and simultaneously 
wanting to protect neighbors and support emerging technology. 

Additional discussion ensued between staff and Council Members 
regarding inquiries received by staff on multiple sites 
throughout Culver City about the possibility of AV fleet 
services; an application currently in plan check for an EV 
charging lot; review according to state code; the ability to 
convert an EV lot to an AV lot; and correspondence from the AV 
community in the public record. 

Adam Lane, Waymo, discussed concern with the approach of a 
moratorium; support for development of a land use classification 
by Culver City; lack of outreach from Culver City prior to the 
moratorium being presented; lack of outreach from Santa Monica 
in their development of an ordinance; he asserted that industry 
was not investing or developing charging sites in Santa Monica; 
lack of problems at multiple other sites across the region; lack 
of support for a moratorium; research into sites in Culver City 
that are not within 100 feet of any residences; and he indicated 
that he could not speak for other companies. 
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Further discussion ensued between staff and Council Members 
regarding acknowledgement of an inquiry received adjacent to 
residential; messaging to industry; the impetus for industry to 
act; the importance of thinking about quality of life for 
residents; the time-limited period for a moratorium; 
understanding what is at stake; origin of the item from staff 
because they saw an issue and potential conflict with residents; 
the lawsuit with a neighboring city; and putting politics aside 
and working together to do what is best in the interests of the 
community. 

Discussion ensued between staff and Council Members regarding 
inquiries vs. actual applications; number of applications 
received for dedicated EV use; the ability to have meaningful 
dialogue with all stakeholders; whether the situation rises to 
the level of an emergency; and concern that if an application 
comes forward or permits are pulled between now and when the 
ordinance takes place it will be a result of the vote. 

MOVED BY VICE MAYOR FISH AND SECONDED BY COUNCIL MEMBER MCMORRIN 
THAT THE CITY COUNCIL: 

1. ADOPT AN URGENCY ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING A 45-DAY MORATORIUM 
ON ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS OR ENTITLEMENTS FOR AUTONOMOUS 
VEHICLE (AV) FLEET SERVICES (FOUR-FIFTHS VOTE REQUIRED) TO 
PROVIDE CITY STAFF THE OPPORTUNITY TO RESEARCH AND PRESENT 
POTENTIAL REGULATIONS; AND, 

2. DIRECT STAFF TO PREPARE AN EMERGENCY ORDINANCE FOR DIRECT 
CONSIDERATION BY THE CITY COUNCIL AT THE SEPTEMBER 14, 2026 CITY 
COUNCIL MEETING AND REPEAL THE MORATORIUM; AND, 

3. DIRECT STAFF TO ENGAGE IN STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND OUTREACH 
FOR REGULATORY DECISIONS. 

THE MOTION FAILED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES: FISH, MCMORRIN 
ABSTAIN: PUZA 
NOES: VERA 
RECUSED: O'BRIEN 

Vice Mayor Fish extended apologies to residents if, as a result 
of the vote, an AV charging facility ended up in their back 
yard. 
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Discussion ensued between staff and Council Members regarding 
ensuring that direction to staff to conduct outreach is on the 
record; sharing applications with the public; the ability to 
move forward with an agenda item for a regular ordinance and an 
urgency ordinance to provide regulations on September 14, 2026; 
and support for providing transparency with the number of 
applications received. 

MOVED BY COUNCIL MEMEBR MCMORRIN AND SECONDED BY VICE MAYOR FISH 
THAT THE CITY COUNCIL: 

1. DIRECT STAFF TO PROVIDE OUTREACH TO STAKEHOLDERS INCLUDING 
RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES; AND, 

2. DIRECT STAFF TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ON EV OR AV APPLICATIONS 
RECEIVED BETWEEN AUGUST 10, 2026 AND SEPTEMBER 14, 2026; AND, 

3. DIRECT STAFF TO BRING BACK AN URGENCY ORDINANCE AND A REGULAR 
ORDINANCE FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE SEPTEMBER 14, 2026 CITY 
COUNCIL MEETING. 

THE MOTION CARRIED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 

AYES: FISH, MCMORRIN, PUZA, VERA 
NOES: NONE 
RECUSED: O'BRIEN 

Council Member O'Brien returned to the dais. 

oOo 
Item A-6 

CC - ( (1) Designation of the City's Voting Del.egate and up to 
Two Al.ternate-Del.egates for the 2026 League of Cal.ifornia Cities 
Annual. Conference; and (2) (If Desired) Provide Guidance to the 
Voting Del.egate Regarding Taking a Position on a Resol.ution to 
be Considered at the Conference's General. Assembl.y 

Shelly Wolfberg, Government and Legislative Affairs 
Coordinator, provided a summary of the material of record. 

Mayor Puza noted that no requests to make public comment had 
been received. 

Vice Mayor Fish indicated the desire to attend and Council 
Member Vera agreed to allow him to attend in his place. 
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MOVED BY VICE MAYOR FISH, SECONDED BY COUNCIL MEMBER O'BRIEN 
AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, THAT THE CITY COUNCIL: 

1. DESIGNATE MAYOR PUZA AS THE VOTING DELEGATE AND VICE MAYOR 
FISH AS ALTERNATE VOTING DELEGATE(S); AND, 

2. AUTHORIZE THE VOTING DELEGATE AND ALTERNATE VOTING DELEGATE 
TO CAST A VOTE ON THE RESOLUTION THAT IS PRESENTED, EXERCISING 
REASONABLE DISCRETION . 

oOo 

Public Comment - Items Not on the Agenda (Continued) 

Mayor Puza invited public comment . 

Jeremy Bocchino, City Clerk, indicated that no requests to speak 
had been received. 

oOo 

Items from Council Members (Continued) 

None. 

oOo 

Council Member Requests to Agendize Future Items 

Vice Mayor Fish received full City Council consensus to discuss 
security costs related to street closures to activate small 
businesses on Main Street and use the Entertainment Zone. 

The following item was agendized for future consideration: 

• Consideration of security costs related to street closures 
to activate small businesses on Main Street and make use 
of the Entertainment Zone 

oOo 
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Adjournment 

There being no further business, at 11:35 p.m., the City 
Council, Housing Authority Board, Parking Authority Board, 
Public Finance Authority, Redevelopment Financing Authority 
Board, and Successor Agency to the Culver City Redevelopment 
Agency Board adjourned to a regular meeting to be held on 
September 14, 2026. 

oOo 

emy Bocchino 
CI Y CLE Culver City, California 

EX-OFFICIO C .RK of City Council and SECRETARY of .the 
Successor Agency to the Culver City Redevelopment Agency 

Board, Redevelopment Financing Authority, Culver City Parking 
Authority, Culver City Public Finance Authority, and Culver 

City Housing Authority Board 
Culver City, California 

FREDDY 
Culver City, California and CHAIR of the Successor 

Agency o the Culver City Redevelopment Agency Board, 
Redeve opment Financing Authority, Culver City Housing 
Authority Board, Culver City Parking Authority, and Culver 
City Public Finance Authority 

Date: September 14, 2026 
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