
Murdock, Christian

From: Ralph Bogeberg < >
Sent: Saturday, August 17, 2019 7:15 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Cc: Ralph Bogeberg
Subject: Carlson Property Pedro Pt.

As a owner of a home on Pedro Pt. I wish to express my opinion that this property should be bought by the city, the park 
commission or we as owners in Pedro Pt. should acquire it as common open space area.  The area would enhance the 
overall attractiveness of the community, allow for community activities and also provide a pleasant view from our many 
homes on the hill.   
 
Adding housing will add to traffic, more competition for already overtaxed services (water, sewer, etc.). 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ralph Bogeberg 

. 
Pacifica, CA.  94044 



Murdock, Christian

From: Kitty Rea < >
Sent: Friday, August 16, 2019 2:32 PM
To: O'Connor, Bonny; Murdock, Christian
Subject: Pacifica: Carson Property Development

Dear Mr. Murdock and Ms. O'Connor -- 
 
I am adding my STRONGEST objection to the proposed change of zoning for this property owned by Carson 
Property Development, which is considered a jewel of precious open space on Pedro Point by everyone who 
lives in this neighborhood. Please know that I agree with the comments you have received from two of my 
neighbors: Steve Tigerman and Jim Louderback. Again, I respectfully and strongly advise you to deny this 
zoning change 
 
 
Katherine Rea 
Owner:  
Pacifica, CA 94044 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Gary Furlong < >
Sent: Sunday, August 11, 2019 12:04 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Cc: O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Pedro Point Development planning

Christian Murdock 
Senior Planner 
City of Pacifica 
 
Christian, 
 
One of my neighbors recently passed on to the fact that the city is still collecting comments about the use of 
the "Carlson" property on Pedro Point in regards to the GPU update. I have lived on Pedro Point for almost 20 
years and my husband has lived here for almost 35 years. As long term residents we would like our comments 
noted on this matter.  
 
In spite of it being built on a hillside Pedro Point is currently a walkable neighborhood with a definite 
neighborhood feel. Social events for the neighborhood at large have been common occurrences here for 
many, many years. People go for walks here and take the time to stop and speak to each other. As the 
neighborhood has grown it has largely been able to maintain its nature, though the new building being 
constructed at the beginning of Pedro Point is certainly a challenge to that. Any further development 
anywhere on the Point should take into consideration what is already here and be appropriate for the 
neighborhood. It really isn't hard to look around an area and see what's appropriate and what is jarringly out 
of place.  
 
Parking and traffic have already become an issue here and will, evidently, get worse due to the increased 
number of businesses and houses in our area and also due to the parking exemptions that have been granted. 
It is essential that future development take into consideration the issue that there is one and only one road 
into and out of this neighborhood. And that particular road is already seriously impacted by the businesses 
located at the beginning of San Pedro as well as all of the surfers who are now parking on every available inch 
of space on a nice day with good surf. Further impacting this road is the fact that a major parking lot's access 
road is less than one hundred feet from the intersection of Highway 1 and San Pedro. Nothing should be done 
that will make this traffic issue worse than it already is. On a "nice" day access onto and from this road is 
already seriously impacted; I would hate to think of what would happen in the event of an emergency, such as 
a fire, that would require the rapid evacuation of this area. As someone who has been "trapped" in our 
neighborhood when the road had to be closed several years ago (due to police action) I am well aware of the 
liability of having one road into and out of their neighborhood. The city has a moral obligation, and possibly a 
legal one, to ensure that they do not contribute to a situation where the residents are put at risk due to poor 
planning. 
 
Finally, there is also the fact that the Carson field is known to flood. With climate change this is simply going to 
get worse. Again, I see this as a liability issue for the city. 
 
Regards, 



Gary Furlong 
David Costa 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Grace Lee < >
Sent: Thursday, August 08, 2019 1:57 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Calson property development

Hello, 

My name is Grace Lee. I have been a Pedro Point resident for nearly 9 years and Pedro Point homeowner for 7 years. My 
family and I have come to love our neighborhood and we feel that the proposed general plan for development of the 
Calson property to coastal residential use will not enhance nor improve life in Pedro Point. I am concerned that the 
development plan, as it is written, leaves risk for high density occupancy. The parking, traffic, and general crowding in 
this area is already elevated and has noticeably worsened over the 9 years that I have lived here and I feel that a more 
thorough study is required and should be presented to this community as we will be the ones directly affected. 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Sincerely,  
Grace Lee 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Jason < >
Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 11:22 AM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Carlson Property Development

 
Hello, 
My name is Jason Lutes. I own and live in Pacifica on Pedro Point at  with my wife and two sons. My wife and I 
moved to this neighborhood to start our family 7 years ago. The proposed general plan for the Carlson Property Development to 
coastal residential use from a designated wetland is not in-line with the current housing density, infrastructure, or feel of 
Pacifica’s district of Pedro Point. The development plan as it is written leaves risk to high density occupancy. The parking, traffic, 
and general crowding in this area is already elevated. A more thorough study should be done and presented to this community 
as we will be the ones directly affected. 
Thank you, 
Jason Lutes 

 
Pacifica CA 94044 

 

Click here to report this email as spam. 



Murdock, Christian

From: Christopher Logan < >
Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 10:20 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Calson Property (along San Pedro Road between Grand and Danmann). 

I oppose the planned development of this site for many reasons. 
 
First:  many residents have used that field for 15 + yrs with no restrictions and therefore have common‐law right of 
passage.  You cannot delete that right of passage simply because someone and/or the City want to develop it. 
 
Second:  I don’t find record that the Coastal Commission has been fully advised.  I don’t want to see the City of Pacifica 
get tangled up in an expensive lawsuit and cross‐complaints when residents sue to block this proposed development. 
 
Third:  I am not aware of any added infrastructure planned by the City or the owners.  Parking is already very poorly 
planned in this area, and traffic would have to be be addressed. 
 
Fourth:  there is simply no room on the Point for such a development. 
 
Fifth:  an owner cannot simply develop whatever he wants on a piece of property simply because he owns it.  One 
cannot establish a gun store, or massage parlor, or a cannabis boutique or an apartment complex, etc, without the 
community’s notice, input and assent. 
 
Can you please have a response to my concerns in this email? 
 
Thank you. 
 
Chris Logan 

 
Pacifica CA 
94044 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 



Murdock, Christian

From: Colleen Marie Pauza < >
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 6:52 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Proposed residential zoning change for Carlson property on Pedro Point

I would like to communicate my STRONGEST objection to the proposed change of zoning for this property, 
which is considered a jewel of precious open space on Pedro Point by everyone who lives in this neighborhood, 
myself included.  
 
I could write another cogent argument in support of my opinion, but two of my neighbors have already done so: 
Steve Tigerman and Jim Louderback.  
 
Thus, I strongly second their views and urge you to consider the voices of the people who live in this 
neighborhood - we vote, we’re highly involved Pacifica citizens, and we recognize the long term damage that 
will result from a short term financially positive decision for ONE property owner over the objections of an 
entire community.  
 
And if these arguments against this zoning change are not enough to convince you and other city officials (who 
can be replaced, BTW), please refer to the following article in the LA Times that clearly spotlights the future 
problems of building on flood zone and coastal areas without considering the already occurring impacts of 
climate change: 
 
https://www.latimes.com/projects/la-me-sea-level-rise-california-coast/ 
 
Again, I respectfully and strongly advise you to deny this zoning change.  

Dr. Colleen Pauza 
, Pacifica (our fair city!) 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Louderback, Jim < >
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 5:19 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Calson land development in Pedro Point

I would like to go on record as against the planned Coastal Residential Mixed Use on the Calson property for a number of 
reasons. I have lived in Pedro Point for 22 years, 5 houses up from the Calson land on Livingston Avenue. I will be directly 
and negatively affected by this proposed change. 

1. It is against the character of the neighborhood and would add tremendously to parking issues, access issues and 
emergency evacuation issues. As you know, the climate is changing, and Pedro Point is now a regular parking 
spot every weekend for cars visiting the beach. Cars are always parked up Livingston Avenue to the point where 
I can’t find parking in front of my house regularly. It is often so crowded that emergency vehicles cannot access 
the point during weekends safely. Adding 50 more houses and 100 to 150 more cars will only exacerbate this 
problem. In addition if there were a fire or tsunami, it would take forever for everyone to evacuate Pedro Point 
if the population doubles. There is only one road in and out over one small bridge. This would be very unsafe. 
Finally, the residential character of the neighborhood would be very severely impacted by adding that much 
more dense housing in the neighborhood. We are better off with something far less dense – if anything at all. 

2. We are very clearly in a time of rising seas. Seas will rise at least a foot in the next ten years and probably more 
like 2‐3 feet. This land is already a coastal flooding zone, and by all realistic projections will be underwater 
regularly – if not permanently – in 10 to 15 years. It is irresponsible for the town to build anything there, given 
that we already have a plan to retreat from low‐lying areas. If we allow people to build here we are setting 
ourselves up for lawsuits that could bankrupt the town when residents sue the town for letting them build – OR 
because we are required to build a seawall to keep the water out. As you know, in 2014 the PPCA (local 
community group) informed the city that the site is frequently flooded by San Pedro Creek. This was very much 
in evidence last winter when we had significant rainfall. And the property si already designated as a wetland by 
the Wildlife Service and falls into the coastal flooding zone. 

3. Adding in this sort of development will drive down property values and increase the requirement for city 
services, which will not only decrease the taxbase per person, but will increase the requirements on city 
services. Instead we should consider things that will be additive to the tax base, not detracting. We don’t need 
more housing that will end up driving up the needs of our town to spend more money to support the new 
residents that will not be paying their fair share.  

4. For all these reasons I expect significant legal action if the city embarks on this course, either as the zoning goes 
into effect or down the road. We simply cannot afford this in Pacifica right now. 

In sum the proposed changes will create an unsafe condition for the neighborhood, will put the city at risk for more 
costs and potentially huge sums required to pay out for suits and seawalls, will put houses into a zone that is clearly 
going to be flooded as the seas rise and as climate change accelerates, and will dramatically and negatively impact the 
character of the neighborhood. I’m also very concerned that the town is considering these changes without addressing 
the issues I raise above. I am against the land designation change for these reasons and urge the city to consider these 
issues now rather than after the changes have been approved.  
I vote and I pay taxes. 
Thanks for reading this. 
 
Jim Louderback 

 Pacifica CA 
Jim Louderback (he/him) 

  
GM – VidCon 
Events and experiences for the people who work in online video, the creators who power it and the fans who love it. 

 



Murdock, Christian

From: Tim Beeman < >
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 10:46 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Cc: Nancy Beeman
Subject: Calson Property on Pedro Point

Good morning Christian, 
 
My wife Nancy and I are six year homeowner residents of Pedro Point which we have come to love for it’s 
spectacular natural beauty, quirky charm, fresh seaside air and friendly residents. It's a special place. 
 
We live at , two houses up from San Pedro Road, the main artery from Highway 1 into 
Pedro Point. 
 
I attended the Plan Pacifica meeting on July 2 at Soul Grind and voiced my perspective in the group breakout 
session.  
 
I appreciate the City making the effort to hear from the residents of Pedro Point, particularly relating to the 
Calson property as any development there will forever change the neighborhood in such a negative manner that 
I believe it will drive a significant number of residents to move away – I know we would certainly move. 
 
The Calson property is a treasured neighborhood jewel, in essence our community park – it’s a place where 
families go for walks, have Easter egg hunts, play wiffle ball, throw the frisbee, have picnics and breathe in 
deeply the fresh coastal air. 
 
Beyond this overriding sentiment, the overwhelming nuisance, noise and upheaval that occurs with 
development/construction, the severe and negative impacts to our roads (which are already in pitiful condition), 
parking, beach access, and general destruction of quality of life on the Point are simply unacceptable and if the 
City allows this to happen, it will be complicit in the destruction of a neighborhood.  
 
To lose this open space would mean losing the soul of our neighborhood. Please do not let this happen. 
 
P.S.: Also, the new building development the City has permitted and is currrently being constructed in the Pedro 
Point shopping center and also the monstrosity that is Panda over in the Linda Mar shopping center are hideous 
enough, adding more unnecessary blight to Pacifica and sadly marring the views of Montara Mountain. The city 
and residents deserve better than this. 
 
Tim Beeman, CEO 
Miramar Events 

 
 

https://miramarevents.com 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Kimberly Risk < >
Sent: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 9:56 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Pedro Point 

 
Hello, 
My name is Kimberly Risk and I have lived on   in Pedro Point for 22 years.  I love our neighborhood and 
the uniqueness of it is what makes it so special.  
This is why I’m so upset about the proposal to build so many homes on the Point and destroy our area. Not to mention 
that there is only one small road to enter or exit our neighborhood and the construction would alone would make it so 
aggravating and I believe a danger.  There has already been so much disruption from the 2 construction sites at the 
entrance to Pedro Point.  I have witnessed many altercations between workers and residents. Several times I have sat in 
my car waiting to exit or enter my neighborhood, while they have blocked the road chatting away, then motioned me to 
go around them even though there isn’t enough room and I end up taking a risk going off the road.  And the damage to 
the road! I’ve already replaced 2 tires from damage on the potholes! 

So, please don’t destroy our beautiful neighborhood.🙏� 
Thank you, 
Kimberly Risk 
Sent from my iPad 
 



Murdock, Christian

From: Philippe Roth < >
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:19 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Pedro Point Calson Property land use designation.

Dear Mr Murdock and Mrs O’Connor, 
 
I have been a proud resident of Pacifica for 21 years and a Pedro Point resident for 12 years. 
 
One of the main reason we moved to Pedro Point is the beauty and calm of the neighborhood. 
 
I want to voice my opinion about the plan to possibly change the land use designation of the property know as 
the Calson Field. 
 
I believe it is currently designated as Commercial/ Recreational and I believe it should remain so. 
 
I have attended the City planning commission meeting at the Coffee shop in Pedro Point and most of us are 
strongly opposed to a land use designation change that would allow to build residences on the property. 
Also may I remind you that the property is in a flood zone according to the California Coastal commission and 
red legged frogs (protected species) have been spotted in the past in the adjacent creek to the field. 
 
The impact of building up to 50 homes on this property would not only deface the neighborhood but also create 
traffic problems. Never mind the potential flooding during the rainy season and the future sea rise issue. 
 
Let’s think of a better use for the property such as marine discovery center or a headland getaway information 
center. The PPCA has already strongly opposed changing the designation and I fully support the PPCA. 
 
I thank you in advance for reading my comments and hope that our neighborhood comments will actually 
matter.  
 
Have a wonderful rest of the day! 
 
Warm Regards, 
 
Philippe Roth 

 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
 
 

 
 

Click here to report this email as spam. 



Murdock, Christian

From: Hanna Steinbach < >
Sent: Sunday, July 28, 2019 4:53 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Carlson Property an other projects in Pedro Point & Short Term Rental Regulation

Hi Christian,  
 
My name is Hanna Steinbach and I live at  in Pedro Point. I ran into you both at the Grape in 
the Fog and at Soulgrind with my two children. 
 
Carlson Property: 
I am against changing zoning to residential because the property is designated as wetland which I am sure has 
been done for a good reason.  
 
New Development on San Pedro Avenue with mixed use (Resolution 980): 
A mixed use building has been approved by the city of Pacifica and I'd like to know whether the city of Pacifica 
may reject or approve the businesses that might move in. As a resident of Pedro Point I hope that there could be 
family owned restaurants or bars (that don't serve fast food) or nice stores, such as Traveler. I certainly wouldn't 
want to see non-community serving occupations, such as gyms or smoke shops etc and I'd love to understand 
that process better.  
 
Short Term Rental Regulation 
Pacifica currently allows that entire houses are used to rent them out on a short-term basis. However, it is not 
allowed to rent out accessory dwelling units. This extremely surprising regulation has lead to several SFH being 
purchased and being rented out on Airbnb.  
Examples are:  
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/28034443 
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/32500751 
These two houses have been purchased after the issuance of the regulation only for renting these houses out on 
Airbnb. And there are several other examples.  
 
Most other communities in the Bay Area have, for good reasons, moved to a model where only rooms or units 
in owner-occupied houses can be rented out on a short term basis. This would make sense for Pacifica to take as 
well. Allowing to rent out entire houses on Airbnb means that sales prices will get inflated because Airbnb 
allows to make so much more money. This, of course, removes space for people who actually want to live in the 
community. As an owner I'd much rather have people buy houses who will become valuable members of the 
community. Non-owner occupied short-term rentals also often lead to noise or other nuisance issues. It is 
absolutely not clear to me why, on the other hand, it wouldn't be allowed to rent out ADUs. There are probably 
several families who would like to rent out in-laws from time to time on a short term basis but they wouldn't 
want a longterm tenant. Allowing to rent out these units doesn't remove houses or units from the long-term 
rental or owner occupied market.  
 
Restaurants: 
I try to eat healthy and would like my kids to do the same. So, I don't eat at McDonald's, Taco Bell etc because 
this type of food has proven damaging effects on health and appearance. Why would the city of Pacifica allow a 
Panda Express to move in when Pacifica has so many fast food chains already. Wouldn't it be better rather push 
for family or small business owned restaurants or bars that serve healthy food. Apparently, there is demand. 



Soulgrind, for example, is always packed. Wouldn't Pacifica want to be known for good small local restaurants 
and, thus, likely attract a more interesting clientele?  
 
HMB has done such a terrific job of attracting fantastic (yet still affordable) restaurants. I'd love for Pacifica to 
focus more on high quality businesses and beautiful design. Likewise, I don't understand why there would be 
even more motels at Rockaway Beach when there could also be a nice Spa hotel.  
 
I'd love go hear back from you, 
Hanna 
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Murdock, Christian

From:
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 7:52 PM
To: O'Connor, Bonny; Murdock, Christian
Cc: Robert Horan
Subject: Our comments re the development of the Calson field

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am writing on behalf of myself and Robert Horan to oppose the proposal to re-zone the Calson field to allow 
for mixed use/housing. This proposal is a bad idea for several reasons, some of which are set forth below, others 
of which are the subject of letters from our Pedro Point neighbors.  
With respect to housing, Pedro Point is virtually at capacity now, due to the number of legal houses and 
apartments already here, plus the over-abundance of unpermitted in-law units, rooms being rented out as 
airbnbs, and/or aging people who have had to take in boarders to make ends meet. Most homes in Pedro Point 
are also multi-vehicle homes, which has created a parking problem that will be greatly exacerbated if the Calson 
property is rezoned to permit up to 50 additional residential units. To give you an idea of how many more 
cars could be added to Pedro Point if housing is permitted to be built in the Calson field, my 
household has four cars; my neighbor to the left has four cars; and my neighbor to the right has 
three cars plus a motorcycle. So, three homes, 12 vehicles.  
 
As a result of resident-owned vehicles alone, parking in Pedro Point is already hard to find, even before taking 
into account what happens here on a sunny day, when every square inch of lower Pedro Point (including those 
marked "no parking") is crammed with cars, many of which are, sadly, driven by people from other areas of 
Pacifica who refuse to pay for beach parking.  
Adding more housing means many more resident-owned vehicles crammed into wherever they can fit, 
crowding out whatever little parking remains for out-of-town visitors, who bring with them the tourist dollars 
Pacifica so desperately needs. The influx of large numbers of additional cars is inevitable because Pedro Point is 
not close to public transportation and there are no neighborhood schools or any living-wage-paying jobs in the 
area, thus, every person who moves into new housing will need multiple cars per household. Again, there is no 
place to put those cars, or the cars that will be needed to transport visitors to the new homes, delivery trucks, the 
increased number of UPS and Fed Ex trucks needed to deliver packages from Amazon and other internet 
retailers, and so on.  
Even if an adequate parking structure could feasibly be erected on the Calson property to accommodate the 
massive numbers of cars that will be required by the 50 new households and their visitors, boarders, airbnb 
guests, etc. (and that is doubtful), the increase in vehicle traffic will also increase pre-existing danger for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and those who must rely on mobility scooters and wheelchairs. More cars will also lead 
to nightmare traffic scenarios, as people jam the only way in and out of Pedro Point at roughly the same time to 
travel to and from work and to take children to school, often across town. Also, because Pedro Point is located 
at Pacifica’s southern tip, we are also the furthest away from the freeways, meaning the traffic jams that will 
begin at Pedro Point will clog the entirety of Highway 1.  
The increase in traffic also presents a nightmare scenario for residents and visitors who wish to walk in our 
neighborhood. Anyone who has visited Pedro Point knows two things: (1) we lack adequate sidewalks, and (2) 
many of the roads here -- including San Pedro, on which the Calson field sits -- are barely more than glorified 
dear trails. The absence of and/or sorry state of the vast majority of our sidewalks (which are fall hazards due to 
the ubiquitous presence of huge cracks, breaks, and/or uneven pavement) means that residents and visitors who 
want to stroll the neighborhood, walk to the beach, or try to walk to the shopping center (because there is no 
parking there, given the number of parking variances granted and the people who illegally park for hours while 



using the beach) have to walk in the narrow, pot-hole ridden, rough/bumpy/partially paved streets, dodging the 
cars coming at us from both directions, which are themselves dodging the potholes.  
We currently have at least two Pedro Point residents who rely on mobility scooters because they can no longer 
walk meaningful distances. I have watched one of them compete for road space with much faster moving cars, 
just to try and get some fresh air, because there are no adequate sidewalks on which she can ride her mobility 
scooter. God help anyone in a wheel chair, because Pedro Point’s current lack of appropriate roads and 
sidewalks is basically a sentence to home confinement. As Pacifica’s population ages, and more people are 
required to resort to mobility scooters and wheelchairs, these safety problems will increase. Adding more 
residents only intensifies the safety threat.  
Other residents vulnerable to the current overcrowding and dangerous streets include moms pushing strollers in 
the street; parents with toddlers who have to hold on to their kids for dear life as they walk those children in the 
street; residents walking in the street to the beach; bicyclists (including children) who must compete with cars 
in order to get some exercise; children who wish to play outside; and those of us who have to walk our dogs in 
the street. I can’t tell you how many times I have had to scrunch between the parked cars which currently line 
both sides of San Pedro (including all the off road, unpaved sections, which should serve as safe walking areas 
but do not because of the cars), and/or reel my dogs in like fish just to avoid being hit by cars and motorcycles 
who scream through our narrow, tiny roads. Add to that the fact that fire trucks and emergency vehicles would 
have a difficult (if not impossible) time trying to access many of the streets here now (before the addition of 50+ 
new residences), because cars currently park on both sides of roads that are often too narrow to legally 
accommodate parking on even one side. Again, adding more housing will only make things exponentially 
worse.  
There is another potential safety hazard looming over all of us; namely, that Pedro Point is already a nightmare 
of flammable trees intermingling with PG&E wires, with only one way in and out. The proposed housing will 
sit right on top of that that single, narrow exit, blocking it even further. If there is ever a wildfire here, we will 
have an Oakland Hills scenario in Pacifica.  
All in all, adding significant new housing to Pedro Point is a very bad idea for Pedro Point residents and for 
Pacifica generally.  
The over-sized, mixed-use building that was approved at the gateway to Pedro Point is a perfect example of 
what we do not need more of. That massive, hulk of a building is completely out of character with everything 
around it, and was rammed through without meaningful protest, in part because we were led to believe that the 
tradeoff for the apartments and the out-of-place scale of this building at Pedro Point's gateway was more 
restaurants (with the potential for outdoor music), which Pacifica desperately needs and which fit the character 
of this neighborhood. Instead, we are getting yet another gym. This is the problem when "mixed use" is 
permitted with no plan for, much less guarantees regarding, the kinds of businesses (if any) that will occupy the 
commercial space. As Councilman O’Neil recently recognized, a gym does not contribute to our tax base or 
provide visitors with a reason to come to Pacifica. All a gym does is add to Pedro Point’s parking problem. 
Perhaps the only benefit to that building is that residents who had conned themselves into believing they did not 
need to pay attention to zoning and planning decisions are now woke.  
Adding housing to the Calson field is also bad for Pacifica’s environment. Ideally, the Calson property should 
be withdrawn from the list of developable sites because development has the potential to destroy the last major 
Federal Fish & Wildlife documented wetland area on Pedro Point, and also seriously impact adjacent wetlands. 
It would also have negative impact on wildlife including the endangered red-legged frog, the California garter 
snakes that migrate from the adjacent San Pedro Creek and regional shorebirds. Such development would be 
within documented flood hazard and sea level rise zones. We are already using words like “managed retreat” for 
areas in Sharp Park. Under what scenario does it make sense for a broke city to allow developers to build yet 
more housing in areas that will, one day, be impacted by seal level rise? (That is a rhetorical question).  
If the Calson field must have a designation that enables it to be developed, the appropriate designation is “Low-
Intensity Visitor-Serving Commercial” or whatever is the nearest equivalent. With proper planning (and this is 
key), such a designation will allow for sensible, low impact development that will attract environmentally 
conscious tourists to Pedro Point, while also leaving enough space in the field itself for temporary-visitor 
parking on site, as opposed to forcing more cars onto the streets. We will still have traffic issues with which to 
contend, but, with proper planning, they will be significantly more manageable.  



It is our hope that the voices of Pedro Point residents will be taken into consideration when decisions regarding 
the Calson field are made. Doing so will help preserve the nature and character of this unique neighborhood, 
while saving Pacifica and Mr. Calson and/or other potential developers from the long and expensive legal battle 
that will all but certainly ensue if decisions are made that have the effect of threatening the neighborhood and 
the environment we, as residents, love.  
 
Thank you for allowing us to express our opinions on this important subject.  
 
Dina and Robert Horan 
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Murdock, Christian

From: John Kontrabecki < >
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2019 12:20 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Roundabouts

Hi Chris‐ 
I am on vacation in Bend, Oregon and I have seen that they have eliminated traditional traffic controls (red lights and 
stop signs) in most of the city. They are using roundabouts for both intersection control and in lieu of speed bumps in 
many places. They keep traffic moving while controlling the speed of traffic flow. I know traffic is always an issue in 
Pacifica. Have you ever looked at roundabouts as a solution? 
John 
John Kontrabecki 
TKG International 
(O)  
(M)   
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Murdock, Christian

From: Margo Meiman < >
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 10:10 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: General Plan Update - Pedro Point

Dear Mr. Murdock, 

I am writing in regards to the City of Pacifica’s General Plan Update (GPU). I am a Pedro Point resident since 2005, and I 
attended the community meeting at Soul Grind on July 2nd.  

As you know, there was a great deal of discussion around the potential reclassification of the Calson field. It was clear in 
our group share‐outs that the vast majority of community members does not want to see residential development in 
that space.  

Residential development would negatively impact the neighborhood in many ways, including increased traffic 
congestion, increased costs for the City (due to the lot’s propensity for flooding) and decreased property values for 
current residents (i.e. loss of views).  

As you are also aware, several experts concluded that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the GPU was 
inadequate. According to Dr. Peter Baye, “The DEIR fails to provide adequate analysis of potential impacts and feasible 
mitigation measures for the proposed land use changes at the Pedro Point field, compared with (a) existing conditions; 
(b) existing land use designations under the General Plan/LCP, and (c) alternatives that are environmentally superior and 
compatible with Coastal Act policies.” Dr. Baye’s 2014 communication to the City is linked here.  

I urge you and City staff to seriously consider community and expert input with regard to the Calson field. The Calson 
field in Pedro Point should not be reclassified to allow residential development. 

Thank you. 

Margo Meiman   
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Murdock, Christian

From: Andrew Meiman < >
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 8:55 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Cc: O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: General Plan Update comments

Christian –  

Thanks for leading the efforts on the General Plan Update. It’s a lot of tough work! 

I'm writing to express my concern and opposition to the reclassification of the Calson field in Pedro Point from 

Commercial‐Recreational (C‐R) to Coastal Residential Mixed Use (CRMU) as shown in Figure 4‐3 of the Public Review 

Draft.  

My first question and concern is how we got here. I reviewed the historical documents and the most comprehensive 

write‐up I found was the April 2015 “Responses to Comments on the Draft Pacifica General Plan” starting on page 2‐9. 

It’s unclear how the record supports the change in designation to CRMU. In fact, the record presented there would lead 

me to the exact opposite conclusion. The way the process unfolded, with City Council calling for further community 

discussion, and then the weight of input, particularly considering PPCA as representing the community voice, should 

have led to a recommendation to leave the property in its currently approved designation, C‐R. What in the record 

supports the proposed change? 

Furthermore, part of the rationale presented in the “Responses to Comments on the Draft Pacifica General Plan” to 

reclassify the field is based on housing need, yet that is inconsistent with the City’s own May 11, 2015 Adopted “Housing 

Element” which states on page 1, “The City can accommodate the balance of its RHNA through the identification of sites 

properly zoned for residential development that can occur during the planning period.” The regional housing needs 

allocation (RHNA) was 413 units. The Housing Element in Figure III‐1 (based on the 1980 General Plan) “…identified sites 

capable of accommodating 434 housing units.” Figure III‐2 (based on the Draft General Plan) “…identified sites capable 

of accommodating 494 housing units.” Neither of these scenarios identified the Calson Field as a residential site, and 

clearly there are more than enough units to meet the projected need.  

Beyond the process questions, I oppose the change in designation for several fundamental reasons:  

The Calson field is at sea‐level and is a seasonal wetland. My daughter and friends used to put on their wetsuits and play 

in the flooded field during heavy rains. It is a flood zone subject to extreme weather and ocean events. Building in this 

area, particularly with residential units, will put potential residents, their property and city infrastructure at risk. The 

costs of proactively mitigating these risks, and reactively recovering from any events, will be costs to the city and all of 

its residents. On the other hand, leaving the area as a buffer zone, with at most some commercial/recreational use, 

would not only serve to protect the pre‐existing community, but avoid substantial future costs. 

One of the things that makes our neighborhood so great is the view of the coast and beach. Pedro Point’s north‐facing 

visual corridor is unique in Pacifica. Multi‐story development and trees in the Calson field would interfere with views of 

many in our neighborhood and devalue our existing properties. 

Finally, any development beyond appropriate recreational use would result in many negative impacts (noise, trash, light 

pollution, traffic, congestion), so much more evident because it would be concentrated in a small and very visible area at 

the entrance to the neighborhood. This type of growth and congestion would dramatically change the feel of our entire 

quiet neighborhood for the worse. 



I understand that during the recent neighborhood meeting, none of the visioning ideas reported out by participant 

groups for the Calson field included residential development. I know that I share the sentiment of many in the 

neighborhood who also oppose residential development in the field. It’s just a bad idea to build housing in a wetland 

next to the ocean. 

I'm hopeful that this input, along with that from other residents and neighbors, and from the community meeting, will 

result in a proposed map that keeps the currently approved land use designation as Commercial, and zoned C‐R.  

Sincerely, 

Andrew Meiman 

Pedro Point Resident since 2005 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Beth Brann < >
Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2019 7:39 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Cc: Roger Glenn
Subject: Pedro Point: Calson property - General Plan Update

Christian Murdock, Senior Planner 
murdockc@ci.pacifica.ca.us  
 
Bonny O'Connor, Associate Planner  
o'connorb@ci.pacifica.ca.us 
 
 
 
We understand that the neighborhood meetings are finished, but hoping that the City of Pacifica is 
still taking comments on this development.  
 
 
 
The purpose of this email is to express our concern as Pedro Point residents who will be directly 
affected by any change in the GPU as it pertains the parcel: Calson property (along San Pedro Road 
between Grand and Danmann). As part of the General Plan Update the City has proposed to 
designate this property as "Coastal Residential Mixed Use". 
 
We have been home owners, residing at  in Pedro Point, Pacifica for 19 
years – houses up from the bottom of the hill at San Pedro Avenue and Livingston. 
 
It is our understanding that the owner of the property is proposing to allow up to 50 residential units to 
be built at the Calson property. This density is grossly out of character with the existing neighborhood 
and would constitute a blight on the scenic character of the community, which is why we chose to 
purchase our home here.  
 
Development on the proposed scale would dramatically effect our scenic Pedro Point community. 
This property is already a designated wetland by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and falls within 
the local coastal flooding zone.  
 
A development as proposed would produce daily, lengthy and dangerous traffic on San Pedro Road 
and the connecting streets. What would happen in an emergency with only our one road in and out of 
the neighborhood?  
 
 
 
We already have parking problems in our neighborhood due to beach traffic overflow and insufficient 
parking at the Pedro Point shopping center. On sunny days, particularly weekends, it is not 
uncommon for parking to extend down San Pedro, and up the connecting streets. It is already difficult 
to find parking at the Pedro Point shopping center. Adding a significant number of homes and 
businesses at the Calson property would significantly exacerbate an already existing problem.  
 





Murdock, Christian

From: Lori Martin < >
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 2:05 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Calson Property Land Use Designation

To: Christian Murdock, Sr Planner Bonny O'Connor, Assoc Planner 
 
 
Dear Mr. Murdock and 
Ms. O'Connor, 
 
 
 
As a home owner and resident living on Pedro Point, I am writing to you about the Calson Property (located on 
San Pedro Road between Grand Avenue & Danmann) proposal as it pertains to the City's General Plan. 
Specifically, I do NOT support the City proposal to designate this property as "Coastal Residential Mixed Use." 
 
 
I recognize and respect that the the owners want to improve and develop their land; I am certainly open to many 
ideas for use of the property, but am quite concerned about high density residential or heavily trafficked 
commercial options.  
 
 
The reasons for my position are: 
 
 
1. The relatively high density residential proposal (upwards of 50 residences) is not consistent with the 
neighborhood.  
 
 
2. There is already significant traffic and parking congestion in that area of Pedro Point, especially in summer. 
Additional large scale development would dramatically worsen this problem.  
 
 
3. An increase in traffic and parking congestion from the proposed rezoning/development will also worsen the 
quality of the roads (San Pedro Ave and the side streets). These roads are already in terrible condition and the 
city does not have sufficient resources to maintain the roads now. With a larger influx of cars and traffic, the 
roads will only deteriorate more and at a faster rate.  
 
 
4. The Calson property, and the stretch of San Pedro Ave that runs along side it, floods frequently and 
significantly in the rainy season. I am concerned that additional development would worsen the flooding 
situation. The city should issue details on how the flooding and road maintenance will be addressed.  
 
 
I urge the City to not consider amending the General Plan as it relates to the Calson Property without further 
study and consideration of these, and other issues, and an open public discussion with Pacifica residents in 
general, and Pedro Point residents in particular. 



 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Lori Martin 

  
Pacifica, Ca 94044.  
Sent from my iPhone 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Mlcalifdreaming < >
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 12:52 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Cc:
Subject: Calson Property Land Use Designation

To: Christian Murdock, Senior Planner & Bonny O'Connor, Associate Planner 
 
Dear Mr. Murdock & Ms. O'Connor, 
 
I am a ten year resident of Pacifica residing in Pedro Point. I am writing to you both regarding the Calson Property 
(located on San Pedro Road between Grand Avenue & Danmann) proposal as it pertains to the City's General Plan. 
Specifically, I do NOT support the City proposal to designate this property as "Coastal Residential Mixed Use." There are 
many reasons why this should not be allowed, chief among them: this would allow for the potential of excessive housing 
density which would be out of character for Pedro Point and create unmanageable traffic problems because Pedro Point 
is served by only one main road (San Pedro Road.) Further, this property is frequently flooded by San Pedro Creek and is 
like a "swamp "for many months of the year. My understanding is that this property is already a designated wetland by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and falls within the local coastal flooding zone. 
 
I urge the City to not consider amending the General Plan as it relates to the Calson Property without further study and 
consideration of these, and other issues, and an open public discussion with Pacifica residents in general, and Pedro 
Point residents in particular.. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael Martin 

  
Pacifica, Ca 94044 
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Murdock, Christian

From:
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 9:43 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Pedro Point

I have just read the notice on Next Door about the proposed building on Pedro Point, off of San Pedro Ave. The additional 
units and the building that goes along with it will make the daily traffic and congestion much worse. It has already been 
impacted with the current construction and those units have not been completed or being used by tenants or residents 
yet. Trucks parked and working along San Pedro have already demanded one way traffic at times delaying residents from 
leaving the point. With all the shopping center traffic, there is often a slow down & sometimes those cars pull out of that 
parking lot without slowing down or looking for traffic in the roadway already. This will grow even worse with more 
development and cars on the point, truly an accident waiting to happen.  
A large open area city park would be a great attraction since the largest one is in the back of the valley that only city 
residents know about.  
Thank you for taking the time to read this. 
Marianne Hipona 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Andy Narraway < >
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 8:36 AM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Calson Field in Pedro Point proposed change in Zoning.

 
Dear Sir and Madam. 
 
Please do NOT change this zoning to Coastal Residential Mixed Use from its current zoning. The zoning 
change will allow up to 50 residential units to be be built in a flood zone AND cause traffic jams in the event of 
emergencies. It will also cause irreparable damage to the neighborhood in that the quality of life will be 
seriously affected if this zoning change happens and you will have serious opposition to this as we 
demonstrated 5 years ago at city hall when there was a proposed change then. About 100 of the Pedro Point 
residents turned up then and I guarantee the numbers will be greater and opposition MORE vociferous still IF 
this zoning change occurs. 
 
Please do NOT change this zoning. Period. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Andrew Narraway 

 
Pacifica 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Hayley Zemel < >
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:08 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Field on San Pedro

Hi Christian, 
 
I am writing as a Pacifica resident concerned with changes that stand to diminish the charm of this town. I 
understand that money is to be gained by building 50 houses in a tiny space that currently acts as a degraded 
wetland and the only open field in the neighborhood but it will also degrade the scenery and serenity that 
Pacifica offers. While San Francisco and surroundings areas have become so compact and stressful, Pacifica 
offers an oasis from all of that and it’s predictable that builders would want to bleed into our pool. We need 
officials to think about the affordable quality of life that Pacifica offers and to fight for our uniqueness rather 
than allowing us to become an extension of San Francisco. With sea level rise, we need wetlands to buffer 
coastal communities from flooding rather than allowing us to build in areas that will flood. I would love to see 
wetland restoration efforts in that field, providing food and stopping grounds for migrating birds and nurseries 
for economically important fish and other species. It could become a natural preserve, tourist attraction, and 
sanctuary for the Bay Area at large. There is no doubt in my mind that rezoning this space for housing is the 
wrong decision. 
 
Thank you, 
Hayley 
--  
Hayley L Zemel 
Environmental Scientist and Instigator for a Healthy Future 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Shanna < >
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 8:35 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Calson property development

High density residential development of the Calson property on Pedro Point would be a mistake. Pedro point 
would not be able to handle the resulting traffic. 
This property is already a designated wetland by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and falls within the local 
coastal flooding zone. Please do not allow 
high density development of this property. 
 
Shanna Yonenaka 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Leslie Adams < >
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 6:54 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: San Pedro Point Development

Hi Christian, 
 
     As a resident of Pedro Point already experiencing traffic delays from recent development, I’m completely against 
adding additional development ‐ especially 50 proposed additional units.  That would completely make it impossible to 
leave the area and is utterly absurd.  Have you not considered keeping the wetlands as they are or what the potential 
hazards would ensue from additional buildings?   How about stopping development and pursuing all the potential tax 
money from all the illegal air b and bs? 
 
Thanks, 
 
Leslie Adams 
San Pedro Point resident 
  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 



Murdock, Christian

From: Clare Dana < >
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 5:55 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Re: the field on San Pedro Ave

Hello Christian: 
 
I wanted to submit a comment about the potential development of the field on San Pedro Ave.  
 
That field offers the people of the Pedro Point neighborhood an opportunity to get together with their dogs and 
be social in a relaxed open space. There are wildflowers, small animals, and a couple of paths that let people 
walk to and from the beach and avoid the paved road. 
 
Development of the field will destroy the open space that is currently enjoyed by everyone, people and animals 
alike. It will generate more traffic in a neighborhood that is already very short on parking, and only has one 
access road in and out. 
 
I hope you will take my remarks under consideration, and defend the undeveloped land. There is so little in 
California. I hope we can protect what is left. 
 
Best, 
Clare Dana, Pedro Point resident. 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Deb Lynch < >
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 2:34 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Calson Property,  Pedro Point

Dear Christian and Bonny, 
   I am writing in regard to the zoning and development of the Calson property on Pedro Point.   I will keep this short and 
to the point.  You have both been on Pedro Point and are very aware of our infrastructure and the challenges this area 
presents.   San Pedro Rd is a two lane road and our only way on and off Pedro Point.   Currently it represents challenges 
for emergency vehicles and keeping people safe, in the event of an evacuation, could be potentially devastating.   With 
this in mind, it makes no sense to add an additional 50 units and their vehicles.  Some possibly having more than one 
vehicle.   Even on a good day, it would make just getting through the light in Linda Mar a nightmare.   Beyond the traffic 
issue, it presents a huge safety issue.  I am all for affordable housing, but in an area that can accommodate everything 
that comes with it and Pedro Point is not that place. 
   One last comment.   I love Pacifica!  I grew up here.  I have always appreciated the efforts Pacifica & its residence make 
to maintain & enhance our unique area.   I am hoping we continue our efforts and consider the impact the Calson 
Property would have to our Pedro Point neighborhood and the City of Pacifica.   
   Thank you, 
   Debbie Young Lynch 
     
   Pacifica, Ca.  94044 
 
Sent from Deb’s iPad 
 



Murdock, Christian

From: NANCY BEEMAN < >
Sent: Sunday, July 21, 2019 10:23 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Calson Property

As six‐year resident of Pedro Point, we vehemently oppose more development in and around the Calson property and 
the already unattractive shopping center where the Grocery Outlet exists ‐ an extremely poor selection! Couldn’t 
Pacifica have shown some class and pursued a Whole Foods or New Leaf?!  To top things off, a Panda goes into the old 
Denny’s.  I’ll take Denny’s over Panda any day. 
 
We enjoy the openness that the Calson field offers, and the trees along the east side provide a nice buffer to the 
highway and its noise. 
Already some of the trees have been removed to make way for yet another unattractive building, only to slowly reveal 
the ugliness of the shopping center. 
 
Please consider the enormous property taxes we homeowners already pay.  To have our gorgeous views obstructed in 
the name of generating more money for the city is quite simply pursuit of the almighty dollar versus preservation of our 
precious coastline. 
 
Nancy Beeman 

 
Pacifica 

 



Murdock, Christian

From: Pat Lyons < >
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 9:20 PM
To: O'Connor, Bonny; Murdock, Christian
Subject: Calson Project

Hi,  
 
My wife and I live at   We are completely against the rezoning of the Calson property. Pedro Point 
does not have the infrastructure to support 50 residences in such a small area. This property should be kept a wetland.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Patrick and Alanna Lyons 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



Murdock, Christian

From: Kari J. < >
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 9:02 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Cc: O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Calson property, Pedro Point

Dear Mr. Murdock and Ms. O’Connor, 
 
It’s my understanding that you’re still taking comments on the zoning of the property along San Pedro, between 
Grand and Danmann, in Pedro Point. As a resident of Pedro Point, I would like to point out that the additional 
traffic from up to 50 new residential units on this parcel — if it were zoned “Coastal Residential Mixed Use” — 
is totally unsustainable.  
 
I have lived in the neighborhood for 6 years, and even just in that time, I’ve already seen such an increase in 
traffic around the shopping center at the intersection of San Pedro and Hwy 1 — with so many extra cars full of 
beach goers flowing onto San Pedro, blocking the flow of vehicles into and out of the neighborhood. There have 
been times I can hardly get home from work. With up to 50 extra households full of vehicles added to what’s 
already often a mess — it just feels like a recipe for disaster. 
 
And the word “disaster” might seem like hyperbole — until we remember that the area in question is a coastal 
flood zone. Why build NEW homes there? In addition to just knowing better at this point in city planning about 
where it’s smart to build homes and where it’s not, there is only one exit from this neighborhood. If there were a 
tsunami or a wild fire or any of the other disasters that could touch this neighborhood, why add the potential for 
50 extra units full of traffic trying to escape — through the traffic problem we already have? 
 
Please do not approve the zoning of this as residential mixed use. It’s the wrong choice for this neighborhood 
and for the well-being of the people who already live here. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kari Jones 
 
 
 
 
 

Click here to report this email as spam. 



Murdock, Christian

From: Danny Estrella < >
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 6:50 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Cc: O'Connor, Bonny
Subject: Calson field use designation

 
Christian Murdock 
Senior Planner 
City of Pacifica 
 
Hi Christian, 
 
I want to add my comment to the records for the Calson property on Pedro Point in regards to the GPU update.  The 
GPU update recommends setting the use designation for this property as ‘Coastal Residential With Mixed Use’ allowing 
development that would allow up to 50 residential units.  I oppose this designation due to the heavy traffic burden 
residential development would create in this area.  San Pedro road cannot accommodate the intensity of traffic that this 
many homes would create.  The traffic from this area to and from highway one, and the streets that feed into San Pedro 
road would be a significant safety hazard and inconvenience to the residents.  Also, this area is a designated wetlands by 
the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, as well as a flood zone during storm surges and sea level rise.  Development on this 
property would put the City of Pacifica at liability to the loss for those people who buy a residence there.  It would be 
irresponsible of the City to allow that today and put the burden on the City in the future. 
 
Regards, 
 
Danny Estrella 

 
Pacifica, CA 



Murdock, Christian

From: Helen bronte-stewart < >
Sent: Saturday, July 20, 2019 5:12 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; O'Connor, Bonny
Cc: Helen M. Bronte-Stewart
Subject: Calson Property Pedro Point

I would like to add my concern to the proposed designation of the Calson Property as 'Coastal Residential Mixed Use”, 
which would allow housing at various densities but up to 15 residential units per acre, or for this 5 acre parcel, up to 50 
residential units. 
 
 
This property is already a designated wetland by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and falls within the local coastal 
flooding zone.  
 
 
It would be disastrous in my opinion to develop residences on this wetland subject to flood and without adequate means 
of egress from the Point for those people plus the rest of us and I strongly object to this designation. I hope a different 
designation can be achieved that will be acceptable to the owner and not dangerous to current and future residents of 
Pedro Point. 
 
 
Thank you 
 
 
Helen Bronte-Stewart 
Pedro Point Home Owner 
 

Click here to report this email as spam. 



Murdock, Christian

From: O'Connor, Bonny
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 11:55 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: FW: More Coastal Trail Planning Questions from G.P. Chapter 6

GP comments  
 
 

From: Patton, Arlene  
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2019 11:52 AM 
To: O'Connor, Bonny 
Subject: More Coastal Trail Planning Questions from G.P. Chapter 6 
 
Hi Bonny, 
 
That was quite a meeting last night! 
 
Because we had to get through the material so quickly I didn't have a chance to ask about two planned 
projects for the Coastal Trail. On page 6‐23 Item 6 speaks about the dirt parking lot South of the RV Park. I 
think this item is actually inaccurate because there is parking and beach access already. On 6‐25 the middle 
photo has a picture of the lot and the caption says the City is planning improvements to the area. Christian 
should probably correct the inconsistencies. Does the City have actual plans for the proposed improvements? 
 
The second Coastal Trail section is on page 6‐24 item 19 North Side of Pedro Point Shopping Center. Under 
Proposed Improvement: "Improve new segment of Coastal Trail along former railroad berm". Does the city 
have plans for this improvement? 
 
As always, thanks for your help, 
Arlene 
 
 
 





Murdock, Christian

From: Carol Fregly < >
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2019 11:02 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Thank you for giving us a chance to air our ideas at the meeting tonight.

Christian, 
 
Thank you so much for being so welcoming and accommodating this evening, and thank you for the work you 
are doing in helping residents share in planning for the future in Pacifica. 
 
Wrote some more thoughts on a feedback form and handed it to the City Manager, but wanted to pass on one 
idea that is fairly inexpensive and easy---signage. 
 
Am thinking of those arrow posts like they have in Europe that lists points of interest on Palmetto: Beach, 0.5 
miles; Library, 0.1 mile; Golf Course; 0.2 miles, etc.  
 
Another place for a sign would be at the corner of Manor and Palmetto: Business District, 1 mile.  
 
And to make you feel that all this is worth something, Taco Bell did a promotional video that is giving Pacifica 
very positive publicity: it makes people want to visit and it makes locals happy we live here! 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?time_continue=1&v=FT_uit-dM60 
 
Will also let you know if that guy on Next Door sets up a meeting of people interested in planning events here, 
too. 
 
Have a great week! 
 
Carol Fregly 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Chris Romero < >
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2019 1:26 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Plan Revision
Attachments: Mixed Use Revision.png

Hello Christian, 
 
Per my verbal the other day, the planning documents seem to have an error. 
 
The building at the north east cord of Manor Drive and Esplanade Avenue has been mixed use for very long time. This is 
the building Chit‐Cafe is located in.  Downstairs are the cafe, lawyer's office, yoga, and nail shop. Upstairs are 
apartments. 
 
Unless you know something I do not about the building being converted or replaced, I would think it stays mixed use in 
the 2040 plan instead of being marked as commercial. 
 
See rectangle marked location in green on attached image. Image taken from plan documents public display boards PDF, 
page 3.  (https://www.planpacifica.org/s/Pacifica‐neighborhood‐workshop‐boards.pdf) 
 
The 2014 draft plan on page 4 has the location as "Plan Mixed Use Neighborhood". 
 
Regards, 
 
Chris 



Murdock, Christian

From: John Kontrabecki < >
Sent: Monday, July 08, 2019 7:51 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Sharp Park

I visited Half Moon Bay over the weekend to see the downtown. It was very nice. Two‐story buildings with local retail 
and restaurants on the ground floor and offices or apartments on the second floor. Parking on the street. All buildings 
face the sidewalk to create a walkable experience. Two banks‐ Wells Fargo and Chase‐ anchor the street. This is the 
image we should have for Palmetto in Sharp Park.  
John  
John Kontrabecki 
TKG International 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Danny Estrella < >
Sent: Friday, July 05, 2019 12:59 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; Wehrmeister, Tina; O'Connor, Bonny; Gannon, Helen
Subject: Re: Land Use designation LD-I-20
Attachments: wetlandsMay3201410-41-41 GMT-0700.pdf; Draft Environmental Impact Report Peter 

Baye.pdf

Hi Christian, 
 
I have a comment regarding the LCP land use designation of LD‐I‐20. This designation includes that statement 
"A survey is required to delineate potential wetlands on the site, if any, as part of the development application 
and environmental review process". This land has already been determined to be a wetland by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. I've attached a copy of the USFWS map for your reference. 
 
Also, refer to section 1.2 'Wetland classification of the Pedro Point field and vicinity ‐ existing conditions' and 
section 1.5 'Wetland context and cumulative impacts: environmental setting of Pedro Point' in the attached 
report Draft Environmental Impact Report for The Pacifica General Plan Update Project ‐ SCH No. 
#2012022046 by Peter R. Baye, Ph.D., Coastal Ecologist, Botanist for details regarding this wetlands 
designation. 
 
Please include these documents in the files for the LCP. 
 
Regards, 
 
Danny Estrella 
 

From: Danny Estrella  
Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2019 5:09 PM 
To: murdockc@ci.pacifica.ca.us; wehrmeistert@ci.pacifica.ca.us; oconnorb@ci.pacifica.ca.us; gannonh@ci.pacifica.ca.us 
Subject: Proposed Development on Rockaway Headlands  
Hi Christian, 
 
I want to thank you for answering my questions at the neighborhood meeting at Soul Grind on 02JUL2019. I 
have a concern about the proposed designation for the development on the Rockaway Headlands. This area 
currently has the coastal recreation trail passing through it and has been a popular hiking and viewing area 
forever. The description of this proposal is found in Figure 2‐3, Chapter 2: Land Use and Development in the 
Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan. The land use term in the LCP for this area is “Low Intensity Visitor‐Serving 
Commercial”. Low Intensity Visitor‐Serving Commercial allows for “campgrounds, rustic lodging, concession 
stands, warming huts, outdoor event sites, and similar uses”. This proposed status conflicts with Guiding Policy 
OC‐G‐5 – Open Space Preservation in Chapter 6 – Open Space and community Facilities of the General Plan 
Update, which states “Preserve open space that protects natural resources, visual amenities, and public health 
and safety. The top priority areas for conservation are beaches, oceanfront bluffs, ridgelines, hillside areas 
adjacent to existing open space, and areas that support critical wildlife habitat and endangered species. I see 
the Rockaway Headlands as open space and a visual amenity. How many photos have we seen of this area that 



feature the natural beauty of the Pacifica coast? This is no place for any development if we truly want to 
“preserve open space that protects natural resources”. 
 
 
I urge that this area remain as undeveloped open space just the way it is now. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Danny Estrella 
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Peter R. Baye, Ph.D. 

Coastal Ecologist, Botanist 
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Summary of Comments 

1. Environmental Baseline: The DEIR provides contradictory information about the vegetation of the 

Pedro Point field, asserting that it supports “northern coastal scrub”, an upland vegetation type absent in 

the grassy field, and that it supports wetlands. The field supports seasonal wetlands. The DEIR fails to 

disclose the importance of these wetlands in terms of the environmental setting of San Pedro Creek mouth 

wetlands in the Coastal Zone (the field is the last remaining historical floodplain of the lower San Pedro 

Creek Valley that has not been developed in the Coastal Zone) and the local distribution of ESHA 

(Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas) supporting California red-legged frogs.  

2. Biological Impacts to Wetlands and Special-status Species: The DEIR fails to analyze any 

biological impacts caused by conversion of the existing Pedro Point field to a land use designation of 

“Coastal Residential Mixed Use development”. The DEIR fails to programmatically assess impacts at a 

neighborhood-specific level as it did in the 1980 General Plan, and it fails to consider general impacts of 

residential development on extensive seasonal wetlands and ESHA in and around the field. The proposed 

land use change for the field is likely to cause significant impacts to wetlands, wildlife, and special-status 

species for which no feasible mitigation has been identified, and for which no feasible mitigation 

probably exists.  

3. Land Use Impacts. The DEIR fails to analyze land use impacts caused by changing the land use of the 

field from a general “Commercial” use (1980 General Plan) to a more specific and different “Coastal 

Residential Mixed Use” designation. This change for the field’s designated land use causes significant 

impacts (conflicts with) to the City’s own land use policies and numerous Coastal Commission land use 

policies that cannot be mitigated, and are not mitigated by the vague, programmatic mitigation measures 

cited in the DEIR.  

4. Conclusion. The DEIR fails to disclose important biological resources, and their distribution and 

relationship to other biological resources and communities in the environmental setting of lower San 

Pedro Creek. This precludes meaningful public comment and DEIR analysis of significant impacts to 

biological resources and land use policies that are likely to occur.  The DEIR should be recirculated to 

correct the flawed environmental baseline and defective impact analysis, and should identify reasonable 

alternatives that either lessen significant impacts, or are otherwise environmentally preferable.  

1. Environmental Baseline  

The DEIR presents inconsistent and erroneous biological baseline description of the existing conditions of 

the Pedro Point field and its vicinity. The errors, omissions, and contradictory environmental baseline 

description results in erroneous conclusions that the project (General Plan) will have no significant 

biological impacts. Neighborhood-specific assessments of proposed General Plan land use changes are 

lacking for Pedro Point, its field, and for the DEIR in general.  



Peter R. Baye, Ph.D. 

Coastal Ecologist, Botanist 
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Assessment of biological and land use impacts to the Pedro Point neighborhood requires reference to 

existing  physical and biological environmental conditions (2014; approximately the time of the EIR’s 

notice of preparation), and the existing land use designations from the 1980 General Plan. The existing 

biological conditions of the Pedro Point field – the last undeveloped lowland open space within the 

historical floodplain of San Pedro Creek – is inaccurately and inconsistently represented in the DEIR’s 

figures and text. These errors result in underestimation of significant biological impacts, as discussed 

below.   

1.1 Mapped DEIR Wetlands, Vegetation and Habitats – physical and biological baseline 

The DEIR provides contradictory and confused (and confusing) information about the existing biological 

conditions of the Pedro Point field. Figure 3.7-1 (Vegetation; DEIR p. 3.7-3) maps most of the field in the 

color-code (pale olive green) corresponding with “Northern Coastal Scrub” (an upland vegetation type 

associated with coastal hillslopes and bluffs), and part of the field color-coded gray as “urban” land use 

but overlapping with the “wetlands” symbol. This is contradictory and erroneous environmental baseline 

information. There are in fact no stands of northern coastal scrub vegetation at all within or around the 

Pedro Point field. The shrubs on the railroad berm are ornamental non-native plantings. No part of the 

field is “urban” cover type, as misrepresented in the figure; no paved or developed areas with structures 

exist in the field. Figure 3.1-1 shows the “Existing land use” color-coded gray as “Vacant/Undeveloped”, 

which is also inconsistent with “urban” land use, but consistent with “wetlands”. The map also 

misrepresents mixed ornamental, non-native, and native coastal bluff scrub vegetation northwest of the 

field as “beach/intertidal” habitat. The two major color-coded map units for the Pedro Point field, “urban” 

and “northern coastal scrub” are incorrect.  





Peter R. Baye, Ph.D. 

Coastal Ecologist, Botanist 
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of Pacifica State Beach), but does not occur at all in coastal bluff scrub in Pacifica or elsewhere, let alone 

as a dominant species. The description of coastal bluff scrub combines species that simply do not occur 

together in natural or disturbed environments of Pacifica.  

1.2. Wetland classification of the Pedro Point field and vicinity: existing conditions 

 Based on my recent and past site visits, I know that the existing vegetation of the Pedro Point 

field consists of predominantly annual and perennial, herbaceous, non-native seasonal wetland and upland 

grassland vegetation. Seasonal wetland grassland occupies a mosaic of depressions, ditches, and swales. 

Mesic grassland (seasonally wet but lacking a prevalence of wetland indicator plants) occupies portions of 

the higher elevation zones of the site, primarily to the southwest corner. The wetland depressions are 

indicated by seasonally high density of toad rush (Juncus bufonius, FACW, facultative-wet indicator in 

arid west), co-occuring with European ryegrass (Festuca perenne; syn. Lolium perenne; FAC, facultative 

wetland indicator in arid west) and buck’s-horn plaintain (Plantago coronopus; FACW, facultative-wet 

indicator in arid west). Some of the wettest depressions support populations of Lilaea scilloides 

(flowering quillwort). Flowering quillwort is evident only in the wettest years when pools stay flooded for 

many weeks or months. Accurate wetland plant identification and measurement of the seasonal wetland 

patches at this site are possible only during winter to spring months. Desiccation, disturbance (trampling, 

mowing, discing) eliminates or degrades wetland vegetation and precludes accurate identification in fall 

and summer. Similarly, accurate assessment of wetland hydrology is feasible only during the rainy 

season, during and within two weeks following major rainfall events. 

The USFWS classification of Pedro Point Field wetlands shows wetlands distributed over 

approximately all of the site, as shown in DEIR Figures 3.7-1 and 3.7-2. Past and current National 

Wetland Inventory (“NWI”) maps consistently apply wetland classifications to approximately all of the 

field.  Two current classifications of the field’s wetlands include the codes “PEMah” and “PUSCh”, both 

“palustrine” (freshwater emergent, non-tidal) seasonal, and consistent with the seasonally flooded 

hydrology associated with surrounding berms. The “U” (unconsolidated shore) probably is associated 

with intermittent unvegetated (disced, vegetation disturbed) conditions. The NWI wetland mapping of the 

field broad-brush treatment of prevailing past wetland distribution, but the precision of the NWI wetland 

type boundaries is not precise enough for the DEIR to represent as “existing conditions” in 2014 CEQA 

assessment. In my professional opinion, “wetlands” meeting the jurisdictional criteria for Coastal 

Commission (“Commission”) policies, and classification as “wetland” under the Cowardin (U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service, USFWS) system, are in fact present and widely distributed over the Pedro Point field 

today, despite past unauthorized ditching and drainage activities (see wetland history, below).  

Despite DEIR’s inclusion of NWI mapped wetlands in some figures, the DEIR fails to apply the 

NWI wetland mapping and classification (as well any current field reconnaissance observations to update 

or verify them) to any meaningful biological assessment of potential wetland impacts of land use 
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designation changes to the field, and assessment of alternatives. The DEIR fails to assess the extent and 

distribution of the field’s seasonal wetlands (meeting Cowardin/California Coastal Commission wetland 

criteria) in relation to land use changes proposed. The DEIR does not consider the accuracy or 

distribution of the (old) NWI wetland maps based on existing field conditions. Specifically, the DEIR 

does not analyze whether the field’s wetlands are localized or extensively distributed in the field, so it 

cannot analyze whether it is even feasible to designate a coastal residential mixed-use development 

without committing the City’s General Plan to significant wetland impacts, in conflict with its own land 

use policies and Coastal Act policies.   

Further, because of the DEIR’s omissions about wetland impacts, comparison of alternatives will 

lack relevant information about feasible land use alternatives that may avoid or minimize wetland 

impacts, and which may be environmentally preferable. Examples of environmentally preferable 

alternatives consistent with City and Coastal Act policies include existing “Commercial” land use (with 

and without “Commercial-Recreation” zoning) compatible with low-intensity visitor-serving commercial 

recreation/tourism-promoting uses; or “Conservation”  - all of which are consistent with City policies for 

tourism destination, avoidance of natural hazards, wetland conservation, and consistency with 

recreational, scenic values that Coastal Act policies give priority over residential development.  

1.3. Wetland jurisdiction and CEQA 

The DEIR cites multiple state and federal wetland jurisdictions. With respect to assessment of 

biological impacts to wetlands, USFWS (NWI, Cowardin wetland classification), California Coastal Act, 

and California Department of Fish and Wildlife wetland policy definitions are applicable because these 

are fundamentally based on habitat, hydrogeomorphic features, and ecological functions. In contrast the 

narrowest federal definition (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Environmental Protection Agency; 

USACE/EPA) under the Clean Water Act is specifically limited to legal wetland definition for 

jurisdiction over authorization of discharges of earthen fill regulated under Section 404 of the Clean 

Water Act. The USACE/EPA wetland definition contains federal exemptions and policy disclaimers that 

are not relevant to biological impact assessment under CEQA, and it is a narrower and more exclusive 

definition that is likely to underestimate the extent of habitat-based or hydrogeomorphic definitions 

appropriate for impact assessment.  

The California Coastal Act Section 30231 defines a wetland as: 

…lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow 

water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water 

marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens. 
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Similarly, the Cowardin (USFWS, NWI) wetland classification uses a general broad definition of wetlands:  

Wetlands are lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is 
usually at or near the surface or the land is covered by shallow water.  

 California Coastal Act jurisdictional wetlands criteria in the California Code of Regulations at 14 

14 CCR Section 13577 establish a “one-parameter definition” that only requires evidence of a single 

wetland parameter to establish wetland conditions, in contrast with federal wetlands criteria under the 

Clean Water Act:  

Wetland shall be defined as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface long 
enough to promote the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of hydrophytes, and shall 
also include those types of wetlands where vegetation is lacking and soil is poorly developed or 
absent as a result of frequent and drastic fluctuations of surface water levels, wave action, water flow, 
turbidity or high concentrations of salts… 

The Commission’s one-parameter definition is similar to the USFWS wetlands criteria, which state that 

wetlands must have one or more of the following three attributes:  

(1) at least periodically the land supports predominantly hydrophytes; (2) the substrate is 
predominantly undrained hydric soil; and (3) the substrate is nonsoil and is saturated with water or 
covered by shallow water at some time during the growing season of each year.  

In contrast, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Environmental Protection 

Agency use a three parameter definition for delineating wetlands under Clean Water Act jurisdiction, 

which is relevant only in context of USACE permit authorization for discharges of fill in jurisdictional 

waters of the United States.  The USACE definition is narrower than those of the Coastal Commission 

(relevant to LCP) and USFWS (relevant to wetland impact assessment under CEQA, not limited to fill 

discharges and subject to federal exemptions irrelevant to CEQA).  

The City’s wetland policies (Land Use; DEIR p. 3.1-21) cite both USACE/EPA and Coastal 

Commission wetland definitions. CO-I-5, CO-I-6 cites both, and CO-I-8 cites State (CDFW/CCC) 

wetlands only. The narrower USACE/EPA definition is relevant only to those land use policy elements 

that specifically cite it in context of wetland fill permits. The USACE/EPA jurisdictional wetlands are 

not the proper standard for determining consistency of GPU consistency with Coastal Act wetlands 

policies, or wetland impacts under CEQA.  This should be corrected in the EIR, or else the EIR will 

not provide accurate conclusions about Pedro Point field land use impacts regarding wetlands in context 

of CEQA or Coastal Act policies.  

1.4. Special-status species and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA): California 

red-legged frogs (Rana draytonii) environmental baseline 
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California red-legged frogs (Rana draytonii; CRLF) occur in the freshwater marsh drainage swale 

bordering the Pedro Point Field along its eastern edge. I reported their presence to the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, Endangered Species Program in 2005. If the DEIR 

preparers had consulted properly with state and federal wildlife agencies, or local residents, about the 

local distribution of special-status or other wildlife species, this information would have been available to 

include in the DEIR. The DEIR, however, failed to disclose the local sub-population of CRLF in the 

drainage swale bordering the field, and its relationship with the population of the lower San Pedro Creek 

wetland complex.   

I have observed adult red-legged frogs are most often observable basking along muddy or 

prostrate grass banks near the culverts draining San Pedro Avenue at the southeast corner of the field. The 

perennial moisture in this swale provides year-round hydration habitat for CRLF, as well as foraging and 

potential breeding habitat. CRLF breeding is indicated by intermittent local population increases in red-

legged frogs here, most notably in 2010. Foraging activities of CRLF likely extend to adjacent non-

wetland flats (rich in invertebrate prey) in the field during moist, foggy nighttime and early morning 

conditions. I am not aware of protocol nighttime surveys for California red-legged frog conducted either 

in the freshwater marsh swale adjacent to the field, or in the field itself. The vicinity of the freshwater 

marsh swale and field are a complex of foraging, basking, dispersal, and breeding wetland and upland 

habitat for California red-legged frogs. It thus also meets criteria for Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

Areas (ESHA) under California Coastal Commission regulations. The DEIR fails to include this 

information about CRLF at and in proximity to the field.  

 In addition, the DEIR fails to analyze the potential adverse, significant impacts to CRLF from the 

proposed land use changes.  Land use designations that would foreseeably increase the intensity of land 

use, such as the proposed redesignation to allow residential development or other substantial increases in 

the built environment, may have significant direct and indirect impacts on CRLF. The proposed 

residential mixed-use development of the field would likely (a) substantially reduce available nocturnal 

foraging habitat for CRLF (food and prey base impacts to growth and survival; (b) increase contaminant 

loads in the drainage swale due to runoff from driveways, roads, and backyard sources of pesticides, 

petroleum hydrocarbons, solvents, and detergents (reproductive impacts); (c) increase peak flow 

velocities in the swale during major storm runoff events (juvenile mortality impacts).  

Not only has the DEIR not assessed such impacts, it has not identified feasible programmatic 

mitigation measures. Feasible mitigation for ESHA/California red-legged frog habitat and frog 

populations must include measures to (a) avoid and minimize “take” of individual frogs, (b) avoid and 

minimize impacts to CRLF habitat; and (c) provide adequate buffer zones to minimize adverse effects of 

incompatible adjacent land uses. The spatial structure of CRLF mitigation aligned with the freshwater 

marsh swale bordering the field may substantially constrain the feasibility of some incompatible land use 

designations, especially any that increase runoff, contaminants or pesticides, predator pressure on CRLF, 
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or reduce the extent or quality of potential productive nighttime foraging habitat. The Bolsa Chica court 

decision [Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court 71 Cal. Ap.4th 493, 507] confirmed that the Coastal 

Act requires that ESHA be avoided and buffered from development impacts and that providing 

compensatory mitigation alone is insufficient as ESHA mitigation. 

   

Intermittent breeding habitat of California red-legged frogs in freshwater marsh swale bordering the southeast corner of 

the field, near roadside culverts. An adult CRLF is shown at the concrete base of foundation culvert on August 20, 2006, 

after the field ditch connections were breached to the swale north of this pool. CRLF frequently bask in the western 

muddy or grassy banks of this pool in wet (non-drought) years.  

 1.5. Wetland context and cumulative impacts: environmental setting of Pedro Point 

The DEIR also omisrepresents the existing environmental setting and context of the wetlands of the Pedro 

Point field. The field’s wetlands are represented as completely isolated from any other significant 

wetlands or potential wetland-dependent endangered species habitats. See Figures 3.1-1, 3.7-1, 3.7-2, and 

3.7-3, all of which fail to show the San Pedro Creek mouth wetlands and their riparian wetland habitat, 

vegetation and hydrological connections with Pedro Point field and its wetlands. The San Pedro Creek 

stream mouth wetlands, however, are shown as red-legged frog habitat (marsh, creek, and riparian 

vegetation) in Figure 3.7-1, but without their wetland connections to the Pedro Point field and drainage 

swale wetlands. The omission of the San Pedro Creek mouth wetlands in the Coastal Zone is either 

arbitrarily selective or at least inconsistent in the DEIR: the riparian corridor and wetlands upstream of 

Highway 1, outside the coastal zone, are represented in Figure 3.7-1 and 3.7-4, but not in Figure 3.7-2.  

This error of selective omission of wetlands in the project vicinity appears to be due to the 

DEIR’s failure to critically interpret and update National Wetlands Inventory map with even cursory 

examination of readily available current aerial or satellite imagery of San Pedro Creek mouth (e.g., 

Google Earth), or field reconnaissance surveys of the conspicuous restored freshwater marsh there.   
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Figure 3.7-2, “National Wetlands Inventory Wetlands”, completely fails to represent the perennial 

freshwater emergent marsh and freshwater streams of San Pedro Creek mouth as they existed at the time 

of the DEIR’s notice of preparation, and as they have existed for about a decade. The DEIR cannot 

uncritically transfer NWI map data without checking for errors of omission due to outdated data layers. 

The NWI wetland classification (Cowardin USFWS classification system) provides sufficient clear 

wetland criteria to identify the obvious wetlands (cattail and tule marsh vegetation 6 to over 10 feet tall 

with standing water) at the mouth of San Pedro Creek. This marsh is clearly known to the City of 

Pacifica, which was the local partner in the project that restored it. 

The adjacent San Pedro Creek mouth freshwater marsh is very significant as an environmental 

setting of the seasonal wetlands of the Pedro Point field. Ecological connectivity (wildlife corridors for 

wetland-dependent wildlife) exists between the creek mouth marsh and the field, provided by the drainage 

swale wetlands (not currently channelized; infilled with sediment and wetland vegetation) consisting of 

willow swamp (riparian scrub) and freshwater marsh dominated by broadleaf wetland forbs and grasses.  

The environmental setting and potential Project and cumulative impacts to wetlands at the Pedro 

Point field are related to their hydrogeomorphic setting and historical origins and development. The pre-

agricultural “natural” condition of the field was freshwater nontidal marsh within the floodplain of San 

Pedro Creek (San Pedro Valley lowlands). The modern field was part of complex of freshwater marsh and 

swamp (alder-willow) surrounding Lake Mathilda (the freshwater lagoon outlet of San Pedro Creek prior 

to channelization), behind the barrier beach (San Pedro Beach). The rich organic fine-grained alluvial 

soils were converted to agricultural cropland (artichoke fields) by draining and ditching in the late 19th 

century. The field apparently persisted with either low-intensity agricultural use (grazing, haying) into the 

1950s or early 1960s when Linda Mar was extensively developed. Some fill was placed on at least 

portions of the field in recent decades, but differential subsidence in the flat to very gently sloping (<2%) 

field maintained depressional microtopography (shallow swales, pools) to the present day.  

I have observed the Pedro Point field since the year 2000 in all seasons. Wet (saturated to 

seasonally flooded) depressions in the field persisted for weeks to months, supporting typical seasonal 

wetlands grasslands dominated by ryegrss, toad rush, buck’s-horn plaintain in winter-spring months. In 

addition, a regionally rare vernal pool/pond plant, the flowering quillwort (Lilaea scilloides) occurred in 

local abundance in several pools. In January, 2006, the current landowner and assistants manually 

excavated diagonal ditches and side-cast fill (ditch spoils) across the field, apparently with the intent of 

draining the field. In August 2006, mechanical equipment breached wide gaps in the berm between the 

field and the adjacent drainage swale marsh. These drainage activities were apparently completed without 

benefit of a Coastal Development Permit or authorization from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

Despite the 2006 drainage ditching and subsequent maintenance and repeated discing of the field, 

depressional wetlands have persisted and re-emerged (due in part to differential settlement and choking of 
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January 19, 2006. Manual excavation of drainage ditches in flooded field at the east end of the field. Grass grows 

above water surface. Water in bare spots can be seen as reflected sunlight on the field; emergent unvegetated mud is 

dark brown.  
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During discing of the field in summer, the berm along the east end of the field was mechanically breached at 

multiple locations to connect new drainage ditches (excavated in seasonal wetlands of the field) to the large drainage 

swale occupied by California red-legged frogs, draining to San Pedro Creek through culverts at the northwest end. 

August 20, 2006.  

  

Despite new unauthorized ditching and drainage connections of the field, ditches merely reduce the extent and 

duration of soil saturation and flooding; they do not eliminate wetland conditions in the winter following ditching. 

December 27, 2006 

Today, wildlife in the seasonal wetlands of the Pedro Point field includes shorebirds, 

meadowlarks, black-tail deer, tree frogs, small mammals, and raptors, all of which move between the field 

wetlands, the adjacent drainage swale wetlands, uplands, and the mouth of San Pedro Creek. Sanderlings 

and red-necked phalaropes occur intermittently in the flooded to saturated fields, particularly during high 

tides and storm wave conditions that flood the beach..  In summer, meadowlarks inhabit the field some 

years, particularly when grass and forb vegetation cover is thick. Small mammals, including mice, pocket 

gophers, and voles, occur frequently in the field (indicated by burrows, runs) and provide a prey base for 

raptors, including great horned owls (roosting in eucalyptus trees near the field), and red-tail hawks. Deer 

browse in the field at night, and at times in the morning as well. The marsh swale bordering the east end 



Peter R. Baye, Ph.D. 

Coastal Ecologist, Botanist 
 

 
 
     

                                                                                                                          

 

 

Peter R. Baye Ph.D.                                                                                                      

Coastal Ecologist, Botanist,                                              Pacifica General Plan Update DEIR comments  

                                                                                           15                                     

 

  

of the field has supported a breeding population of tree frogs (Pseudacris sierra) and a population of 

federally listed threatened California red-legged frogs (Rana draytonii) most years at least since 2000 (see 

special-status species, below).  The DEIR fails to disclose intermittent red-legged frog populations in the 

vicinity (and sometimes directly bordering) the field, and the existence of probably nocturnal foraging 

habitat (for this species spring-fall non-breeding adults) within in the field itself. The DEIR failed to 

identify these significant wildlife movement and habitat connections between the field and habitats in its 

wetland setting. The DEIR fails to analyze potentially significant impacts to red-legged frogs using the 

field that would be affected by proposed conversion to coastal residential mixed use development.   

The DEIR’s failure to correctly characterize the wetland environmental setting (the wetland 

complex comprising the San Pedro Creek mouth wetlands, the drainage swale wetlands, and the historical 

and existing condition of the Pedro Point field wetlands) prevents the DEIR from accurately analyzing 

potentially significant cumulative impacts caused by wetland habitat loss, degradation or fragmentation in 

the lower San Pedro Creek corridor, and the Pedro Point neighborhood.  

Given the outstanding biological significance of the field as the only open, level (flatland) space 

left in the Pedro Point neighborhood, and despite years of being the focus of substantial public concern 

and comment in scoping and other public meetings, the DEIR’s failure to provide even minimally 

accurate, consistent baseline environmental description of the field is a very serious defect in the DEIR.  

It precludes accurate assessment of potentially significant impacts that are not mitigated at the policy or 

site-specific level.  

1.6. Biological Resource Impact Assessment and Mitigation in the DEIR 

Despite identifying wetlands occurring potentially throughout the field, the DEIR fails to assess 

potential adverse, significant impacts to Coastal Act wetlands from the proposed land use designation 

changes at the Pedro Point Field. The DEIR provides no explanation why converting existing wetlands of 

the Pedro Point field to residential mixed use development would have no significant biological or land 

use policy impacts. The DEIR omits any specific reference at all to the Pedro Point field wetlands in 

discussion of biological impacts. 

Further, the DEIR’s cumulative impact analysis must consider that the extent of Coastal Act 

wetlands in the field was modified by ditching and drainage activities conducted by the landowner and 

assistants on January 19, 2006, during conditions of saturation and widespread flooding of the field. As 

far as I am aware, ditching and draining activities of these wetlands occurred without issuance of a 

Coastal Development Permit or analysis of environmental impacts. The apparently unauthorized drainage 

of the field probably results in underestimation of the actual extent of proper Coastal Commission 

jurisdictional wetlands in the field. See wetland history, below. The errors in the DEIR’s environmental 

baseline, described above, contribute to basic errors in assessment of significant biological impacts and 

mitigation to wetlands and special-status species. 
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 The DEIR identifies only two potential general city-wide biological impacts, without area-

specific reference to Pedro Point neighborhood and the specific land use changes proposed in the revised 

General Plan. Both of these impacts are incorrectly assessed with respect to Pedro Point biological 

resources, and their proposed programmatic (policy-level) mitigation is infeasible applied to Pedro Point 

field.  

Figure 3.1-2 of the DEIR (p. 3.1-9; “Existing General Plan Land Use”) shows the majority of the 

Pedro Point field mapped in red (“Commercial”), and apparently one small lot in the northwest corner of 

the field mapped in light yellow-orange (“low density residential”).  The biological impacts of this 

proposed land use change must be assessed at a programmatic level, commensurate with the level of 

detail of land use designation change in the programmatic EIR at neighborhood-scale.  The DEIR, 

however, fails to assess biological impacts at this geographic scale even at a programmatic level. It 

merely assesses biological impacts at a sweeping, vague, city-wide, policy level, omitting neighborhood-

level biological impacts of specific land use changes proposed (DEIR p. 3.7-48   Impact 3.7-1; p. 3.7-57, 

Impact 3.7-3). The DEIR also provides only vague, policy-level “mitigation” (pseudo-mitigation; purely 

speculative policy without reference to physical or biological conditions) for land use change impacts in 

the aggregate, city-wide:  

Impact 3.7-1 Implementation of the proposed General Plan would not have a 

substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 

candidate, sensitive, or special status species identified in local or regional plans, 

policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service. (Less than Significant) 

Impact 3.7-3 Implementation of the proposed General Plan would not have a 

substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 

of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 

through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. (Less than 

Significant) 

The DEIR provides no substantial evidence and no arguments for either impact findings or their 

level of significance. It is inconsistent with proposed land use changes (coastal residiential mixed-use 

development) for the field, and the presence of extensive seasonal wetlands and adjacent special-status 

species populations.  

Although the DEIR does not need to assess impacts of land use change at a project-specific level 

(i.e., it cannot speculate about the design of specific project proposals or their impacts in site-specific 

detail), it must address biological impacts that are reasonably foreseeable for the type of land uses 

proposed in the environmental setting under existing conditions. There is only one major land use change 

proposed in Pedro Point, and the DEIR provides no biological impact or mitigation discussion about it at 
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all – not even the cursory programmatic wetland discussion presented in the Draft Land Use plan itself 

(LUI-30, p. 4-36, Pacifica Draft Land Use Plan, March 2014). The boilerplate, standard wetland permit 

discussion in the DEIR at p. 3.7-42 has no substantial bearing on impact or mitigation analysis for 

wetlands at Pedro Point.  

Potentially significant biological impacts of proposed residential land use (development) at the 

Pedro Point Field and adjacent habitats are enumerated below. These are based on a more adequate 

characterization of the Pedro Point field wetlands, their relationship to San Pedro Creek wetlands, and 

their wildlife and hydrological attributes described above.  None of these potentially significant biological 

impacts were analyzed in the DEIR.  

Coastal Zone Wetland impacts 

o Direct filling (loss) of the last coastal zone seasonal wetlands in Pedro Point watershed 

due to residential development.  Lack of available off-site compensatory mitigation area 

within the coastal zone of the San Pedro Creek watershed (no feasible compensatory 

mitigation).  

o Degradation of remaining coastal zone wetlands (wetland swale east of field) the San 

Pedro Creek watershed due to hydrological changes; increased impermeable surfaced 

area, decreased groundwater infiltration, increased storm runoff from drained residential 

lots within basin (historic floodplain). 

o Degradation of remaining wetlands (wetland swale east of field) due to increased 

contaminant loading from adjacent residential development: pesticides (residential 

pesticide use and pesticide loading from runoff and drainage), increased petroleum 

hydrocarbon contaminant loads from street and driveway runoff; increased surfactant 

runoff to the drainage swale from residential car washing. 

 

Wildlife and Special-status species impacts 

o Loss of storm high tide refuge habitat for shorebirds 

o Loss of meadowlark foraging habitat 

o Loss of nocturnal deer browsing habitat 

o Loss of raptor foraging habitat (Great Horned Owl, red-tail hawk, kestrel) 

o Loss of terrestrial foraging habitat for California red-legged frogs 

o Loss of flood refuge habitat for California red-legged frogs during peak flood events of 

San Pedro Creek. 
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2.0 Land Use Impacts – Coastal Zone  

The DEIR proposes to change the land use designation of the Pedro Point field from “Commercial” 

(Pacifica General Plan, pp. 86 and 90; DEIR Figure 3.1-2) to “Coastal Residential Mixed Use“ (CRMU; 

DEIR Figure 2.2-1). The DEIR inaccurately states that the new proposed CRMU designation corresponds 

with an existing “Mixed Use” land use category (Table 3.1-3), but no such independent or category or 

subcategory of “mixed use” exists in the 1980 General Plan; “mixed use” is simply described as a 

contingent allowable use of “commercial” land use in the original General Plan (1980 General Plan  p. 

32-33). The project description is inconsistent, incorrect, and confusing in terms of existing and proposed 

land uses.  

The 2014 Draft General Plan Land Use element states the following with regard to the CRMU 

designation on p. 4-24: “The Plan retains flexibility for any future development on the vacant site west of 

the shopping center, which could have residential and small-scale commercial and visitor-oriented uses. 

Future development should include a small park and access to the berm and the beach beyond”. Table 4.1 

of the Draft General Plan states that residential density with CRMU designation may range between 10-

15 gross units per acre.   

The DEIR, in contrast with the original 1980 General Plan, fails to assess even at a programmatic level 

the area-specific effects of proposed land use designations for the Pedro Point neighborhood, and 

specifically for the vacant Pedro Point field, in terms of land use impacts (cf. 1980 General Plan, pp. 84-

89). The DEIR gives no reason why the level of specificity for impact assessment should be broader and 

more programmatic than the level of specificity for individual parcel land use designations like the Pedro 

Point field, or why the level of neighborhood-specific assessment should be significantly less than that of 

the 1980 General Plan’s treatment of Pedro Point, especially in the Coastal Zone.   

The existing land use designation of the field, “commercial” is compatible with low-intensity, visitor-

serving commercial recreational land uses that support coastal-dependent (beach and coastal scenic) 

recreation and associated economic uses, which matches the existing zoning (commercial-recreation) of 

the field. Low-intensity commercial land uses that do not involve ditching, draining, filling, paving, or 

construction in the field (open-space and recreational uses, special events, coastal agriculture) are 

potentially compatible with conservation of wetlands, environmentally sensitive habitat areas, and 

special-status species, and relevant Coastal Act policies. Proposed Coastal Residential Mixed Use land 

uses, however, are likely to have significant impacts on Coastal Act land use policies (cited in Draft 

Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan, March 2014, Appendix A) and Pacifica General Plan policies 

involving these elements, as discussed below.  

The extensive distribution of Coastal Act jurisdictional wetlands in the Pedro Point field, and the 

presence of California red-legged frog habitat and population in the adjacent freshwater marsh swale, 
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both indicate that land use designations for the field must be compatible with ESHA policies of the 

Coastal Commission. According to the Coastal Commission’s LCP Update Guide: Sensitive Habitats and 

Natural Resources (April 3, 2007 update), the DEIR and LCP should clearly state that only “resource 

dependent” development, such as restoration or nature study, is allowed in ESHA, consistent with Coastal 

Act §30240. No ESHA assessment for the proposed changes in land use designation of the Pedro Point 

field has been provided in the DEIR, which is likely related to the DEIR’s failure to accurately identify 

wetlands and special-status species at the site.  The DEIR must be revised to include this analysis of 

potentially significant environmental impacts even at a programmatic level.  

 The 1980 Pacifica General Plan provided a programmatic analysis of consistency between 

proposed (commercial) land use designation of the Pedro Point Field and specific Coastal Act policies 

(1980 General Plan p. 86), including assessment of unimproved coastal access through foot trails (p. 88).   

The DEIR for the General Plan update has provided no such analysis for proposed changed land use 

designation of the field or coastal access impacts. It merely included the Coastal Act policies as an 

appendix, without analysis of proposed land use designation change impacts. The changed land use 

designation has potential significant land use policy conflicts (impacts) with Coastal Act land use 

policies, each of which affects ESHA (wetlands and special-status wetland-dependent wildlife). Some 

examples are provided below. The DEIR should fully assess at a programmatic level all such potential 

significant land use impacts, and compare the compatibility (conflict) of existing, proposed and 

alternative land use designations for the field in terms of Coastal Act policies.  

Section 30212 New development projects 

 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall be 

provided in new development projects except where:  

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile 

coastal resources, 

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or,  

(3) agriculture would be adversely affected.  

 
Pedro Point field has three well-established and persistent foot trails that lead from San Pedro Avenue 

(the nearest public roadway to the shoreline) to a private beach with long-established open public access. 

The foot trails are visible in aerial photographs dating back to at least 1993 (Google Earth images) and re-

emerge after being temporarily erased by discing, ditching, or mowing. The foot trails are formed by 

trampling patterns established between physical points of access from the roadway to a stairway from the 

beach to the historic railroad berm, and to a public path to the beach at the mouth of San Pedro Creek. 

Foot trails are frequently used by beach visitors and surfers seeking minimal travel distances to the beach. 

The foot trails evidently established long before the current ownership of the property. The foot trails are 

the most efficient short cuts from San Pedro Avenue to the public shore; alternative routes along public 
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The Pedro Point field is separated from the ocean only by the railroad berm, and in its original condition 

(backbarrier floodplain marsh) it was “oceanfront”, with line of sight to the ocean over the low barrier 

beach. According to Pedro Point long-term residents, the field has been used for recreation for years prior 

to and during the current land ownership. Recent recreational uses include children’s games, domestic 

animal feeding and observation (former llama and emu enclosure along the toe of the railroad berm), ball 

sports, playground activities extending from the adjacent Pedro Point firehouse playground, and dog 

walking. The field is suitable for these established recreational uses, and is suitable for other recreational 

uses as well.  

Proposed Coastal Mixed Use Residential land use changes could eliminate, reduce, or substantially 

interfere with long-established recreational uses of the oceanfront land. This impact is not assessed in the 

DEIR. The feasibility of mitigation for this impact is not assessed, and no mitigation is proposed. 

Recreational uses that depend on extensive area or open scenic views may not be feasible to mitigate with 

small parks enclosed by development.  

Section 30222 Private lands; priority of development purposes 

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities 

designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over 

private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over 

agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

 

The proposed change in land use from an open field (compatible with public access, coastal views, and 

recreation) to a mixed-use private residential development would conflict with this coastal act policy. 

This would be a significant impact that, by definition, could not be mitigated. General industrial or 

commercial development of the field would also conflict with this policy. Commercial development by 

agriculture including public access and visitor-serving commerce (such as a coastal berry farm, pumpkin 

farm with visitor-serving amenities), in contrast, would not conflict with this policy.  No mitigation is 

feasible for this conflict, by definition of “priority” of land uses cited in the policy.  

Section 30240 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA); adjacent developments 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 

disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed 

within those areas.  

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and 

recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly 

degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 

recreation areas. 
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The field contains extensive seasonal wetlands (winter-saturated and temporarily flooded depressional 

wetlands and drainage swales, ditches). The perennial wetlands of the drainage swale at the east end of 

the field supports California red-legged frog habitat and is typically occupied by a population (see 

comments in this letter, above). The seasonal wetlands and the zone bordering the frog habitat of the 

swale meet the definition of ESHA. Residential and mixed use commercial development would likely 

eliminate, significantly reduce, or degrade existing wetlands and ESHA on the site. Since the field is the 

last undeveloped lowland floodplain of San Pedro Creek within the Coastal Zone that is available for 

wetland restoration and enhancement, it is infeasible to mitigate impacts to these wetlands off-site; 

compensatory mitigation is not available for the red-legged frog populations in lower San Pedro Creek in 

the coastal zone. The DEIR failed to assess impacts to this Coastal Act policy or propose any feasible 

mitigation for it. The only feasible mitigation for this policy impact would be avoidance of impacts by not 

applying the residential mixed use land use designation.  

Section 30242. Lands suitable for agricultural use; conversion 

All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to nonagricultural uses unless 

(l) continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such conversion would preserve 

prime agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with Section 30250. Any such 

permitted conversion shall be compatible with continued agricultural use on surrounding lands. 

(emphasis added)  

The Pedro Point field was historically prime agricultural land, but was abandoned. Nonetheless, renewal 

of prime agricultural use of the field is potentially feasible (physically and economically) and could be 

integrated with visitor-serving recreational and economic development aligned with the new coastal trail 

to Devil’s Slide. The original prime agricultural soils are present beneath shallow fill. The site is suitable 

for coastal commercial visitor-oriented berry farm or produce farm and related recreational or visitor-

serving uses (viz. Half Moon Bay to Davenport). Renewed agricultural use combined with tourism, some 

recreational uses, or eco-tourism may be compatible with conservation of seasonal wetlands and special-

status wildlife if properly designed. The DEIR failed to consider feasible alternatives compatible with this 

section.  

Section 30243 Productivity of soils and timberlands; conversions 

 
The long-term productivity of soils and timberlands shall be protected, and conversions of 

coastal commercial timberlands in units of commercial size to other uses or their division 

into units of noncommercial size shall be limited to providing for necessary timber 

processing and related facilities. 

 

The Pedro Point field is former prime agricultural land (historic artichoke farm) on rich alluvial soils 

(drained marshland). The soils have been degraded by placement of fill, but may be remediated by either 
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removal of fill or addition of soil amendments to restore agricultural productivity similar to farms on the 

marine terraces and valleys along the San Mateo Coast south of Pacifica. There are no other potential 

highly productive historic farmland soils left in the Coastal Zone of Pacifica. Residential development of 

the field would conflict with this policy that requires the protection of long-term soil productivity. This 

impact was not assessed or mitigated in the DEIR.  

 

Section 30251 Scenic and visual qualities 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource 

of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to 

and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land 

forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, 

to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly 

scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and 

Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local 

government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

The Pedro Point field is the last undeveloped lowland (floodplain) in the Coastal Zone of San Pedro 

Creek’s watershed that retains the original overall floodplain topography and visual character of the 

historic farms that dominated the valley. All other valley lowlands have been developed in the Coastal 

Zone of Pacifica, including the Salada Valley (the historical Salada Valley farmland has been developed, 

drained and filled, with only the deepest lagoon bed remaining as a wetland). The visual character of the 

adjacent historic railroad berm is dependent on the contrast between the steep relief of the berm and the 

adjacent lowland flats of the field. Residential development (with or without “pocket parks”) would not 

protect the scenic and visual qualities of the field and adjacent historic berm. Residential development of 

the field would fully fill the lowland open space visual character of Pedro Point. This would conflict with 

the policy.  

Section 30253 Minimization of adverse impacts 

New development shall do all of the following: 

(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 

(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 

erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require 

the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs 

and cliffs. […] 

 

Most of the Pedro Point field lies approximately 15-17 feet in elevation above Mean Sea Level (MSL), 

only about 3-5 feet above the marsh and high tide beach at the mouth of San Pedro Creek. In addition, the 
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alluvial soils (historical wetland) of the field have the same relative liquefaction (earthquake shaking) 

potential as diked bay muds and marshes in San Francisco Bay, like those that underlie filled San 

Francisco peninsula baylands. (Witter, Robert C., Keith L. Knudsen, Janet M. Sowers, Carl M. 

Wentworth, Richard D. Koehler, and Carolyn E. Randolph. 2006. Maps of Quaternary deposits and 

liquefaction susceptibility, nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. U.S. Geological Survey Open-File 

Report 2006-1037 Version 1.1; shown in Draft Pacifica Coastal Land Use Plan 2014, Figure 5.1). This 

condition contrasts with relatively low risk of liquefaction affecting residential and commercial 

development in adjacent lands built over bedrock. Structural (residential or commercial) development of 

the field may cause significant conflicts (impacts) with this section. In contrast, this section would be 

potentially compatible with recreational or other low-intensity commercial development or agricultural 

redevelopment of the field. The DEIR failed to analyze alternative land use designations compatible with 

this section.  

Similarly, placing additional residential development in the last undeveloped floodplain area within the 

coastal zone of San Pedro Valley – currently able to function as a flood detention and storage basin when 

San Pedro Creek is at extreme high flood stage during extreme high tides – would conflict with this land 

use policy (Draft Pacifica Coastal Land Use Plan 2014 p. 5-19). The intensity, frequency, and 

significance of this land use policy conflict would likely increase as sea level rises, and as intense storm 

frequency increases with climate change. In addition, the field lies within a Tsunami evacuation area of 

the Coastal Zone (Draft Pacifica Coastal Land Use Plan 2014, Figure 5.3). Flooding, liquefaction, sea 

level rise impacts, increasing over time as indicated by the draft Pacifica Coastal Land Use plan (2014) 

demonstrate the conflict between this Coastal Act policy and the proposed land use change for Pedro 

Point field.  

 

Section 30255 Priority of coastal-dependent developments 

Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other developments on or near the 

shoreline. Except as provided elsewhere in this division, coastal-dependent developments 

shall not be sited in a wetland. When appropriate, coastal-related developments should be 

accommodated within reasonable proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they support. 

Residential development itself is not fundamentally “coastal dependent”, even if the land use designation 

nomenclature is “Coastal Residential Mixed Use”. “Coastal” as a modifier does not denote any essential 

distinction in the nature of residential development, but merely describes its location in the coastal zone. 

Other types of commercial development based on recreational access to the shoreline or the distinctive 

coastal climate (e.g., surfer recreational events, coastal agritourism like berry farm stands with berry 

farming) would have priority over residential development at this location. Residential development 

would conflict with this policy. In addition, development within wetlands as defined in the Coastal Act 
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ATTACHMENT A – STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS - Peter R. Baye, Ph.D. 

 

I am a coastal ecologist and botanist with over 30 years of professional and academic experience. My Ph.D. 

research in coastal ecology (University of Western Ontario, Canada, Department of Plant Sciences, 1990) was 

followed by a career in applied ecology in California. I worked for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San 

Francisco District, where I served as a senior environmental scientist and regulatory project manager 

conducting endangered species consultation, wetland jurisdictional determinations, wetland assessments, 

preparing Environmental Assessments and managing joint NEPA/CEQA Environmental Impact 

Statements/Reports. My Corps regulatory projects included sites adjacent to Port Sonoma (Sonoma Baylands, 

Carl’s Marsh). Subsequently I worked for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, where I prepared endangered 

species recovery plans (including comprehensive plans covering all of Marin Baylands and tidal marshes) and 

endangered species biological opinions. I was a contributing author and participant in the Baylands 

Ecosystem Habitat Goals Report (Goals Project 1999), its companion volume on Bayland species and 

community profiles (2000), and its 2014 update (in preparation), for which I developed many Marin bayland 

recommendations. I have developed or substantially contributed to estuarine wetland restoration and 

management plans for many Marin coastal wetland sites, including some adjacent to the plan area: Corte 

Madera Baylands Conceptual Sea Level Rise Adaptation Strategy, prepared by The San Francisco Bay 

Conservation and Development Commission and ESA PWA (specific focal area: Corte Madera Ecological 

Reserve marshes); Aramburu Island, Richardson Bay (with Wetlands and Water Resources) and wetland 

restoration projects at Bahia, Novato (with ESA-PWA) and Bolinas Lagoon (Kent Island, with William 

Carmen & Associates).  

 

 



Murdock, Christian

From: Roger Mascio < >
Sent: Saturday, June 29, 2019 9:17 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Additional suggestions for the Plan Pacifica Meeting

Hello Christian. A thank you to you and to all who put on such an interesting and informative meeting Thursday 
night. The light dinner hit the spot also. 
I thought of a few suggestions since then. 
The traffic is very bad as you know between Reina Del Mar and Fassler. I suggest a pedestrian overpass at both 
intersections. I allso suggest a moratorium on building any large projects south of Reina Del Mar until the 
traffic problem is fixed. I have friends that live north of Reina Del Mar and are not effected by the traffic. 
I n Linda Mar in the back of the valley it was suggested to build some apartments on Tera Nova where the 
Chevron gas station once stood. Across the street from that empty lot is a Senior apartments building and 
perpendicular to those are the Senior apartments on Oddstad. I think it would be a nice fit to put senior 
apartments on the gas station sight.  
 
Thanks again, 
Yours truely, 
Roger Mascio  
 

Click here to report this email as spam. 



Murdock, Christian

From: John Kontrabecki < >
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2019 7:01 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: General Plan Update

I attended the meeting last night about updating the Pacifica General Plan. Here are my thoughts. 
I noted that the property I plan to develop in Linda Mar along Higgins Way is shown on the Draft General Plan 2014 as 
“Vacant/Undeveloped.” We would l like this property to be designated as “Multi‐Family Residential” to allow for 
residential development. 
Additionally, I would like the General Plan changed to rezone the entire Sharp Park area for Mixed Use Development 
with a height limitation of three or four stories, with the first story as commercial or retail and the upper floors 
residential. This would eventually result in the creation of a “village” that would support a vibrant local pedestrian 
oriented shopping district with local businesses supported by local residents and tourists.  
I also would like to see the General Plan changed to convert all the land along the ocean north of Sharp Park from 
commercial, auto services, and mobile homes to multi‐family residential. The existing uses are blocking access to the 
ocean and do not take advantage of the scenic beauty of the Pacifica coast line. These businesses need to relocate to 
other areas away from the ocean and beaches.  
Finally, I think the Planning Staff should identify one location for the creation of a new Civic Center where City Hall, 
Police, and all of the City administrative offices will be located. The City should then plan to develop new facilities for 
these uses and eventually sell the sites where these functions are currently located.  
John 
John Kontrabecki 
TKG International 
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