PLANNING COMMISSION
Agenda
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE:

December 3, 2018

LOCATION:

Council Chambers, 2212 Beach Blvd

TIME:

7:00 PM

7:00 PM OPEN SESSION
ROLL CALL:
SALUTE TO FLAG:
ADMINISTRATIVE BUSINESS:
Approval of Order of Agenda
Approval of Minutes: November 5, 2018; November 19, 2018
Designation of Liaison to City Council Meeting: None
Oral Communications:
This portion of the agenda is available to the public to address the Planning Commission on any issue within the
subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission that is not on the agenda. The time allowed for any speaker will be
three minutes.
CONSENT ITEMS:
1.

File No. 2018-052 – Report on Planning Administrator's Use Permit Determination for 1680
Francisco Boulevard (APN 016-022-120)
Recommended CEQA Action: N/A
Recommended Action: Accept the Planning Administrator’s determination that a use permit is
not required.
CONSIDERATION ITEMS:

2.

SP-153-15

File No. 2018-056 – Request for one year renewal of Specific Plan SP-153-15 for the
construction of a single-family residence at 323 Beaumont Boulevard (APN 009-037-450)
Recommended CEQA Action: No further CEQA required.
Recommended Action: Approve the renewal as described.

3.

PSD-790-14
PV-513-14
PE-160-15

File No. 2018-054 – Request for one year renewal of Site Development Permit PSD-790-14,
Variance PV-513-14, and Parking Exception PE-160-15 for the construction of a four-unit
apartment building at 4009 Palmetto Avenue (APN 009-402-270)
Recommended CEQA Action: No further CEQA required.
Recommended Action: Approve the renewal as described.

COMMUNICATIONS:
Commission Communications:
Staff Communications:
ADJOURNMENT
Anyone aggrieved by the action of the Planning Commission has 10 calendar days to appeal the decision in writing to the
City Council. If any of the above actions are challenged in court, issues which may be raised are limited to those raised at
the public hearing or in written correspondence delivered to the City at, or prior to, the public hearing. Judicial review of any
City administrative decision may be had only if a petition is filed with the court not later than the 90th day following the date
upon which the decision becomes final. Judicial review of environmental determinations may be subject to a shorter time
period for litigation, in certain cases 30 days following the date of final decision.
The City of Pacifica will provide special assistance for persons with disabilities upon 24 hours advance notice to the City
Manager’s office at (650) 738-7301, including requests for sign language assistance, written material printed in a larger
font, or audio recordings of written material. All meeting rooms are accessible to persons with disabilities.
NOTE: Off-street parking is allowed by permit for attendance at official public meetings. Vehicles parked without
permits are subject to citation. You should obtain a permit from the rack in the lobby and place it on the
dashboard of your vehicle in such a manner as is visible to law enforcement personnel.

PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Report
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE: December 3, 2018

FILE: Approval of Draft Planning Commission
minutes of meeting held on November 5,
2018.

ITEM:

Approval of Draft Planning Commission minutes of meeting held on November 5, 2018.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
Draft Minutes 11-05-18

(DOC)
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MINUTES
CITY OF PACIFICA
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
2212 BEACH BOULEVARD

November 5, 2018
7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL:

Present:
Absent:

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-05-18 (2800 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/5/18 Meeting)

Vice Chair Clifford called the meeting to order at 7:00
p.m.
Commissioners Stegink, Kraske, Rubinstein and Vice
Chair Clifford
Commissioners Campbell, Gordon and Nibbelin

SALUTE TO FLAG:

Led by Commissioner Kraske

STAFF PRESENT:

Planning Director Wehrmeister
Sr. Planner Murdock
PB&R Director Perez
Asst. City Attorney Siegel
Asst. Planner Gannon
Contract Planner Aggarwal

APPROVAL OF ORDER
OF AGENDA

Commissioner Stegink moved approval of the Order
of Agenda; Commissioner Kraske seconded the motion.

The motion carried 4-0.
Ayes:
Noes:
APPROVAL OF
MINUTES:
OCTOBER 15, 2018

Commissioners Stegink, Kraske, Rubinstein and Vice
Chair Clifford
None
Commissioner Stegink moved approval of minutes of
October 15, 2018; Commissioner Kraske seconded the
motion.

The motion carried 4-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Kraske, Rubinstein and Vice
Chair Clifford
None

DESIGNATION OF LIAISON TO CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 13,
2018:
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they will have an appeal for the second marijuana
permit and would like a liaison, which will be on Tuesday, November 13.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that he would volunteer.
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
None

Packet Pg. 4

a

Planning Commission Minutes
November 5, 2018
Page 2 of 19

CONSENT ITEMS:
1.

File No. 2018-050 – Report on Planning Administrator’s Use Permit
Determination for 80 W. Manor Drive. Recommended CEQA
Action N/A.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-05-18 (2800 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/5/18 Meeting)

Sr. Planner Murdock stated that typically consent items are taken without a staff report but, if the
Commission would like a brief explanation, he would be happy to do that.
Vice Chair Clifford asked that he give a brief explanation.
Sr. Planner Murdock gave a brief staff report.
Vice Chair Clifford asked if this item required opening for public comment.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that he can ask if anyone in the public would like it pulled
from the consent calendar.
Vice Chair Clifford opened public comment and, seeing no one, closed public comment.
Commissioner Stegink moved to accept the Planning Administrator’s determination that a use
permit is not required; Commissioner Rubinstein seconded the motion.
The motion carried 4-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Kraske, Rubinstein and Vice
Chair Clifford
None

PRESENTATION:
2.

Update on Pacifica Libraries Project.

Planning Director Wehrmeister began the staff report by stating that they were going to have a
presentation from Andrea Gifford of Group 4 Architecture. Cindy Abbott, Chair of the Library
Advisory Committee was also present to answer any questions, as well as LAC member Vice
Chair Clifford and PB&R Director Perez.
Andrea Gifford gave her presentation.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the film location and stated that they had about 245,000
residents with 141 homeless people and Pacifica has a homeless rate three times that. He asked if
they had any methods to prevent homeless people from living in the library when unattended.
Ms. Gifford stated that one would be that the library would be under constant video surveillance
when not staffed by a library member. She stated that one would have to be granted access to use
the open access models, not a given right, but you sign up for it. If there was any violation or
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other issues, that privilege could be revoked so she thought there were a number of ways to offer
a secure, safe environment.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they were engaging the Police Department in the
discussion of safety at the libraries and their input will be valuable as they move into more of the
finer details on how that model will operate.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-05-18 (2800 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/5/18 Meeting)

Commissioner Stegink asked if the Police Department would be monitoring the video 24 hours a
day.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they haven’t gotten to that level of detail.
Commissioner Stegink asked the City Attorney if they have within their right to ban homeless
from the library if they violate certain conditions.
Asst. City Attorney Siegel stated that anyone could be prohibited from using the library if they
violated certain conditions but it would have to not be based upon status but activities.
Commissioner Stegink asked if they would give them a no trespass order.
Asst. City Attorney Siegel stated that it would depend on the circumstances. He didn’t know if
you would need a judicial order to do it, because if it was a prohibition the city came up with
based on the individual’s conduct, he thought that could be looked at.
CONSIDERATIONS:
3,

LIBRARY Advisory Committee Appointment

Vice Chair Clifford stated that Commissioner Kraske was thinking about that position.
Commissioner Kraske stated that he can volunteer for that liaison.
Commissioner Stegink moved to appoint Commissioner Ryan Kraske to the Library Advisory
Committee; Commissioner Rubinstein seconded the motion.
The motion carried 4-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Kraske, Rubinstein and Vice
Chair Clifford
None

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS:
4. UP-104-18
CDP-400-18

File No. 2018-018 –Use Permit UP-104-18 and Coastal
Development Permit CDP-400-18 for the installation of a new,
wireless communication facility consisting of a 2’-0” tall by 0’-10”
wide canister antenna mounted atop a 6’-0” vertical extension
attached to an existing utility pole and associated pole-mounted
equipment within the public right-of-way in the vicinity of 560 San
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Pedro Avenue (APN 023-073-100). Recommended CEQA Action:
Class 3 Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section 15303.
Contract Planner Aggarwal presented staff report.
Commissioner Stegink asked if the city has any liability when they exceed the height on the
NCJPA.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-05-18 (2800 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/5/18 Meeting)

Asst. City Attorney Siegel stated that they did not.
Vice Chair Clifford asked what the width of the extension was as the actual device was 10 inches
wide.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that it was about six inches.
Angela Kung, AT&T, stated the reason they are using this in this site because, in most cases, they
have seen the large macros. The small cells offload from the macros with more capacity and
better coverage. She stated that it was primarily for areas of high density and different terrains.
They can put in on the top of light poles and utility poles. They were also doing it because it
lessens the impact of the right-of-way. She stated that they worked with the planners to reduce
what they can with the best technology now and they were happy to answer questions following
the presentation.
Abby Reed, AT&T Land Use Planner, stated that she works with Modus and authorized
representative of AT&T. She stated they also have Bill Hammett of Hammett & Edison,
engineer, who can speak to any emissions or safety questions related to the FCC guidelines. She
gave some historical background on the process to come up with the stealthiest design. They
addressed staff’s concerns regarding equipment design and reduced the design to the minimum
that is technically feasible. She mentioned several of the locations in Pacifica and then pointed
out the specifics in the slide presentation. She mentioned that these were necessary to be placed
in areas with poor signal quality and high usage.
Vice Chair Clifford asked her to go back to the picture of the pole. He then stated that on top of
the light he saw a device with three little antennas. He asked what that was.
Ms. Reed thought it was some solar device. She stated that since they walked the site with
PG&E, they thought that it would not interfere with their antenna but she wasn’t 100% sure what
it was.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that his question was whether their antenna will interfere with what
that is supposed to be doing.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that it was an abandoned site of a Wi-Fi service that closed
down about eight years ago and doesn’t have a function but just that it has not been removed from
the pole yet.
Vice Chair Clifford thanked her, adding that he wanted to be sure they were not going to cause
someone else to have problems by approving this.
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Commissioner Stegink stated that it looks like they are going for a 26% increase in height there.
He asked if she could name another city in San Mateo County that has allowed that height
increase.
Ms. Reed stated that they have multiple jurisdictions where they are moving forward with these
designed, including Atherton, San Bruno, Daly City, all up and down the peninsula and they have
been constructed in San Francisco as well.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-05-18 (2800 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/5/18 Meeting)

Commissioner Stegink concluded that Atherton has approved it at 38 feet.
Ms. Reed stated higher stating that PG&E requires a six-foot clearance and they usually use a 7foot bayonet and this is actually lower than the other sites that have been pushed through in other
jurisdictions.
Commissioner Stegink asked how many total poles will they be applying for to raise to this height
in Pacifica.
Ms. Reed stated that, for Pacifica, they have a total of three, two of which are wood poles.
Commissioner Stegink understood at this time, but he asked if there was a plan to raise more.
Ms. Reed stated that, at this time, they only know these three for the immediate future.
Vice Chair Clifford opened the public comments.
Jeremy Greenberg, Pacifica, stated that he lived on Grand Avenue on Pedro Point and he was
opposed to this antenna going up because it would put the communication antenna directly in
view of his living room and kitchen windows. He stated that his main reason for opposing this
installation was based on research and documentation collected by the National Association of
Realtors showing that the installation of cell towers and cell antennas and other high frequency
communication antennas have a negative effect on property values up to 20% and higher. He
stated that 90% of home buyers and renters are less likely to want to live in a home that is next to
a cell tower or antenna and will look for property elsewhere. He stated that his house was
appraised at $750,000 in 2015 and a 20% drop in value is $150,000, concluding that there was a
financial application there. He noticed there was already a group of cell communication towers
located on the hillside near Fassler Avenue which overlooks Pedro Point and he didn’t know why
they couldn’t put the antenna on one of those existing towers. He also found out that once the
antenna has been installed it can be increased according to what he has seen with another 20 feet
with no public due process or hearing under the section 6409A of the Middle Class Tax Relief
and Job Creation Act of 2012. He wondered if that would apply to this antenna once it’s
installed. He reiterated that he did not want the eyesore directly visible less than 100 yards away
from his living room and kitchen windows as he is planning on selling his house in the near future
and he thought this would be very detrimental. He hoped they oppose this and find another
location other than radiating into his windows as well as other nearby homes.
Vice Chair Clifford closed the public hearing.
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Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that they are setting forth a condition for this project to reduce
the height of the extension and while the applicant mentioned 6 feet, the city placed a condition
where they need to reduce it down to four feet.
Vice Chair Clifford asked if it was one of the conditions already before them.
Contract Planner Aggarwal responded affirmatively.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-05-18 (2800 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/5/18 Meeting)

Planning Director Wehrmeister mentioned that the applicant may have three minutes for a
rebuttal.
Ms. Kung stated that they don’t need to make a rebuttal but were happy to answer any questions
they have regarding concerns from the resident.
Commissioner Stegink asked confirmation that this will be under Coastal Commission purview
so it would be appealable to the Coastal Commission.
Sr. Planner Murdock agreed, stating that the Coastal Development permit associated with this
application would be subject to appeal to the Coastal Commission.
Commissioner Stegink didn’t know if the applicant’s engineer was present.
Ms. Kung stated that they have their engineer.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he thought he knew the engineer who had been here before.
Commissioner Stegink stated that their goal was to get the maximum height on the tower for
maximum range. He stated that they were putting it in the absolute lowest place in that
neighborhood that has hills roughly 200 feet higher. He asked why they wouldn’t place this at the
top of the hill versus at the lowest point possible.
Ms. Reed stated that AT&T radiofrequency engineer looks at a SINR map and sees where they
have a gap and capacity and coverage which was usually in a high density area. They have to
work as hard as they can to find a site that was in the epicenter of that coverage gap, explaining
that these small cells are so low power they need to be as close to the target area as possible. She
stated that it was not always the higher the better but it was usually between 35 and 45 feet are at
the ideal locations, and height wasn’t really what they were going for but location and above a
certain height.
Commissioner Stegink asked under what circumstances would higher not be better.
Ms. Reed stated that the small cells are really low power and the farther you go up the less
effective the range is. She stated that it was better to be lower to the ground in certain instances
as you can spread out and hit more area that way.
Commissioner Stegink asked what the effective range of the tower.
Ms. Reed stated that it depends on the terrain and other things, such as tree coverage in the way,
and generally it was between 300 and 500 feet.
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Commissioner Stegink referred to the mitigation suggested by staff, and asked if that was a height
of 34 feet.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that it was 35 feet, 10 inches.
Commissioner Stegink asked if the height of 35 feet, 10 inches would achieve her goals.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 11-05-18 (2800 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/5/18 Meeting)

Ms. Reed stated that on Friday they spoke to the AT&T radiofrequency engineer and he stated
that was going to be a loss for him and not as effective as it could have been otherwise, but they
need the site and he was okay with moving forward with it.
Commissioner Stegink asked what the percentage loss was.
Ms. Reed stated that he said around 10% loss.
Commissioner Stegink concluded that, if they cut it another 33 feet it would only be another 10%
loss.
Ms. Reed stated that it was not always proportionally related like that and they would have to go
back for him to run the diagnostics and look at his maps. She stated that, after a certain point,
you have a tree or any building that is blocking it and you drop below that, it will create
shadowing.
Commissioner Stegink asked what the maximum height was in the Vallemar antennas they
installed last year or so.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he did not have that information available.
Commissioner Stegink asked if that was an AT&T project.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that it was.
Commissioner Stegink thought it was the same engineer that was here, asking if that was him
sitting in the back.
Sr. Planner Murdock thought Bill Hammett may have performed the RF emissions modeling for
those sites as well.
Commissioner Stegink asked if they could call him up and ask him.
Bill Hammett, Hammett & Edison engineer, stated that he manages a firm of 20 located in
Sonoma County. He stated that a regular part of their practice is the calculation or measurement
of radiofrequency exposure conditions for carriers, cities, landlords, and their job was
straightforward, specifically where are the exposure levels and how they compare to the standard.
He stated that his report as a matter of record in this proceeding and he was happy to answer
questions related to that issue.

Packet Pg. 10

a

Planning Commission Minutes
November 5, 2018
Page 8 of 19
Commissioner Stegink thought he was helpful in the JPAs in Vallemar and Reina del Mar. He
asked him if he remembers the maximum height that was approved on those poles.

Sr. Planner Murdock thought what may be a relevant point for him is that those facilities did not
involve the vertical height increases in the manner that these facilities are proposed and they were
typically able to side mount to the pole and not result in significant height increases and was a
different form of deployment for those facilities.
Commissioner Stegink asked if it was within their purview to keep the original height request.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that, if he was asking if this facility was within the Commission’s
purview to approve the originally requested height, it was staff’s opinion that it would not comply
with the zoning ordinance. He stated that the zoning ordinance as Contract Planner Aggarwal
mentioned limits height increases above two feet to two scenarios, 1) required for health and
safety and 2) required to meet regulatory requirements. He stated that, in this case, staff’s
investigation noted the regulatory requirement is only 4 feet above the power lines, not 6 feet, and
any height increase above 4 feet to the bottom of the antenna would exceed the allowance under
the city zoning.
Commissioner Stegink understood that it was to 34 feet plus the height of the antenna.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that if the height increase exceeds 2 feet, it can be up to the regulatory
requirement, in this case 4 feet to the bottom of the antenna and then another 2 feet for the
antenna.
Commissioner Stegink asked what the height of the antenna was.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that the overall facility would be 35 feet 10 inches and the antenna
itself is 2 feet and the pole extension would be 4 feet.
Commissioner Rubinstein moved to approve it with the 4 foot condition; Commissioner Kraske
seconded the motion.
Commissioner Rubinstein moved that the Planning Commission FIND the project is exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act; APPROVE Use Permit UP-104-18 and Coastal
Development Permit CDP-400-18 by adopting the attached resolution, including conditions of
approval in Exhibit A; and incorporate all maps and testimony into the record by reference;
Commissioner Kraske seconded the motion.
The motion carried 4-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Kraske, Rubinstein and Vice
Chair Clifford
None

Vice Chair Clifford declared that anyone aggrieved by the action of the Planning Commission has
ten (10) calendar days to appeal the decision in writing to the City Council.
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File No. 2018-019 –Use Permit UP-105-18 for the installation of a
new wireless communications facility consisting of a 2’-0” tall by 0’10” wide canister antenna mounted atop a 6’-6” extension attached
to the top of an existing utility pole and associated pole-mounted
equipment within the public right-of-way in the vicinity of 720
Oddstad Boulevard (APN 023-591-090). Recommended CEQA
Action: Class 3 Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section
15303.

Contract Planner Aggarwal presented staff report.
Commissioner Stegink stated he would revisit what they talked about the 34 foot hard top plus the
height of the antenna. He asked, if they had a 6 foot antenna, could the total height be about 40
feet if they were 34 feet to the bottom of the antenna and 6 foot antenna 40 feet total.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated he understood the question and he thought it was staff’s opinion that
the antenna size is limited to 2 feet and extensions above 2 feet on the pole are guided by the
health and safety or the regulatory requirement increases. He stated that seeing as the base
increase allowed under the zoning is 2 feet, it has been staff’s position in interpreting the
ordinance that the antenna itself is limited to 2 feet and height increases by the two guiding
considerations that he mentioned.
Commissioner Stegink understood, and asked whose ordinance it was.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated city of Pacifica.
Ms. Reed, AT&T Land Use Planner, went over the slides that related to Oddstad Blvd.
Vice Chair Clifford opened the public comments.
Rick Zipkin, Pacifica, stated that he lives directly across the street from the proposed installation
of a new AT&T wireless communication facility including a 7 foot extension on top of an
existing utility pole and accessible pole meeting equipment on the 700 block of Oddstad Blvd.
He stated that he has asked questions about any effects that this tower would have on his house.
He would like to ask and make sure that this proposed tower will have no negative effects on his
TV reception, phone and internet service or anything else he has and uses in his home. He also
has not inquired before, but was wondering if this tower equipment will emit any type of
radiation rays or microwave rays that will harm or hurt them or their dog when they walk outside
the house under this proposed equipment. He stated that if any of these come to fruition, he asked
that they oppose and vote down this proposal. He means no disrespect to anyone but
procedurally that he wanted to state his concerns about this facility.
Ms. Kung stated that Bill Hammett had done a report and spoke to the gentleman and can answer
some of the questions.
Mr. Hammett referred to Mr. Zipkin’s concerns about any negative impact to his enjoyment of
TV or internet or telephone, and stated that there is no interference. The facilities operate in their
own frequency bands and are carefully controlled with no interference. He referred to Mr.
Zipkin’s concerns about his dog, and stated that the maximum levels, although in reality they will
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be lower, was more than 25 times below the limit and the limit is intended to provide a prudent
margin for safety for 24 hour exposure 7 days a week, continuous exposure of all persons. He
mentioned that the standards are not set for animals but for people but the actual levels will be at
least 25 times below the standard for humans.

Commissioner Stegink asked for clarification that these were one pole in a neighborhood versus a
slippery slope where every pole in Pacifica is going to end up to be 40 feet tall.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that they have a franchise right under state law to locate their facility
essentially in the locations that they deem necessary and it was not possible for staff to indicate
how many utility poles may ultimately have wireless equipment.
Commissioner Stegink stated that it could be every pole.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that the zoning ordinance indicates a 25 foot separation between a
pole with equipment and any other vertical support structure and he suggested that there would
probably be not more than one per 25 feet, but beyond that they don’t have an explicit provision
to limit where they may locate.
Commissioner Stegink asked if we know how many wireless permits we have approved in the
last three years.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that there were 10 or 12 in Vallemar, the two currently
being considered, and there might be one more and they are processing about ten other sites
proposed by a different carrier.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that they do process a handful of sites through building permits only
that qualify for what is called ministerial level review because they are co-locations and under
federal law they are prohibited from requiring a discretionary permit which would come to a
public hearing.
Commissioner Stegink asked if there was any way they can encourage colocation of the different
companies.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that they can attempt to do that but they come at different times
and the time period between one application and another carrier so it would be a challenge to see
about co-locating at the same time. She stated that they could co-locate if they meet their
coverage objectives and they would have to figure it out once they have the applications.
Commissioner Stegink asked confirmation that AT&T has the right to deny another carrier’s use
of these antennas.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that, if he means the support structure, he wasn’t sure AT&T owns
the support structures.
Commissioner Stegink stated the actual antennas.
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Sr. Planner Murdock agreed that they are AT&T’s antennas.
Vice Chair Clifford asked for any comments.

Commissioner Kraske moved that the Planning Commission FIND the project is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act; APPROVE Use Permit UP-105-18 by adopting the
attached resolution, including conditions of approval in Exhibit A; and incorporate all maps and
testimony into the record by reference; Commissioner Rubinstein seconded the motion.
The motion carried 4-0-1.
Ayes:
Noes:
Abstain:

Commissioners Stegink, Kraske, Rubinstein and Vice
Chair Clifford
None
Commissioner Nibbelin

Vice Chair Clifford declared that anyone aggrieved by the action of the Planning Commission has
ten (10) calendar days to appeal the decision in writing to the City Council.

Vice Chair Clifford recused himself and handed the meeting over to Commissioner Nibbelin and
departed at 8:19 p.m.
NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS
6. PSD-789-14
CDP-346-14
UP-039-14
SE-030-18
PE-159-14
Heritage Tree
Removal
Authorization

File No. 2014-002 –Site Development Permit PSD-789-14, Coastal
Development Permit CDP-346-14, Use Permit 039-14, Sign
Exception SE-030-18, Parking Exception PE-159-14 and Heritage
Tree Removal Authorization for the construction of three two-story
buildings accommodating a surf shop, ancillary office/storage
(Building #1) Board shaping and storage (Building #2) and retail
with residential above (Building #3), as well as a skate park attached
to Building #2, and associated improvements on a vacant lot located
at 505 San Pedro Avenue (APN 023-072-010). Recommended
CEQA Action: Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration and
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program..

Contract Planner Aggarwal presented staff report.
Sr. Planner Murdock completed the staff report.
Commissioner Nibbelin asked if they want to hear from the consultants.
Nick Pappani, Raney Planning and Management, stated the environmental document determines
certain potentially significant impacts upon the physical environment. In their analysis they
didn’t find any impacts that could not be reduced to less than significant levels through
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Shawn Rhodes, applicant, stated that he and his partner opened the NorCal Surf Shop in 1991.
They have seen the demographics of consumers evolve and grow and they realized they needed to
grow the business to support the demands of the people residing on the coast as well as providing
jobs at all skill levels. As a result, they planned a bigger space which provided more services,
amenities and products for the consumers. He stated that his vision was to make his building
environmentally friendly and being energy efficient and 100% solar, etc. He stated that he was
ready to answer any questions.
Commissioner Nibbelin opened the public hearing.
Jeremy Greenberg, Pacifica, stated that he would be very close to this construction site and
project and was strongly opposed to the project being built because of the nuisance and
destruction brought on by the construction of a skate park and surf shop. He researched skate
parks and he felt they brought in a subculture of crime, drugs, vandalism and violence. He stated
that the common problems and complaints that come with skate parks was the loud noise of
banging, scraping, yelling and shouting. He stated that many skate parks around the country have
been forced to shut down due to the noise, drugs, trash, vandalism and crime and this
development would also add to the over congested traffic on Pedro Point, especially on weekends
when it is often impossible to get through the congestion of surfers blocking access along San
Pedro Avenue. He recommended that the Commission reject this permit. He thought this would
be a serious disruption to the peace and quiet on Pedro Point. He stated that the houses are
located uphill and receive a lot of the loud noise from the skate park which will operate between 7
am and 10 pm. He felt that was unacceptable.
Owen Brizkys, Pacifica, stated that he liked to idea of development on the site, especially a surf
shop and a skate park. He stated the area was one of the most vibrant areas of the city and it
could enhance that and provide a lot of positives. He thought we need to hold ourselves to the
highest standards when they are developing and on their impact on the natural world. He then
mentioned two issues he has with the project with the west barrier of the proposed development.
He mentioned that the document refers to the natural riparian habitat as a drainage ditch. He
stated that it requires that it be converted into a culvert with a buried pipe and a 6-foot wide
sidewalk placed on top. He takes issue with the environmental assessment of that area as it was a
natural waterway, riparian habitat, and it is rich with visible native plants and that brings critical
habitat for both threatened and endangered species they have in the community, red legged frogs,
etc. and it spills out into the San Pedro Creek which has threatened steelhead trout. He stated that
we have one of the dirtiest beaches in California, which he thought was largely due to storm
water runoff that comes from our community gets into San Pedro Creek and outflows into the
Pacific Ocean. He felt there needs to be a better way of dealing with that part of the project. He
thought there were solutions and he didn’t think a 6-foot sidewalk on the top of the creek was
appropriate.
Serena Loomis, Pacifica, stated she was a resident of Pedro Point and a business owner in the
Pedro Point Shopping Center. She wanted to address some of the concerns of the other resident
about the subculture. She stated that she has said this before about other projects in their
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implementation of feasible mitigation measures which are set forth in the mitigation monitoring
and reporting program which is also a component of the approvals that need to be adopted along
with the CEQA document. He stated that they have any questions on environmental topics or
mitigations, he will be happy to answer them.
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Mr. Rhodes referred to the noise issue, stating that there was a covered roof over it and the noise
isn’t going to spread upwards into the neighborhoods. He stated that he strategically placed the
skate park behind the eucalyptus trees and behind the highest part of the existing building of the
Pedro Point Shopping Center. He didn’t think the noise will be an issue. He stated that one of
the reasons he is doing this surf shop is to help the kids and get them off the streets and into more
health activities such as surfing and skateboarding. He stated that it takes a different kid who
isn’t a baseball or football player and puts him where he can excel and feel comfortable. He
thought the derelict thing was a thing of the past for skaters and it was moving in a positive
direction. He stated that there are no derelict surfers, and he felt those were misspoken words.
Commissioner Nibbelin closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he has discussed this project with two individuals, Jeremiah
Johnson and Dave Colt, in the past three years. He stated that he has noticed standing water at
this location. He didn’t think it was a seasonal wetland, asking what the designation was.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he would defer to the environmental review team to further
elaborate but as disclosed in the initial study prepared for this project, it was recognized that there
may be wetland habitat within that swale but that this project was not going to impact. He
clarified that this project was not proposing to create a culvert of the swale or pave over it. He
stated that the drainage feature was located west of the project site and the improvements of the
project, including the sidewalk would be above the top of the bank of that drainage swale.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he didn’t need to hear from their engineer. He then referred to
staff’s suggested mitigation of the fence requirement, and asked him to go over that again.
Contract Planner Aggarwal asked if he was talking about the skate park fence.
Commissioner Stegink stated that she mentioned some fence where she was trying to get
something.
Commissioner Nibbelin thought maybe some different materials.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that the applicant was proposing a chain link fence enclosure as
of now and they will work with the applicant to work on a design which is more aesthetically
pleasing as opposed to a chain link fence and introduce some elements within the fence where the
mass would be broken up so the building’s scale does not look so imposing.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that subsequent to publication of the packet which included that
discussion they have had a conversation with the applicant and he has submitted at least one
potential alternative that he was in favor of, that staff also found it to be much more aesthetically
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neighborhood but she felt it was important to increase their property value and community
building is a great way of doing that and providing a place for kids to go and do things in a
healthy way is a good way of building the community and increasing their property values and
keeping the riff raff off the streets. She thought that space was a dead space at the moment but
has the potential to increase the appeal of the neighborhood. She was in 100% support regardless
of the traffic and parking, which she didn’t think was that bad. She thought the parking would be
better if there are more spaces provided which it sounds like it will be.
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Commissioner Stegink stated that he was surprised at the 47 vehicle requirement for commercial,
and he asked if he could go over the math as he was curious as to what would require 47 parking
spots.
Contract Planner Aggarwal referred to table on packet page 206, it breaks down the different
components of the development and parking requirement per code and how it adds up to a total of
50 spaces which includes 3 spaces for residential.
Sr. Planner Murdock added that it can get lost in the details, but the city’s parking requirements
requires a calculation that when there are multiple uses aggregates the individual parking
requirements for those uses into a total figure and does not provide any offset for the reality that
these uses are one cohesive type of operation and not a stand-alone office or retail, as there is
some synergy that they are not necessarily generating all their own independent parking
requirements. As indicated, the city’s retail parking requirement talks about gross floor area, and
for a project like this with a large amount of inventory and storage, the gross floor area where
they are keeping those projects isn’t necessarily generating customer traffic but as calculating in
the zoning it is resulting in a tremendous parking requirement. He stated that, with the offset
calculation provided by Contract Planner Aggarwal, the true parking demand is likely to be
substantially less, even half as much as the zoning calculation totals, and staff would feel
comfortable that they are not granting half of the spaces as an exception.
Commissioner Nibbelin asked if board shaping was some form of light manufacturing of boards.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that it was, adding that the specifics could be better elaborated by the
applicant, but he is taking blanks and shaping them into finished surf boards. Staff has analyzed
that as an ancillary activity to the retail use as a surf shop, and it has a unique valuable element to
it.
Commissioner Nibbelin agreed, but was just curious if they expected to have 4 people and 4
vehicles engaged in that activity at any given time. He stated that was probably another example
of more parking than would be needed if applying square footage.
Sr. Planner Murdock also believed that to be the case but reiterated that the applicant could
clarify the number of people engaged at any one time.
Commissioner Nibbelin referred to noise being mentioned as a concern, and he would like to hear
from the environmental consulting on their thinking around the noise. He stated that his concern
was operating a skate park until 10 pm at night. He thought it was a valuable use but he was
curious about it, specifically as they get into the later hours during the week.
Mr. Pappani stated that the retained the services of a professional noise consultant, J. C. Brennan
& Associates, who performed an analysis to look at the stationary noise from the proposed
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pleasing and have a higher quality appearance than typical cyclone or chain link fencing. They
believe, as condition is written, if the Commission were to support it, they have sufficient
flexibility and opportunity to correct that aesthetic impact with the applicant. He stated that
beyond the fence, they were hoping to break up that mass as Contract Planner Aggarwal
mentioned with some vertical features or potentially some horizontal artistic type features as well
to break up the large mass of metal fencing along those two sides of the skate park.

a

project, specifically the skate park activities. He stated that he used comparative data from a
larger facility and believed it to be conservative in terms of the noise levels measured from that
facility. On utilizing those levels and projecting out to the nearest residential receptors around
this project, the nearest to the northwest, the levels were determined to be in compliance with the
daytime levels for stationary noise sources, the table of which is in the environmental document.
He stated that they had two standards, one from 7 am to 10 pm time frame and the noise standards
from 10 pm to 7 am time frame. He stated that, since the nighttime is more sensitive as it was
quieter, the noise standard becomes more restrictive during the night time. The consultant found
that the skate park noise levels would exceed the standard during night time hours but the daytime
noise levels estimated at the nearest receptors would not exceed those standards which are 50
decibels, LEQ which is an hourly standards and an L Max which was the maximum at 70. He
stated that the proposed skate park would exceed the nighttime standards the mitigation in the
document is to restrict the skate park activities to not extend beyond 10 pm.
Sr. Planner Murdock referred to Mr. Pappani’s comments, explaining that staff mirrored the hour
restrictions to match the noise analysis as performed with the distinction between daytime and
nighttime noise. They understood that there may be unique aspects of the community character
or operation in that neighborhood that could warrant a further restriction, adding that the
applicant has indicated he intends to operate fewer hours per day, starting later and ending earlier,
but they saw the rational basis as ensuring that it would not create a significant environmental
impact as a starting point in allowing the Commission to tailor that from there.
Commissioner Nibbelin asked if 10 pm as a time break was relevant in terms of the way the
ordinance was put together.
Mr. Pappani stated that noise ordinances for other municipalities typically stop at the 10 pm time
frame.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that his personal view was that level of noise to 10 pm may be
something they want to look at and determine whether an earlier time at least during the week
might be more appropriate.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that another goal in staff’s drafting of that condition as it currently is
was not to make it so restrictive at the precise hours the applicant was indicating now but to
provide some flexibility as they would hate to come back to the Planning Commission to add a
half hour at the start or closing to add a half hour to the hours of operation.
Commissioner Nibbelin understood, and then referred to the easement. He wanted to make sure
he didn’t miss it, but they expressed concerns about the risk of land-locking the parcel and they
were addressing it by way of trails. He asked if, in developing the parcel to the left, there were be
some feasible road access available to that parcel in terms of future development.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that the parcel to the west that they were describing as having the
potential to be land-locked would not be land-locked in the strict sense of access to a public rightof-way. He stated that it does have ample access from San Pedro Avenue. He stated that it was a
very large parcel. He stated that the issue was for convenient public access to the coast and
providing that access across the more northern portion of the project site will provide the greatest
and most logical linkage to existing coastal access behind the Pedro Point shopping center and
that was the rationale for the location of the offer to dedicate.
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Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he saw what looks like paper streets and he asked if they were
paper streets and do they have any relevance to what they are doing at this time.

Commissioner Stegink had a question for the Raney group mentioning that we had gotten letters
from the public on the noise issue, and he mentioned that there was no protection for eucalyptus
trees, and if those trees didn’t exist, how would that affect their noise measurements.
Mr. Pappani stated that, in order for vegetation to provide noise attenuation, it has to be a fairly
wide swath of vegetation to provide noise attenuation and is often suggested as a possible
mitigation but all the consultants have said that it has to be something fairly substantial to provide
noise attenuation. He concluded that, if those eucalyptus trees were not there, he didn’t think it
would have a material effect as it has to be wider than that to be of benefit. He stated that his
firm’s analyst didn’t factor in any reduction for those features.
Commissioner Stegink asked if the sample noise that was represented was from outside or inside
the building and was it similar construction and he asked out of curiosity how they can equate
that.
Mr. Pappani stated that it was an outdoor skate park and was measured from the outdoor activity
levels and wasn’t shielded in any way.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he frequents that area at night on a regular basis and it was not
unusual to see trucks cooking methamphetamine in the parking lot. He was curious how they will
secure that area at night beyond the fence to prevent unauthorized users from using that area at
night.
Mr. Pappani stated that he would defer to the applicant.
Mr. Rhodes asked if they were talking about the skate park.
Commissioner Stegink responded affirmatively.
Mr. Rhodes stated that the skate park will be a chain-link fence ceiling to floor and there will only
be times to skate and part of the reason is it is not a public access skate park like the other skate
park in Pacifica. He stated that the gate opens at 9 am and automatically closes at 6 pm, and his
will be monitored. He stated that there will be a lot of lighting on the property and cyclone
fencing to keep them out.
Commissioner Stegink concluded they would have locked doors preventing people from skating
there at 2 am.
Mr. Rhodes stated that there is only one door into the skate park.
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Sr. Planner Murdock stated he didn’t have specifics on whether they were technically public
rights-of-way or not, and he thought they may not, but he stated that they are entirely owned by
the same property owner currently and he thought it was unlikely that a future project would rely
on those as rights-of-way for that project.
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Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he would like to reference two more factual points for the record.
He stated that to round out the discussion of noise impacts, on page 70 of the initial study, the
noise modeling was based off the nearest residence located approximately 175 feet north of the
skate park and mathematically any structure a greater distance would have an equal or lesser
resulting noise impact and with the nearest residence was several hundred feet, particularly the
night time levels but daytime levels as well would not be likely to exceed any applicable noise
standard.
Commissioner Nibbelin suggested that he translate that from noise standard to whether there are
any particularly sensitive receptors who would be likely to feel that they were being impacted in
some way.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that the daytime noise level for the skate park was calculated well
below the applicable threshold at the nearest residence of 175 feet to the north, and the night time
noise was calculated at an outdoor level to exceed 1 decibel but with the attenuation provided by
the structures, the interior night time noise level would not be exceeded. He stated that any
structure located further, like single family residences along San Pedro Avenue, Grand Avenue,
Livingston Avenue would not be affected with excessive noise levels because the sound
attenuates as the distance increases. He referred to the public comment by Mr. Brizkys regarding
storm water discharges from the site, and he noted for the record that this project was designed to
comply with what is known as the C.3 storm water requirements, nationwide pollutant discharge
elimination system or NPDES permitting requirements and do require that the storm water
generated on the site is captured, treated and retained and then metered out at a controlled rate,
and it would be very close to mimicking the pre-development discharge levels and it was
important to note it is not a free for all pouring into the ditch, but treated and engineered managed
storm water system.
Commissioner Stegink asked if there was a current application on the adjacent parcel called
Calson Field.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated there was not.
Commissioner Stegink thought he saw Commissioner Nibbelin taking a look at those hours and
thinking maybe those might be managed for the neighborhood’s better benefit. He asked if that
was accurate.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he might have a deeper knowledge about other things that
might be percolating, and he was just expressing some concern about 10 pm as hours, particularly
Sunday through Thursday. He recognizes that there is some very good work done around noise
impact and it might involve the comings and goings and level of activity in the area that may not
strictly be the noise per se but secondary things that flow from people coming and going. He
stated that he would be more comfortable with closing time at 9 pm during those school nights.
Commissioner Stegink agreed with that, adding that he knows the applicant is recognized as a
good corporate citizen but he sees six or five without the Fire House backing up to there and he
assumes the berm will protect the ones along the seashore but he was willing, in a year if there are
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Commissioner Nibbelin stated that they could hear personal comments from the commissioners at
this point or entertain a motion.
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no complaints and their neighbors are in compliance, to say yes to 10 pm is not a problem. He
just 9 pm might be a more reasonable solution for dropping on the neighborhood as it stands.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he would allow a comment from the applicant.
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Mr. Rhodes stated that he didn’t have a problem changing the times. He stated that 8 pm was the
latest that anyone was going to be skating and only at certain times, and 10 am was probably the
earliest he would open it. He stated that the shop hours are 8 am on Saturday and 9 am the rest of
the time, and he would probably open at 9 am on the weekends and 10 am on the weekdays and it
would be maybe 8 on the weekdays and a little earlier on the weekends.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that in light of Mr. Murdock’s wise comment that they afford
some flexibility for the future that would not necessitate coming back for adjustments in the
future, he was comfortable with 9 pm Sunday to Thursday night and as late as 10 pm on Friday
and Saturday night. And that was the only adjustment to approval he wants and would entertain
at this point.
Commissioner Stegink asked if that was the only waiver to the hours.
Commissioner Nibbelin thought that was the only adjustment he felt was needed. He added that
he was happy to make the motion.
Commissioner Stegink encouraged him to make the motion.

Commissioner Nibbelin moved that the Planning Commission ADOPT the Mitigated Negative
Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Project, to
APPROVE Site Development Permit PSD-789-14, Coastal Development Permit CDP-346-14,
Use Permit UP-039-14, Parking Exception PE-159-14 and Sign Exception SE-030-18, and to
AUTHORIZE removal of heritage trees by adopting the attached resolution, including conditions
of approval in Exhibit A with the exception to the operating hours for the skate park which is no
later than 9 pm Sunday to Thursday and 10 pm Friday and Saturday nights and the MMRP
included as Exhibit B; and to incorporate all maps and testimony into the record by reference;
Commissioner Rubinstein seconded the motion.
The motion carried 4-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Kraske, Rubinstein and
Nibbelin
None

COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS:
None
STAFF COMMUNICATIONS:
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that, the next regular meeting is Monday, November 19,
and they are scheduled to hear the sea level rise adaptation policies and they anticipate that it will
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have quite a bit of public comment and they will start that meeting at 6 pm. She also reported
that the districting special meetings, the Council will not need the regular December 3 date and it
will be a regular Monday meeting for the Commission, not Tuesday. She stated that the Council
introduced the development agreement ordinance with no changes, introduced the ordinance
amending the marijuana use permit application procedures for initial applications and the only
amendment they made to Planning Commission’s action was to increase the days that an
applicant has to become complete to 20 working days. She stated that they recognized that some
of the applications requirements are fairly rigorous. She stated that the Council denied the appeal
and upheld the Planning Commission’s approval of Marijuana Use Permit MUP-4-18 which was
for 2270 Palmetto, and they made amendments to the conditions to allow an 8 pm close for the
business and to remove the requirement for a unique identifier system and remove the condition
regarding gummies because it was basically a condition that was consistent with state law.
Commissioner Stegink asked what their role in SLR adaptation policies will be.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that their role will be providing input on the policies and
their input as well as the entire package will be going to City Council on December 10, and they
will be incorporating those policies into the larger Local Coastal Plan update in 2019.

ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business for discussion, Commissioner Stegink moved to adjourn the
meeting at 9:11 p.m.; Commissioner Nibbelin seconded the motion.
The motion carried 4-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Kraske, Rubinstein and
Nibbelin
None

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Medina
Public Meeting Stenographer
APPROVED:

_________________________
Planning Director Wehrmeister
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MINUTES
CITY OF PACIFICA
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
2212 BEACH BOULEVARD

November 19, 2018
6:00 p.m.
Chair Campbell called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m.

Present:
Absent:

Commissioners Stegink, Clifford, Gordon, Kraske,
Nibbelin and Chair Campbell
Commissioner Rubinstein

SALUTE TO FLAG:

Led by Vice Chair Clifford

STAFF PRESENT:

Planning Director Wehrmeister
City Manager Woodhouse
Assoc. Planner O’Connor
Asst. City Attorney Bazzano

APPROVAL OF ORDER
OF AGENDA

Commissioner Gordon moved approval of the Order
of Agenda; Vice Chair Clifford seconded the motion.
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ROLL CALL:

The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:
APPROVAL OF
MINUTES:
.

Commissioners Stegink, Clifford, Gordon, Kraske,
Nibbelin and Chair Campbell
None
None

DESIGNATION OF LIAISON TO CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF DECEMBER 10,
2018:
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they would not need a liaison.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
None.

CONSENT ITEMS:
None
PUBLIC HEARING:
None.
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CONSIDERATION:

Assoc. Planner O’Connor presented staff report.
Commissioner Nibbelin asked clarification on references made to soft protection measures.
Assoc. Planner O’Connor stated it was beach replenishment.
Chair Campbell opened the public comments.
Dominique Waldell, Pacifica, stated that she was late to this subject and she wasn’t sure why they
had to rush toward the 10th when they will have a new City Council. She stated that many people
have busy lives. She stated that there are a lot of stakeholder options of people being involved.
She did not remember the highway sign talking about stakeholder meetings. [Inaudible] into the
future of West Fairway Park where most will be affected by this. She stated that most of the
residents live in little homes, and she stated that her husband is disabled and they are on a single
income and this is their long term care policy. She stated that, if it gets messed up because
someone says there will be a problem, she will lose her equity. She questioned why it can’t wait
until they have the full new City Council.
Chair Campbell acknowledged the enthusiasm of the audience but reminded them that, if they
clap for every person’s comments, they will be there very late.
Julie Ulmer, Pacifica, stated that she also lives in West Fairway and she was echoing the previous
comment that they would like to wait so they can be more educated. She stated that she is on the
board of the Resource Center and IBL and is an active community member who takes advantage
of learning about things that directly affect her. She stated that this will have a huge effect on so
many people and she would like to have more time to understand how it will affect them and have
the opportunity to have their voices heard. She mentioned that we have an amazing community
and stated that they had a couple of people who brought them together and she thought that could
happen throughout Pacifica which will give the city the opportunity to have a true buy-in from the
community so they understand it and not be angry but support the plan the city comes up with as
a group. She stated that she was still confused about many things and would love to understand
more and she thanked them for considering pushing the vote out.
Amy Guillet, Pacifica, stated that it is a confused process that has been rushed through. She
stated that she challenges them to prove to them where the signs have been posted on the freeway
and where are the mailers. She stated that they have not seen them in her neighborhood. She felt
the science is poor and has not been peer reviewed and has been shown to be based on other
information and nothing to do with Pacifica. She felt we were a unique community of different
demographics of topography and geography which she didn’t think has been taken into
consideration. She felt the unwillingness of staff to extend the time and process to allow the
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Draft Local Coastal Program Policies Relating to Sea Level Rise
Adaptation - The City has prepared Draft Local Coastal Program
(LCP) Policies relating to seal level rise adaptation. A Vulnerability
Assessment and Adaptation Plan were prepared to support the LCP
policy recommendations. Recommended CEQA Action: Not
applicable per CEQA Guidelines Section 15265.

a

Planning Commission Minutes
November 19, 2018
Page 3 of 21

Jeff Guillet, Pacifica, felt that the LCP was flawed on so many levels. He stated that the LCP was
supposed to be based on the best available science and the LCP defines that to mean the most
recent peer reviewed science reasonably validated by qualified experts in the scientific
community. He stated that when he commented on the October 8 deadline, while the California
Coastal Commission put their comments in 11 days later, he said this has not been peer reviewed
and the city should get funds to do peer review properly and the city can use the best available
science. He stated that the reply to his comment was that a peer review of information prepared
by ESA and their consultants is outside of the scope and budget approved by the effort for the
City Council. He felt that was not right. He quoted that “the LCP hazard zones shall mean areas
shown on the city maps prepared by the Pacifica SLR Vulnerability Assessment incorporated
herein”, and then stated that there were no maps incorporated herein. He stated that he has
looked for the maps and there were no hazard maps and no one can tell him if it affects his
property or not. He has asked the city which policies apply and no one can tell him. He referred
to the comments deadline being October 8 and the Coastal Commission’s comments were
permitted late and the public was now being asked to provide comments for a final draft that they
have not seen other than comments and responses to comments. He referred to the Coastal
Commission’s comments replaced the term “new development” with “redevelopment” and he
thought that was huge because now redevelopment, according to their definition, was an
aggregate of all the remodeling done since January 1, 1977. He stated that adding that up
improves more than 50% of the property, such as putting a new roof on, adding flooring and
painting, etc., is now considered redeveloped and the policies apply. He referred to being told
LCP doesn’t include managed retreat but it can literally be added the day after it is adopted by
Council without public comment. He felt this was disingenuous and they can tell where it was
going. He asked the Commission to quit ramming this through at a breakneck pace for a lame
duck City Council to approve, and get the real best available science, respect the process and do it
correctly.
Dan Nicholas, Pacifica, stated that the water was rising, the hills are dry, rain and mudslides,
earthquakes are coming, and asked that they let them help managing the retreat. He asked where
in the process residents have been included. He stated that Pacifica was a coastal community and
they were hired and elected to protect but this was not protection. He stated that they have been
led to believe that Pacificans support the retreat of homes west of Highway 1, but the majority
had heard the Surfrider Foundation, Coastal Commission, ESA and the voting majority has told
them that dividing our community and emptying our community will not be tolerated. He stated
that it was not an east/west issue but a shot across the bow to all Pacificans that the residents and
their homes were not welcome and pristine land and coasts devoid of homes and communities are
the goal. He questioned that it stops at Highway 1. He stated that what they have left was what
the Surfrider, Coastal Commission and other special interests fight for, empty space to be used as
a public playground and chosen businesses that support that playground. She stated that they are
building a hotel in the same managed retreat the city expects the community to accept. He stated
that they live in Pacifica and they have heard the voice of the majority of Pacificans and they are
still telling them what they want. He stated that they invited ESA into our town and it doesn’t
take a lot of digging to understand that they are the paid voice of coastal retreat. He stated that
the December 10 vote coming up is a lame duck vote and should be stopped. He stated
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residents to look at it, digest the information and come up with questions and get a clear
understanding. She felt the city wanting to push this through without sharing information that
they know is out there. She asked them to postpone this and give them the due time they deserve
and all the information out there to figure out why they are rushing this.
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Tim Blanchard, Pacifica, referred to the supposed notices they were supposed to get about the
meetings, and the first he saw was from SAMCAR after they were into a year in the process. He
stated that none of his neighbors from Fairway Park will attest that they never saw anything from
the Planning Commission or Council. He stated that this was a poor job of explaining the impacts
on sea level rise and managed retreat to the residents west of Highway 1. He stated that their
science lacks peer review which other have mentioned. He understood that the mayor worked
with ESA before and he was questioning whether there was a potential bias. He stated that they
were making decisions that will affect people 80 years into the future and he didn’t understand
why it wasn’t a 10 or 20 year plan. He asked, if they believe in this science, why they were
going to spend $80 million to put a sea wall up and tear the chambers down and put a hotel in.
He also felt it was a bad decision to have the lame duck mayor and Council make the decision on
the sea level rise plan when they are not going to be accountable if there was a lawsuit.
Dennis Miralda, Pacifica, stated he lived in Fairway Park for 40 years. He stated that the original
Planning Commission who approved housing and other developments along the coastal line
committed this Commission, the Council and the city to supporting those residents as originally
planned. He thought to try and do anything that would take that away such as a last minute effort
to do managed retreat after the Council would approve it does not make any sense and is a noncommittal. He questioned that, if they want to have a commitment from a hotel to come it, what
would they look at since they just buried everyone who has built there since the early 50s and
60s. He stated that they are committed to support those properties and he asked that they not give
this to a lame duck City Council.
Jeannine Manna, North Central Coast District Manager with the California Coastal Commission,
commended the city for tackling these difficult sea level rise issues and identifying practical
measures to address these issues moving forward. They also appreciate the city’s staff to work
with them. She stated that it was their common goal to maintain a resilient coastal community in
Pacifica and protect the state’s valuable coastal resources for current and future generations. She
stated that the proposed policies include important planning provisions and provide a good
foundation for the LCP update. She acknowledged that there were still many details which
require refinement to insure that the proposed policies are comprehensive, feasible and consistent
with the Coastal Act. She stated that the current policies do not adequately address
redevelopment of properties in coastal hazard areas inward of the shoreline and leave a lot of
future adaptation considerations to a time that is uncertain. She stated that details that they feel
need better refinement have been outlined in their October 19 letter to the city. They recognized
that addressing new and existing development in Pacifica is a complex challenge with the scope
of current and future hazards combined with existing patterns of development and shoreline
armoring and uncertainties about future sea level rise. She stated that they have conveyed to city
staff policy approaches that allow for continued reliance on armoring for certain development
over a specified time horizon as identified in the city’s current sub area policies. She added that
such policy approaches need to insure that the impacts to other coastal resources such as public
access for all Californians would be mitigated. She stated that it needs to build in an
understanding that other adaptation options may be necessary if and when armoring or beach
nourishment can no longer provide adequate protection for both development and coastal
resources. They would prefer to have more staff to staff working sessions to better address the
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Mark Steckbart, Pacifica, stated that the talk from the Coastal Commission was an example why
they should vote this down and do it right over the next six months. He stated that what she was
talking about affects voters, houses and businesses. He felt they were on a “fool’s errand” at this
time. He stated that this wasn’t a real meeting because they would not take a vote unless they
force the issue. He stated that they were here to “meet and confer.” He stated that they have 900
pages to read and at a page a minute that was a 15-hour meeting and they know that is not going
to happen. He mentioned that there wasn’t formal mail notice. He stated that Planning
Commission mails within 500 feet for normal projects and no one on the west side of the
Highway 1 got a notice in the mail of this meeting or even for December 10. He stated that they
got a meeting notice in April and taken at 50,000 feet and you can’t tell a single affected address
if their life depended on it. He stated that was the sole city mail notice to people in Pacifica.
While the people in the building got it, the owner did not get it if they didn’t live in the building
and he concluded that the meeting notice was bogus. He stated that managed retreat is in full
force and the underlying referenced documents for 800 pages fully mention managed retreat but
have not been scrubbed and the effects of managed retreat are present throughout the report. He
stated that houses on stilts means managed retreat. He stated that, when staff says no sea walls
for new development, that means managed retreat because the water will come. He asked that
they define applicability of west of Highway 1 development or redevelopment and if that includes
remodel. He stated that the voters in Pacifica expect a straight answer from Commission and
eventually Council. He stated that the new Council will do it which is another reason to delay
December 10. He asserted that the voters should know that remodel of their house west of
Highway 1 is affected. He referred to cost relocate infrastructure, and stated that they have all the
discussion about technical work group, water, sewer, etc., has not been priced out and no one
knows what it will cost. He stated that he lives at 700 feet. He was not going to get wet but he
will eventually pay to move the sewer he uses. He stated that no one has told him if that was
$40,000-$60,000. He stated that Moody’s bond rating will downgrade the bonds if they do not
protect property values. It will tank school bonds, city revenue will decrease, and 50% of the
city’s property tax and essential city services will deteriorate. He stated that the decisions of the
LCP are supported by flawed findings and assumptions and are not supported by evidence. He
stated that the scenarios in this meeting’s documentation are very glowing and put no cost on the
expectation. He stated that there will be a policy that will cost homeowners a fortune and they
will not tell the citizens what the numbers are.
Richard Harris, San Francisco, stated he had a couple of exhibits to share.
Chair Campbell asked him to give to staff and they would give to the Commission.
Mr. Harris stated that he wrote several letters stating that there was a systematic undervaluing of
the assets behind the beach on the landward side in an attempt to overvalue the beach. He stated
that, using a non-economic evaluation method which they were originally told came from the
Coastal Commission and it turned out that it didn’t come from them, but actually received by the
Coastal Commission and was not approved by the Coastal Commission. He stated that the
Coastal Commission’s report stated that this was not objective because there was an attempt to
apply statewide beach values to the Pacifica beaches which have a personality that is different
than the wide playa of Southern California which attract famous tourists. He stated that Pacifica
does not know how many people use the city’s beaches. He stated that the only beach on which
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Spencer Potter, San Francisco, stated he was with the San Francisco Recreation and Parks
Department. He stated that they have serious concerns with the draft of LCP policies as they
incorporate and implement Pacifica’s sea level rise adaptation plan, specifically Hazard policy #4.
He stated that, during the course of the Local Coastal Planning process, Rec and Park has
provided Pacifica with their concerns on elements of the sea level rise adaptation plains economic
analysis which does not give any value to the wetlands at the Sharp Park property or any wetlands
at all or endangered species at the Sharp Park property. They also undervalue non-beach
recreational property as compared with other types of assets, such as beach recreational areas and
residential and commercial property. He stated that this decision leads to the flawed conclusion
that a managed retreat adaptation alternative at the Sharp Park sub area was the least expensive
option because wetlands and public recreation land are cheaply valued under the model’s
assumptions. He stated that the deficiencies are under the sea level rise adaptation plans and
economic analysis was unreliable and they do not support this analysis being implemented as part
of Pacifica’s draft policies.
Kathy Moresco, Pacifica, stated that she cautioned them about making a decision before they
have all the answers. She stated that at each meeting she has attended the public has asked the
same questions over and over and they have not been answered. She stated that they want to
know if their homes are going to be protected if they come to the city for a permit to add a new
roof, a new room, etc., under the Local Coastal Plan and will it be approved. She stated that they
have not gotten an answer and it was the most important question people have. They want to
know if they can maintain and improve their homes in the future or be stopped from doing that.
She asked that all their questions be answered before final approval is made on this plan.
Jenette Loveseh, Pacifica, stated that she reviewed the draft plan and she didn’t see any
definitions and that was what a lot of them came for. She stated nothing was defined, asking
where are the limits of the subareas, the limits of what shoreline. She heard in the second
scenario was that the proposal for any redevelopment or new development, which was not
defined, or a cross reference to some statute or regulation where they are defined, it would be the
homeowners or property owners’ requirement to prove that sea level rise would not affect the
development for the next 100 years. She stated that they have already pointed out that there was
a lack of peer review study, and she asked how they would do that. She thought it would create a
very vague and haphazard planning if they were trying to say that they have to prove that this is
going to be okay for the next 100 years. She also had a concern with the hazard plan that
requires indemnifying the city for redevelopment, adding that a lot of the policies are very vague
and do not specify exactly what they are based on. She was also concerned about the lack of
graphs and maps and referencing, what the attachments are, the page they are on and what
document they are in. She stated that it was difficult for lay people to give their opinions when
they don’t say but use vague references that cause a lot of distress for them. She asked them to
not support this plan and send it back to the drawing board.
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the city has information is Pacifica State Beach and all the rest are guesses with no data. He
stated that he addressed that in quite a bit of detail in his letters and it does not meet the standard
of substantial evidence. He mentioned that there was a 2014 case in Pacifica that rejected the use
of the non-economic evaluation because it did not have the local data. He stated that he gave the
citation with exerts from it. He stated that the discussion is on pages 42-44 and was adopted by
the Commission when it adopted the staff report. He stated that he could go on and on and he
asked them to read his detailed letters.

a

Planning Commission Minutes
November 19, 2018
Page 7 of 21
Chair Campbell closed the public hearing.

Planning Director Wehrmeister agreed, stating that, to re-summarize the process, the Commission
is being asked to provide comments on the policies and the policies are currently scheduled to go
to City Council for their direction on December 10, and they will be incorporated into the 2019
draft of the LCP and then will be brought back at a later time in 2019 for formal action and
recommendation to the Council.
Chair Campbell stated that an important question he heard, if not the most important, from public
comment which was, if you are a homeowner west of Highway 1 and you want to paint your
house or remodel your home and are in the hazard zone, what do you have to do.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that there would be nothing different for the vast majority
of those who live in what would be demarcated as a potential hazard area. For those who would
need to produce studies if they were expanding their home, it would be shoreline development,
immediately adjacent to the shoreline with immediate potential to be damaged in a storm event.
Chair Campbell stated that immediately adjacent to the shore line, or is it like a block away.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that it would be those on the shoreline.
Asst. City Atty. Bazzano suggested that, if Chair needs to recess for a little bit so that order is
restored to the chamber, that might be appropriate for him to consider.
Chair Campbell didn’t think they were there yet, but he appreciated the suggestion. He hoped
everyone can help him so they can get the questions answered. He has a lot of questions and he
thought everyone else does as he sees a lot of lights. They would like to get them answered.
Commissioner Nibbelin mentioned that several comments dealt with evaluation methodology and
the role of mitigation, and attempts to value beach use and whether or not those figures would
have any relevance at all to mitigation or the cost to the extent mitigation was required going
forward under the LCP policies they were discussing.
Assoc. Planner O’Connor thought his question was regarding the role of the cost benefit analysis.
Commissioner Nibbelin agreed, but added that there was some concern about the articulated
value that was used for beach access, mentioning possibly $40 a day and where that figure came
from, whether it was an appropriate figure for our community and he asked what those figures
were used for, such as mitigation going forward.
Assoc. Planner O’Connor stated that the purpose of the evaluation was to provide an apples to
apples comparison of the adaptation strategies, such as the cost of one adaptation strategy
compared to another. She stated that, in the adaptation plan, our economic expert, Dr. Phil King,
used a beach value of $40 a day and he was confident in that value and provided an analysis on
that number. They received comments on the draft adaptation plan and people were concerned
that the value was too high and was more representative of beaches in Southern California and

Packet Pg. 30

Attachment: Draft minutes 11-19-18 (2806 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/19/18 Meeting)

Chair Campbell clarified that they were not approving the plan at this time but to ask questions
and get public comment.

a

Planning Commission Minutes
November 19, 2018
Page 8 of 21

Attachment: Draft minutes 11-19-18 (2806 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/19/18 Meeting)

not representative of all Pacifica beaches. She stated that Dr. King has responded to those
comments stating that he believes that $40 a day continues to be an appropriate value but also has
supplemented that an analysis with an evaluation of $10 a day just to do a sensitivity analysis to
see how the impacts would be changed if they significantly lowered that value. He found that it
doesn’t significantly change the results in the placement of the cost benefit analysis. She thought
there was one exception for the Rockaway area but it provided further support that protection was
going to be the preferred method. She didn’t know if Bob had any further thoughts to add.
Bob Battalio, engineer with ESA, stated that he was not an economist but the economic analysis
was done for their team by a subcontractor, Dr. King. He stated that Assoc. Planner O’Connor
was correct from his understanding, and he added that they did not consider the value of the
beach ecology in dollars or any other way as well as the value of wetlands ecology. He stated
that it was difficult to estimate the dollar value of a wetland or a beach, although they have more
wetland information as beaches were difficult to estimate. He stated that there are people who
value beaches and wetlands but that was not part of the benefit cost analysis. He stated that the
analysis used by Dr. King was consistent with what the Army Corp of Engineers does in terms of
assigning a value to beach recreation. When they do a benefit cost analysis for federally
subsidized beach nourishment projects, they can consider the recreational value of the beaches in
addition to the storm damage reduction benefits and he thought it was in Pacifica’s interest as to
having some idea of the value to visitors and people who recreate on the beaches in case the city
wishes to pursue federal funding for beach nourishment which is done in other parts of the
country, particularly in the San Diego area.
Commissioner Nibbelin wanted to make sure he was clear on the scope of the use of the
economic analysis. He thought there was some concern that this was going to be proxy for the
analysis to be used for setting values for purposes of mitigation that might be required in the
future. He referred to the reference of an apples to apples comparison of various potential
strategies described in the policies. He asked if that was the extent of its use or was there
something else they should know.
Assoc. Planner O’Connor stated that was staff’s intention and they were not foreseeing the use of
that number for anything in the future at this time. She thought there may be concern that the
number may be used for mitigation value but they have a policy to create a separate program that
will identify what the appropriate proportional mitigation would be for those impacts.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that was a helpful record to make.
Vice Chair Clifford referred to a lot of comments directed towards postponing the December 10
City Council meeting and stated that the Commission could not do that but he wanted to
understand the driver behind why it was December 10. He referred to packet page 142 which
states that the grant agreement requires that the city’s LCP be sent to the Coastal Commission for
certification by December 31, 2018. He asked if that was correct and was one of the drivers for
having the meeting with the City Council before that date.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that the deadline he identified on packet page 142 has been
extended. She stated that was when the actual city adopted LCP would need to be forwarded to
the Commission. She stated that because of the large amount of work and time it will take to
reintroduce the General Plan and the LCP to the community, they were hopeful to get direction
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on the adaptation policies this year so that they can continue with the work in 2019. She knows
the meeting can change but they have identified and advertised that date.

Mr. Potter responded that he represented the natural resources division of the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Dept., not the City Attorney’s office.
Commissioner Stegink was curious, if that is his position, whether they would consider granting
Mr. Potter another three minutes to specifically discuss hazard policy 4.
Asst. City Atty. Bazzano stated that it was within the Chair’s discretion to reopen public
comment.
Commissioner Stegink stated that this would not be that.
Chair Campbell asked, if reopening public comment, whether he was reopening it for everyone or
can he do it for one.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he was not specifically asking to reopen public comments but
asking to specifically ask questions of Mr. Potter if possible.
Chair Campbell asked counsel if that was possible.
Asst. City Atty. Bazzano stated that he wasn’t part of staff’s presentation and was just making
comments as part of the public and her recommendation would be to reopen public comment to
allow the commissioner to ask specific questions of this individual if he is willing to answer
them.
Commissioner Stegink stated that, on looking at the City Attorney’s description, he was
withdrawing the request as he misunderstood what his position was, being a member of the public
versus representing San Francisco.
Commissioner Nibbelin thought he indicated that he was present on behalf of the City and
County of San Francisco, particularly in the natural resources division unless he misunderstood.
Mr. Potter stated that he was correct, adding that he just didn’t represent the City Attorney’s
office.
Chair Campbell stated that was the explanation he heard him give. He stated that, if he wished to
speak for three minutes, he would open public comments. He asked Counsel if they needed a
vote.
Asst. City Atty. Bazzano stated that he did not.
Chair Campbell encouraged him to comment if he wants to speak and re-opened public comment.
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Commissioner Stegink stated that he discussed the genesis of this project with Richard Harris of
the San Francisco Public Golf Alliance on May 20 for a period of less than seven minutes. He
was curious if Mr. Potter was here as the legal representative of San Francisco Parks and Rec
Dept.
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Mr. Potter stated that his comment pertained to the fact that hazard policy #4 says it incorporates
the adaptation plan with which they had identified some serious problems in the course of their
analysis. He stated that they were concerned that wetlands mitigation was not considered as part
of the economic analysis. He stated that it has been done before and they have received
comments both orally and written on the plan back in response to their comments that this was
not done more or less because it was difficult. He stated that it has been done before and there is
a way to value wetlands as it has been done many times in the past. He stated that the Army Corp
of Engineers has recommended guidance for how to value wetlands and he thought that was not
done in the course of the project because it was considered outside the scope at one point, but he
knows that an RFP in trying to get a consultant for this project talked about ecological assets were
supposed to be valued as part of the adaptation of the economic analysis and it wasn’t in terms of
the wetlands habitat and endangered species habitat. He stated that an additional problem they
have with the plan is that the adaptation plan undervalues non-beach recreational property. They
valued it in terms of use rather than the actual cost or value according to something, adding that
they used Zillow to value residential assets but on looking at the Sharp Park Golf Course by the
subsidized fees they get from the users of the golf course and they didn’t think it was a fair apples
to apples comparison and devalues the recreational assets at Sharp Park, adding that it wasn’t just
the golf course but also the coastal trail that provides a recreational route along the ocean and
other non-beach recreational value that Sharp Park property brings to Pacifica.
Chair Campbell closed the public comment period again.
Commissioner Gordon thanked everyone for coming and speaking as it was helpful to hear what
everyone has to say. He assured them that they all heard their comments and are taking it into
account as they deliberate. He heard a couple of themes from public comment and he would try
to ask staff the question directly and give them a chance to answer. He was open to whomever
they think is most appropriate to answer the question. His first was a follow up to what Chair
Campbell asked. He stated that if he is a homeowner in the hazard zone west of Highway 1 and
he wants to remodel his house, but not sure how detailed he wants. He stated that they responded
but he asked where they would direct them in the materials that would specify exactly, as they
said there was a limiting effect only on structures that are adjacent to the shoreline. He asked if
that was a hazard policy and whether it was anywhere in the material that they could find. He
asked if there was any more specificity for people to find out.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister asked if it was in terms of a definition of shoreline.
Commissioner Gordon stated that it was in terms of how his desire to remodel his house would be
affected with these documents.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that the policies were intended to implement the Council’s
stated desire to protect neighborhoods. She thought that many people are reacting to some
language that was in a Coastal Commission guidance document and may be assuming or
interpreting that those types of policies would be in the city’s document.
Commissioner Gordon asked what type of policies she was referring to.
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Commissioner Gordon thought that was helpful information. He then referred to a concern
around the city’s potential adoption of managed retreat as a policy.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that they were not adopting managed retreat and there are no
managed retreat policies.
Commissioner Gordon thought this was helpful because sometimes they hear someone come up
and say they don’t want managed retreat and all of a sudden managed retreat become a fact that
the city is pushing and that was not the case. He also heard that there was a desire to postpone
this process so that the newly seated Council can have a chance to weigh in. He thought they
made it clear that it was outside the scope of the Commission’s authority to stop it as they were
contributing comments for the record but there was no yes or no vote at the end of this meeting.
He realized that different stages had different deliberations by different bodies in the process. He
asked if there will be an opportunity for the newly seated Council to weigh in on this process.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that, in 2019, when the adoption of the documents are
anticipated to come forward, they will be with the newly seated Council.
Commissioner Gordon concluded that, if there was someone who voted for a candidate who
ended up winning the recent election, that candidate will have a chance to eventually weigh in on
the merits of this process.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister responded affirmatively.
Chair Campbell referred to the December 31 timeline and asked if she could explain that
deadline.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that it was the initial deadline written into the grant but they
have additional time after that. She thought they have until the end of 2019.
Commissioner Nibbelin asked clarification about what they have until the end of 2019 to do. He
thought there was a fair amount of work that needs to get done.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that they have until the end of 2019 to present the entire LCP as
adopted by the city. As explained in the presentation, the LCP isn’t just adaptation policies but
several other chapters. That is what they will be reintroducing in the entire document to the
community in 2019.
Chair Campbell stated that, if he understands it correctly, they have a Local Coastal Plan and
policy which is a big multi-chapter document and they were considered one chapter of it at this
meeting, but the entire document is going to be looked at by the new City Council in 2019.
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Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated they were policies that recommended adaptation measures that
could include limitations on redevelopment of if you do so much remodeling that the home is
considered new development and therefore not entitled to shoreline protection. She stated that
the city did not feel those were good policies for the city and they were not in the city’s
document.
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Planning Dir. Wehrmeister responded affirmatively.
Chair Campbell reiterated that they will have an opportunity to look at everything in 2019.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister responded affirmatively.

Planning Dir. Wehrmeister responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Nibbelin referred to the themes they were discussing at this meeting, and he
referred to the notion that managed retreat was imbedded in some of the documents that led up to
the policies, although managed retreat was not one of the policies reflected in the LCP policies
they were discussing at this time, and he referenced some language on page 9 as there might be
something staff could share that would elucidate what they are talking about. He reiterated that
managed retreat was not included in any of the near term policies. He stated that it said that
managed retreat would be reconsidered in the mid to long term if feasibility in monitoring
warranted as detailed in hazard policies #5 and 6. He then mentioned that something was said
that he was concerned about and he wanted to make sure he understood it. He stated that
someone from the public had expressed some concern that after the policies are adopted they
could be essentially changed without a public hearing or without some form of a process. He
wanted to know from staff’s perspective what the process would be if they got to a place in the
medium to long term where they had to revisit and think about options that they hadn’t
incorporated into this set of policies at this point.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that, once the policies as incorporated into a 2019 LCP are
adopted and certified, they cannot be changed without another public process. There would be
public noticing and the legislative document requires Planning Commission consideration and
recommendation and City Council action.
Commissioner Nibbelin concluded that it would not be the case that staff could “bake” something
new into it like managed retreat without a robust process as the one they are presently engaged in.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Stegink stated that, at other Planning meetings around California, he has observed
them approving waivers for FEMA or SBA disaster mitigation loans to the homeowner at low
cost no interest loans for $250,000. He was curious if any of these restrictions on expansion or
redevelopment specifically those not entitled to shoreline protections would affect their ability to
get a hazard mitigation loan from FEMA.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister asked if he was speaking to Coastal Commission actions.
Commissioner Stegink asked specifically if the LCP could it affect homeowners’ abilities to
apply for the FEMA SBA loan of $200,000 at low interest or no interest depending on the
individual situation and the last step before they get their check because it has to be approved by
local Planning, and he was curious if there were situations where homeowners who might
currently be entitled to shoreline protection and might be using those FEMA loans if they would
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not be entitled to shoreline protection and approval to get those FEMA loans after this was
complete.

Vice Chair Clifford referred to policy 9, the transfer of development, and stated that he wanted to
know if it works only for undeveloped properties or if someone owns a home that is threatened
and they have another lot somewhere in the city can transfer the development that is existing to
that lot.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that, for clarity, they were speaking of the development rights
but not necessarily a physical home. She stated that the transfer of development rights was more
of the right to potential entitlement. She knows the Commission was familiar with it as they
recently did a transfer of development rights project. She stated that, although it wasn’t
envisioned when the current ordinance was drafted, after these policies are adopted, if they are
adopted, they should look at applying it to parcels that may currently have development and are
looking to move so they can get additional value out of their property.
Vice Chair Clifford referred to the transfer of development right, stating that in terms of the
quarry or the Carlson property where especially the quarry has a kink in it in terms of whether
they want to do residential they would have to go for a vote of the people. If they purchased
another piece of land and wanted to transfer the development rights from the quarry to that other
piece of land, he asked if they could transfer residential without a vote.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister thought that was an interesting question and they would need to
address it when they got into the actual implementation of the policy on how to address the
quarry specifically.
Chair Campbell stated that, if you are a homeowner and directly adjacent to the shoreline and you
want to remodel, they have had instances where they have had commercial property owners on
the west side of northern Palmetto where they want to put something along the shoreline and they
make them do a geotechnical report and make sure it was not going to fall into the ocean. He
stated that was what they have done for years. He imagined if a homeowner comes in and wants
to do a remodel and they are directly on the shoreline and it involves more than painting the
house, and asked what do they envision they will have to do, other than the general geotech
analysis that they have to do today, as a result of implementing this plan.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that they would need to analyze the safety they currently have
with shoreline armoring, such as how well it has been maintained and how it was operating and
how many more years they expect it to continue its protection of the shoreline. She stated that, if
they are on a shoreline that doesn’t have any armoring and she didn’t know if there were too
many of them, but they would be looking at an analysis of the expected erosion rates to make sure
for the estimated lifespan of the home that it would remain safe. She stated that part of the
policy’s direction is to create a clear guidance on what exactly homeowners or property owners
will need to produce so they have a clear understanding of what studies are needed. She stated
that currently they have had some shoreline development that was more on a commercial nature
and not a single family homeowner and there was a lot of back and forth and frustration on their
part because the Coastal Commission keeps asking them for more and more studies. She thought
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Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that, if they were entitled to shoreline protection, these policies
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that property owners would get more surety in the process through implementation of these
policies.
Commissioner Kraske referred to policy 3, hazard identification mapping, stating that it clarifies
that the city must prepare and update maps to identify projected hazardous areas. He asked where
those maps were located for the public to view, specifically does the public have access to those
maps and where they may find them.
Attachment: Draft minutes 11-19-18 (2806 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/19/18 Meeting)

Assoc. Planner O’Connor stated that the maps are available in the vulnerability assessment and
they show what assets are anticipated to be vulnerable.
Commissioner Kraske asked if the public has access to these maps.
Assoc. Planner O’Connor stated that they do and the maps are in appendix B through D of the
vulnerability assessment, adding that they are included in this staff report as well as posted on the
sea level rise webpage. She stated that there is a GIS webview mapper that someone can use
instead of reviewing a static map they can use a live GIS webmapper to identify their specific
property, search by address, and use different layers to identify if and what projection sea level
rise may affect their property.
Commissioner Nibbelin referred to hazard policy #4 which is the sea level rise adaptation plan
which sets forth some additional findings that will be required going forward at the point where
these policies are adopted with respect to development in sub areas. He stated that there is a
reference in subsection A, in the first finding articulated, which is the proposed development is
cited and designed to minimize coastal hazards and impacts to coastal resources to the extent
feasible consistent with the adaptation plan. He thought one place where they are getting a little
concern is that the adaptation plan does analyze managed retreat. He stated that it was not
articulated in any of the policies but he wanted to be clear for the record that the reference to
adaptation plan was not a reference to the notion of managed retreat until that was analyzed and
incorporated into our LCP. He asked if that was a fair statement or is there something different
that they extrapolate from the reference to the adaptation plan.
Assoc. Planner O’Connor stated that she would let Charles take a swing at that.
Charles Lester stated that his interpretation of the language in hazard policy 4 in the first sentence
is that the city shall implement the adaptation plan as expressed in the policies of the LCP so it
specifically is acknowledging that the policies that they may adopt are the manifestation of the
adaptation plan.
Commissioner Nibbelin thought that made sense and he thought he would like to offer the
comment to City Council that it would be comforting to a lot of people if they were to add
language that would be helpful in clarifying what the intent is there. It might put some people’s
minds a little more at ease with respect to some of this. He referred to a comment expressed with
concerns about hazard policy 46 which was the assumption of risk and it has language with
respect to indemnity in it as well. He thought the holding of harmless is a pretty clear concept
and he got that, but what staff might have in mind going forward with respect to the scope of
indemnity. He asked if this was something they already have or something that was new. He
asked what the scope of indemnity would look like.
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Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that they do have standard indemnification language but she
was going to look to Counsel.

Commissioner Nibbelin asked if it would be holding the city harmless for any claims made
against the city with respect to any harm that might flow to adjacent properties in connection with
development that was covered by a deed restriction. He stated that he was an indemnity nerd
since he deals with this in his own work.
Asst. City Atty. Bazzano stated that it would be a broad form indemnity provision, protecting the
city from any sort of claims or liabilities that might arise from the development.
Commissioner Gordon stated that when reference to the understanding of the language in hazard
policy 4 sub A consistent with the adaptation plan, was he saying that the purpose of that
language is simply to say as expressed in the hazard policies. He asked him to repeat what he
said.
Mr. Lester stated that he was referring to the preamble of the policy at the top where it says that
the city shall implement the sea level rise adaptation plan as expressed in the LCP’s general and
sub area coastal hazard adaptation policies. It has been pointed out that there are not any specific
policies addressing managed retreat in the proposed policies even though that concept was also
noted and well discussed in the adaptation plan. He stated that the decision was made to draft
these policies with attention to some of the shoreline protection policies, beach replenishment
policies discussed in the adaptation plan and embody them in the proposed document but not
managed retreat. That aspect of the adaptation plan is not expressed in these policies.
Chair Campbell concluded that was why hazard policy 8 which was the managed retreat hazard
policy was in the draft but no longer in the current plan.
Mr. Lester asked if he was saying policy 8.
Chair Campbell stated that it was in the prior draft policy and was gone now even though it was
considered in the assessment.
Mr. Lester stated that there were numerous references to managed retreat that are not in this
document.
Commissioner Gordon stated he was struck by Commissioner Nibbelin’s conversation with the
Planning Director regarding a member of the public expressing concern that after the LCP is
adopted what was to keep someone in the process from simply reinserting managed retreat. He
stated that the speaker had stated it with so much certainty that he thought maybe it could happen.
He was glad Commissioner Nibbelin brought it up and asked him and he explained that it cannot
happen. He stated that what struck him was that, if Commissioner Nibbelin had not asked the
question, we would not have had the opportunity to clarify for the record that it was not a
potential scenario that could happen and many of them would have walked away thinking it was a
possibility. He wondered if there was anything else that was stated in the public comment period
that they would say was not right as he thought this was an opportunity for them to get better
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Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that she will start and she may ask her colleagues if she doesn’t
capture something. She stated that there were quite a few statements that managed retreat is in
the plan and it is not in the plan which was why the city was moving forward with the Palmetto
downtown specific plan and hopefully redeveloping the chamber site. They were not planning to
retreat from the area. As Assoc. Planner O’Connor mentioned in response to another question, all
of the plans and documents are readily available on the website for the public to view including
all of the maps and other associated documents. She stated that they did send out a postcard to
the entire community, both property owners and renters. She stated that the electronic reader
board sign on the freeway is usually posted closer to Crespi.
Assoc. Planner O’Connor clarified that the road sign was only used to advertise one meeting, but
it was available for motorists to view for the first public meeting in the adaptation plan phase.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister pointed out that, when a body, either the Planning Commission or
City Council is considering items that are applicable to very large areas of town so the noticing
directly in the mail would be difficult to do, State law does allow for a 1/8 page advertising to
suffice for the noticing and that was what they did for all of the meetings, even the community
meetings.
Assoc. Planner O’Connor asked if Bob would mind mentioning the claims that they were not
using best available science but using science recommended by the Coastal Commission.
Mr. Battalio stated that they were following the policies of the Coastal Commission in their
guidance in the LCP and CDP. He stated that the best available science refers to the sea level rise
scenarios that they were using which are state policies and they use the term, best available
science. He stated that there are a number of reports they rely on that are peer reviewed. He
stated that was a concern that several people mentioned. He stated that their work for Pacifica
has not been peer reviewed. He was not aware of the other cities in the same process having their
work peer reviewed. He stated that they were selected in a competitive selection process and he
think that they were practicing at the standard of practice. He stated that they would be fine with
a peer review if someone wanted to do that as they have done it before. He stated that there were
a number of people from West Fairway Park and the plan emphasizes allowing the city of San
Francisco to continue to maintain the coastal levee and there were elements in the plan that
provide a small berm and two pump stations to maintain flood management for the neighborhood.
He was puzzled by the references to managed retreat, especially for that neighborhood which is
pretty far back from the shore. He cleared that up as the engineer who worked on the project.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister added that the vast majority of Fairway is not in a hazard zone, except
for a very few lots that could be impacted by flooding which they have tried to mitigate with the
policies. She stated that West Fairway Park is not in a hazard zone and these policies would not
impact them. She also mentioned the Coastal Commission comments that came in later, and they
responded to them. She stated it was because they granted Pacifica the funds and they were
required to communicate with them throughout the process and they are not the same as a typical
commenter.
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Chair Campbell stated that he understood that the public will have additional “bites at the apple”
on this plan as it moves forward through 2019 and the City Council has the ability to open public
comment or do what they want as each chapter of the Local Coastal Plan comes up before them.
He asked confirmation.
City Manager Woodhouse stated that he was correct. He stated that part of the goal of taking this
in stages as the commissioners know, there are a significant number of chapters and issues in the
rest of the Local Coastal Plan and the goal is to address the sea level rise adaptation policies now
and then next year be able to focus on all of those other issues, package it all together and bring it
back for the formal action by the Commission as well as Council.
Chair Campbell had another question for Mr. Battalio. He referred to hazard zones, referred to on
the maps as the bluff dune erosion zone, that a lot of people were concerned about. He asked
how that line was drawn and the data behind it.
Mr. Battalio asked if he was referring to the red line.
Chair Campbell responded affirmatively.
Mr. Battalio stated that the red line was from the Pacific Institute study published around 2008 or
2010 that was full disclosure. He contributed to that. He stated that the erosion estimate was
based on the historical erosion rate amplified through an equation by the rate of sea level rise.
The concept was that, as sea level rises, the wave run up in waves will essentially impact the base
of the bluff more frequently with greater intensity. Therefore the erosion rate would accelerate
along with sea level rise. He stated that it was an acceleration of the historic erosion rate. He
stated that they use that information because the cosmos, the coastal storm modeling system by
the US geological survey did not adequately address coastal erosion in their 2.0 Our Coast, Our
Future model outputs. They had some bluff erosion but not much mapped and they couldn’t use
that consistently through the city. They did use the cosmos 2.0 for all the coastal flooding by
waves and used the FEMA maps with some other adjustments for the creek flooding. He stated
that there will be new cosmos maps coming out. They were just starting to come out and there
will be a new estimate of coastal erosion by the US geological survey available soon.
Chair Campbell asked if that will be incorporated.
Mr. Battalio stated that it was not in our scope but would be relatively easy for the city to post
that on the website, as they have the webmapper viewer that they set up so anyone can click on it
without the geographic information system software and look at all the maps on line on the city’s
website. He stated that the US GS will provide a similar viewer but they also provide the data
and it would be a simple matter of uploading that and it would be available that way. He stated
that they haven’t actually selected the erosion hazard maps, at least ESA has not, and that would
be used for the city’s policies. The adaptation analysis used was different than the red lines on
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City Manager Woodhouse reiterated that Assoc. Planner O’Connor’s presentation was very clear
about the extensive outreach process and the months and months that this process has been
ongoing with many meetings and outreach to community members. He stated that in the middle
of this process they did extend the timeline of the project which was how you get to a policy
decision at this point in time and they move into next year with the rest of the LCP update. He
stated that it has been an extensive and long process.
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the maps which were from the Pacific Institute. He stated that for the alternative analysis they
used another model and the erosion limits predicted with that model are less than what was shown
in the Pacific Institute. He stated that there was another set, and for each adaptational alternative
there were different erosion amounts, and if you have a wall there is less and beach nourishment
there is less. He stated that, if you have managed retreat, there was more. When they did that
analysis, they had to use some additional mapping. He expected that the cosmos maps that come
out will probably be somewhere in between the Pacific Institute and the adaptation maps. They
are similar to what they used. He stated that he would be happy to answer further questions if he
would like.
Commissioner Nibbelin thanked the Coastal Commission for being here as well as everyone from
the public and sharing information. He stated that something Coastal Commission related and
maybe the Coastal Commission was the right place to get the answer. He was unclear on a
comment that spoke to redevelopment versus new development and a reference to sometime in
the 1970s and he thought it was a definition difference between the way the city assesses what
constitutes improvement versus new development versus redevelopment. He hoped he could get
a little clarity again on that, adding that he didn’t know if it had any specific relevance to the
policies.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that the Coastal Commission guidance provides some
recommendations for how jurisdictions could address what constitutes new development.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that a house that existed in 1976 and looking at all the changes that
have occurred and if it was more than 50% or whatever, that constitutes new development if it
exceeds the 50% in his example. He stated that wasn’t something they have actually
incorporated.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that the City’s draft policies do not include such language and
this was not something that the city supports at this time.
City Manager Woodhouse added that what Planning Dir. Wehrmeister was referring to was the
Coastal Commission’s residential adaptation planning guidance document. He stated that months
ago he met with the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission along with a couple of
Council members and other representatives from the Commission, and Pacifica representatives
conveyed their knowledge from their process on the ground that there was a significant amount of
confusion and concern in the community about what the RAPGs are saying or not saying. They
recommended that the Coastal Commission come to town, hold meetings, inform residents about
the content of the document and do more outreach before the Coastal Commission considers
adopting that guidance. He stated that subsequent to that meeting the Coastal Commission did go
back and revisit their timeline and the process for developing the RAPGs, and they were not
being considered by the full Commission before the end of this year, adding that he didn’t know
the timeline.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he supported Commissioner Nibbelin’s support for plain and
simple language. While the binary softer versus harder armoring is familiar to those who have
coastal land use planning, it might be fuzzy to those who have been to this meeting for the first
time and just make those as close to layman’s terms as possible.
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Vice Chair Clifford stated that there are several policies that talk to monitoring of both the
conditions on the coast and also any of the new developments that might be put in place. He
asked who was actually going to be doing that monitoring.

Vice Chair Clifford asked if it will be annual, semi-annual, bi-annual, etc.
Assoc. Planner O’Connor stated that each policy describes the frequency of the monitoring
intentions and some are every five years, the frequency of the high water program was not
defined yet and that would have to be created. The mean high tide line was every ten years, and
she stated it depends on the policy.
Chair Campbell had a question about the sub area policies and programs of the current Local
Coastal Plan that they are discussing at this meeting for Sharp Park and West Fairway Park and
Mori Point. He stated that they have taken out anything with regard to managed retreat and he
saw hazard policy 24 encourages berms and armoring, sand nourishment and upgrading existing
shoreline structures, sand retention structures. He mentioned hazard policy 27 and 28, Clarendon
Avenue storm water basin and a pump station, with a lot of infrastructure coming in. He was
curious what the general plan was for funding of the capital improvement projects. He asked if
they were currently in the city CIP.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that some of them may but most of them are not, such as flood
protection for Clarendon which is an ongoing problem. She stated that the funding was the next
step in implementing these policies and they would either be looking for new local funding and
looking for grants and they were already in the process of doing that. They have gotten several
grants for other hazard mitigation programs such as on Esplanade.
City Manager Woodhouse stated that this question has come up at many public meetings and he
will add to that. He stated that all of these projects and protective measures are immensely
expensive way beyond what Pacifica’s budget would be and this is the case for every one of the
61 coastal cities in California which is way beyond local means to fund them. He stated that was
why it drives the importance of getting policies in place so they have a tool to go out and leverage
with federal funding from the Army Corp, state funding, regional based entities in counties as
well as local funding and there will have to be a mix or blend of all of the various sources of
funding to make these a reality.
Chair Campbell thanked everyone for coming, including staff. He followed up on the
recommendation by possibly Commissioner Nibbelin about putting some of the key excerpts of
information on the website such why managed retreat was not in it anymore, etc., and that it isn’t
the end of the road but more like the beginning of a process. He thought it might alleviate the
understandable confusion that he shared when he was reading through it.
Asst. City Atty. Bazzano stated that on her agenda she has staff communications.
Chair Campbell stated that he was going to close this part of it.
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Commissioner Stegink stated that this was completely separate from the sea level rise. He stated
that when they spoke on the Pedro Point, there was a new development on the Pedro Point
shopping center and there was some discussion of a surplus lot that CalTrans owned and whether
that could be converted or whether they could approach CalTrans to use that lot for additional
parking on Pedro Point. He was curious if they have reached out to them and discussed that
further.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that City Manager Woodhouse has an update but to be clear it
appears to be a lot when you are at the site but it was actually excess right-of-way and CalTrans
would need to go through a process to make that real property to be able to then transfer it.
City Manager Woodhouse stated that a while back they had a meeting with CalTrans to talk about
a number of issues and accessing of that property was one of them. He stated that, in a letter to
CalTrans, they formally requested that they look at the process of accessing that parcel as the city
and other partners may be interested in it as trailhead parking for the future coastal trail
connection from Pedro Point over to the other part of the trail to the south, Devil’s Slide.
Commissioner Stegink asked when the Higgins Way project will come in front of the
Commission.
Commissioner Stegink stated it was 18 homes on Higgins.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that there was no application so there is no timeline. They had
someone come in to talk to staff about it, but there has been no formal application made.
Commissioner Stegink stated that she had mentioned that at some point 7-Eleven was coming
back, and he asked what they were coming back for.
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that she was not aware of this conversation.
Commissioner Stegink stated that they have discussed this and if anyone is interested in putting
forth a motion to expedite single family home remodels under 50% square footage, he would be
happy to offer a second but if no one is interested in doing that they can move forward.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he wouldn’t mind seeing it agendized as a standing item or as
an item on the regular agenda but he would not want to do it under communications.
Commissioner Stegink asked when he thought it should be done.
Commissioner Nibbelin would defer to staff but he would be supportive of it coming as an item
on the regular agenda to discuss.
Commissioner Stegink thanked Planning Dir. Wehrmeister and Assoc. Planner O’Connor and Sr.
Planner Murdock who was always very prepared and very professional. He stated that this would
be one of his last meetings as a Planning Commissioner as he is resigning. He would like to
continue to the end of this Council and have a smooth continuation for everyone if possible. He
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stated that they can reach out to him and let him know what that was. He thanked each and every
one present as he thought the public didn’t realize what a burden this is as a lot of them read
every one of the 900 pages, and he personally visited all of the zones. He visited every project
they have had, and he knew there were a lot of them who do a lot of research and it was more
than two nights a month. He stated that it can be 15 hours a month with no problem and they
don’t get a dime. He stated that there is no reimbursement and some Commissioners, Campbell
and Clifford, have been doing this for ten years. He thanked them for it.
Attachment: Draft minutes 11-19-18 (2806 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 11/19/18 Meeting)

Commissioner Nibbelin stated that Commissioner Stegink’s good practice to let people know
when he has had contact with people on matters on the agenda, and he stated that he did speak
with Mr. Harris and Mr. Steckbart regarding the matter they discussed this evening. He offered
his thanks to Commissioner Stegink. He stated that it was an unexpected surprise that he was
going to be resigning his position, but he stated that his zeal for this was manifested.
Chair Campbell thanked him, adding that he was extremely well prepared and it was much
appreciated.
STAFF COMMUNICATIONS:
Planning Dir. Wehrmeister stated that at the last Council meeting, the Council upheld the
approval for the second marijuana use permit that the Commission approved for Lytt LLC. She
stated that due to making way for some of the districting meetings that Council needs to have in
their timeline, the Planning Commission meeting of December 17th is being cancelled.
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business for discussion, Commissioner Nibbelin moved to adjourn the
meeting at 8:07 p.m.; Vice Chair Clifford seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Clifford, Gordon, Kraske,
Nibbelin and Chair Campbell
None

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Medina
Public Meeting Stenographer
APPROVED:

_________________________
Planning Director Wehrmeister
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FILE:

ITEM: 1

SUBJECT: Report on Planning Administrator Use Permit determination (File No. 2018-052) for hair salon
use at a property in the C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial) and CZ (Coastal Zone Combining) zoning
districts.
LOCATION: 1680 Francisco Boulevard (APN 016-022-120) - West Sharp Park
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Accept the Planning Administrator’s decision that a use permit is not
required.
PREPARED BY: Helen Gannon, Assistant Planner
Background and Municipal Code Requirements
A hair salon is considering opening at 1680 Francisco Blvd. on the bottom floor of a vacant commercial
space. As further discussed below, staff identified that the use permit determination pursuant to
Pacifica Municipal Code (PMC) Sections 9-4.4410(c), 9-4.1002(i), and 9-4.1002(j) would be necessary.
The subject property at 1680 Francisco Blvd. (APN 016-022-120) is located in two zoning districts: C-1
(Neighborhood Commercial) and C-Z (Coastal Zone Combining). A number of uses are permitted byright in the C-1 zone (PMC Section 9-4.1001(a)), including:
(2) Personal services, such as professional offices, shoe repair, barber and beauty shops,
laundries and dry cleaning establishments, banks and financial institutions, and massage
establishments under six hundred forty (640) square feet of treatment floor space (see
licensing requirements Title 5, Chapter 19)
Accordingly, hair salons are permitted by right in the C-1 zone.
The C-Z Combining District provides supplementary regulations regarding uses in the Coastal Zone, and
these regulations are applicable to the subject property because of its location in the C-Z Combining
District and its underlying zoning of C-1. PMC Section 9-4.4410(c) states:
Permitted uses. Visitor-serving commercial uses, as defined in Section 9-4.4302, shall be
permitted, except as provided in subsection (e)(2) below. All other uses listed as permitted
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uses in Sections 9-4.1001, C-1 Neighborhood Commercial District, and 9-4.1101, C-2
Community Commercial District, shall require a use permit determination to ensure that the
proposed use is consistent with the individual neighborhood narratives, the Plan
Conclusions, and other relevant policies of the LCP Land Use Plan. The process for a use
permit determination shall be as set forth in Section 9-4.1002(i).
Furthermore PMC Section 9-4.1002(j) states:
In the Coastal Zone, when a new use or a change of use is proposed, a use permit determination
shall be required for all permitted uses other than visitor-serving commercial uses. The process
for a use permit determination shall be as set forth in Section 9-4.1002(i). The determination of
the Planning Administrator shall be based on an analysis of the balance of visitor-serving
commercial uses with other commercial uses, and consistency with the individual neighborhood
narratives and the plan conclusions and other relevant policies of the LCP Land Use Plan. The
provisions of Section 9-4.4410 shall also apply.
Section PMC 9-4.4302 defines a visitor-serving use as:
“Visitor-serving use” shall mean commercial and recreational uses which provide goods
and/or services needed by, or of particular interest to, visitors. Such uses shall include, but not
be limited to:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

Motels;
Hotels;
Restaurants;
Delicatessens;
Crafts and art galleries;
Retail uses of interest to visitors;
Recreational and sporting equipment sales and rentals;
Campgrounds; and
Bait and tackle shops.

Furthermore, the property is located adjacent to a single-family home (R-1 district) on Carmel Avenue.
Section 9-4.1002(i) states:
[…] The use permit determination process described below may be utilized for any change of use when a
site abuts an R District if the use is a permitted use in the district and when hours are limited to 8:00 a.m.
to 9:00 p.m. Within five (5) working days after the submittal of a written request for any new use set forth
in this subsection, the Planning Administrator shall determine in writing whether a use permit shall be
required. Such determination shall be based on an analysis of the compatibility of the proposed use with
adjacent residential development, including, but not limited to, noise, traffic, circulation, odors, hours of
operations, site design and improvements. In the event the Planning Administrator determines that no
use permit is required, the decision shall be placed on the next Commission agenda as an administrative
calendar item, and any two (2) Commissioners may request that a use permit be obtained. Existing
individual shopping centers may apply for a use permit for a master list of uses permitted without further
use permits.
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The site was also the subject of a Planning Commission approval of Site Development Permit PSD-81016, Use PermitUP-74-16, Parking Exception PE-167-16, Sign Permit S-120-16 and Coastal Development
Permit CDP-369-16 on September 19, 2016. The project was reviewed and approved with a site address
of “195 Carmel Avenue” but the City subsequently assigned new addresses for the commercial spaces to
reflect their orientations on Francisco Boulevard (1680 and 1690 Francisco Blvd.). The Planning
Commission’s approval included conditions of approval in Resolution No. 955 which staff has reviewed.
Request
The applicant describes the salon as a lush, contemporary salon with clean lines and colors that are
aesthetically pleasing to all. Due to the network that the applicant has built over the years, she
anticipates clients will be coming from Pacifica, San Francisco, and from around the Peninsula.
The salon will have three to four stylist stations, two of which would be occupied by the applicant and
her partner. The salon space would also include a small reception area where small retail items would
be for sale, such as various hair products. Towards the rear would be color cabinets, a mixing area for
hair coloring, refrigerator and a small counter area with a washer and dryer.
Analysis
PMC Section 9-4.1002(i) requires the Planning Administrator to determine the need of a use permit
“based on an analysis of the compatibility of the proposed use with adjacent residential development,
including, but not limited to, noise, traffic, circulation, odors, hours of operations, site design and
improvements.”
Discussion: The proposed use would be established within an existing commercial space. The
rear lot line of the commercial property is shared with the side lot line of a single-family
residence at the end of Carmel Ave. (185 Carmel Ave.). The proposed salon use would not be
likely to generate any noise impacts. The only likely noise source is the use of hair dryers, but
because they would be used within a completely enclosed building, and would be buffered
from the adjacent residence by the ground-floor garages for the mixed-use residential units,
the use of dryers would not be likely to cause noise impacts at the nearby R-1-zoned property.
Odor impacts also are unlikely to occur. According to the applicant, hair products no longer
contain ammonia or any other type of odorous chemicals, thus no odors should emanate from
the salon.
Traffic and circulation are unlikely to cause any issues. The small size of the salon will limit the
number of potential customers of the business at any time. There will only be a maximum of
four stylists and the salon would have general hours of 10am to 8pm, Tuesday through Friday,
and Saturday from 9am to 6pm. Since appointments typically last between 45 minutes to 2
hours, the traffic and circulation impacts will be insignificant to the adjacent residences.
Customer parking demand should be accommodated within the on-site commercial parking
area, on-street on Francisco Blvd. (as with the existing businesses in the building to the north),
or within the public parking lot a few blocks south at Salada Avenue, such that customer
parking is unlikely to affect the residences on Carmel Avenue.
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With exception of the building signage that will meet the established sign program
requirements, all other site improvements will be done within the interior of the commercial
space and thus, physical modifications to the building are not likely to affect the adjacent
residence.
Staff does not recommend finding the proposed use as a visitor-serving use, as it does not meet the
definition of and is not intended to serve visitors. Accordingly, because the proposed use is not a
permitted use at the site, PMC Section 9-4.1002(j) requires the Planning Administrator to determine
the need for a use permit based on “an analysis of the balance of visitor-serving commercial uses with
other commercial uses, and consistency with the individual neighborhood narratives and the plan
conclusions and other relevant policies of the LCP Land Use Plan.”
Discussion:
Analysis of the balance of visitor-serving commercial uses with other commercial uses
The existing commercial uses in the area include several visitor-serving uses, such as:
El Grano De Oro
El Toro Loco
Winters Tavern
Salada Beach Café
Shampa’s Pies

Raymond’s Chinese Cuisine
Fog City Pet Supplies
Vintage Cove
Bunny Vietnamese
Coastside No. 2 Bait

Malayà Skin Studio
Pacifica Thai Cuisine
Café Pacifica
Saltwater Bakery

Over half of the commercial uses in the area are visitor-serving uses and so the
establishment of the proposed hair salon would not adversely affect the existing balance.
LCP LUP Consistency (Neighborhood narrative and plan conclusions)
The recently constructed building, within which the proposed hair salon would reside,
follows the concentrated commercial development pattern that is described in the Local
Coastal Program (LCP) along Francisco Boulevard. Under the “Sharp Park School - Ocean Park
Manor Subdivision, South to the North Side of Montecito,” the LCP states, “Visitorsupporting commercial uses should be encouraged along the Francisco Boulevard frontage
between Paloma and Montecito. Such use recognizes existing use and the value of the
proximity of the area to Highway 1. Additional visitor-related uses will fortify uses along
Palmetto one block to the west and will entice those passing by to the coast.”
The proposed hair salon, though not a visitor-serving use by zoning definition, will provide a
retail service of interest to the surrounding neighborhood and clients from outside Pacifica.
For those from outside Pacifica, it will be a destination that will enable them to explore other
adjacent establishments, including businesses on Palmetto Avenue. The hair salon would
conveniently be located directly off the highway, in an area where clients could then go and
walk to the local restaurants, coffee shops, and unique retail establishments, such as the
Malayà Skin Studio in the adjacent building to the north.
The applicant understands that the area has a few hair salons in the West Sharp Park
neighborhood already, but feels that none of them provide the same experience. The staff
and clients would use and support the surrounding visitor-serving uses, which will strengthen
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the visitor-serving uses through the non-peak visitor times. For the reasons provided above
the use would maintain the balance of visitor-serving commercial uses with other
commercial uses and would be consistent with the LCP Land Use Plan and would not require
a use permit.
Determination
Given the analysis described above, the Planning Administrator determined that no use permit shall be
required for the hair salon seeking to occupy a portion of the commercial space at 1680 Francisco
Boulevard. The Planning Commission may accept this determination or, if two or more commissioners
disagree with the determination, the commissioners may request that a use permit be obtained. Staff
would then notify the applicant that a use permit application must be submitted and schedule the item
for a future public hearing.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
Attachment A - Letters from October 31, 2018
(PDF)
Attachment B - Letter from November 5, 2018
(PDF)
Attachment C - Zoning Administrator Determination Letter (PDF)

Packet Pg. 49

October 30, 2018
To:

City of Pacifica Planning: Department

R,e:

:Busines'S Narrative for.the,pmposed Hair'Salon at 1680 .Francisco Boulevard

My name is Sha'lana Brinkman. I was 'born and raised in Pacifica, and have lived here most of my life.
After.graduating from Terra Nova High School in 199'7.,. I obtained my, cosmetology; license·and began as;
an apprentice at a· reputable salon irv Bufllfngame, Tvio. I worked as as"l!ylrst there for a couple of years
'until .I relocated to San .Diego for several ye.ars, wher,e J wor,ked at Salon David Perez in La Jolla Village,
and'S'alon 'SoLin Sorrento Valley. In 2004 Lmoved back to Pacifica .and began working at Visions Salon in
Vallemar until one of the owners opened Visions Seaside Spa in the Park Mall at the: back of the valley ii:l
2005,wherel haveworke.d eversi'nce.
Over the ,years I have traveled and trained .at the Redken Exchange in Manhattan,. the Redken
Syrnposi,um;jnlas Vegas, and,Goldwell colortratning:in;Maui, among other training seminars within
California, to hone my craft and stay cur,rent with the.latest trends and coloring techniques. I pride
myself on providing an excellent serv1ce� anti! desfre to;give my clients a luxurious experience·. My·
partner To.r.i O'Connell (whom I have mentored, and whom I've worked with since 2013) and I have
.
e
shaue the same vision as to what we want to provide
, x<:ellent reputat1ons in P'adfica ,as h.a ir stylists, ·and
our clients. I have had the desire to open my own salon for, many years, but have been waiting, for the
·right opportunity.and t ime,.and feel this location,-and this poir;it rm rmiy life arre peifect.
Our vision for the salon is to provid
· e a salon experience that cannot be found anywhere e_l se in Pacifica.
We w, antthe salon to. have,anambiance,of luxuriousness thatwill.allow,our-clients to fully enjoy a
pampering experience in which they leave feeling as good about themselves as possible, and in which
they wrn be inspfrediio, fr:equent tbe, neighboring, commer,cfabestablishments, the bea[h/pier, etc.
The salon will have 3-4 stylist stations, 2 of whkh will be.occupied by myself and my partner. We
a· nti.ci.pate a 'small reception area and a c0mfortabJe waiting area to one sjde i. n which we will have, retail
items for sale (various hair products, and potentially area(s). for. unique boutique type retail). On·the
opposite side will be the st�ITst stations. with a cozy; seating area for clients while their hair is processing,
and 2 shampoo bowls in a private, intimat,e area. In the rear, tucked away from view will be the stylist
1. c0.lor,cabinets, a mixing ariea, a r,efr'fgerator and small ,col:.lnte:rarea, and a stacked washer/dryer;.
Our vision is to have a lush, contemporary salon witm clean lines and-colors, that is aesthetically pleasing
not only to, us ar,id our clients; but something that catches your; eye as you. walk by. This new beautiful
bl!lilding with ·plenty of frontage to a frequently used sidewalk is perfect for our vision. We have done
research with colors ;and lighting, .and are designing the space so that our clients will look and feet· as
good as possible. I've attached some pictures of salon spaces that capture some of the elements we are
'looking to,inclwde.

OCT 3 1 2\J18
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,Our proposal is:to occupy:-apprmdmatefy hatf of the·:retail space,available·a tthe subject focation. W.'e:
believe that part of the reason that.no,one.has occupied the space completed early this year yet is that
renting the,entire :space requires .a lar.ger,capital to,huHd,out, and.a large monthly·cori,mitmentto rent.
By only occupying approximately half of the space, it
Both Tori and 1 have·an extensive• dienteJe:,. w.ith clients:from Pacifica, San F. rancisco,·and around the:
.Peninsula, and,even some from the greater Bay Area. This new location will be,closer to most of our
. ouldn't otherwise·come to us
clients" and·will allow us to.,attr.act-even more out oftown clients that w
because we are currently too far away. In addition, we will be able to. attract clients within Pacifica, that
,go to San Francisco. or,elsewhere 1:mthe P·en
. insula to,get their hair done to•0btain the experience we
aspire to create here.
We -are excitedforthi.s opportunity to·expand,and.enhance our local business,.and provide .a retail
service estab.lishment that is not currently available in our city.

. ShalanaBrinkman
{650) 922-7994
·hairbyshalana@.gmail.e::om
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Lighting around the mirrors rather than from
directly above to eliminate shadows.
White, silver, light -gray tones throughout.
lighting from to be directed around the client
chair and at the mirror rather than down from
directly above to eliminate shadows.

lif+-

Carat Glitter Wallpaper White P+S
13348-80

White / silver I light gray general color scheme

Packet Pg. 52

Attachment: Attachment A - Letters from October 31, 2018 (2802 : Report on Planning Administrator's Use Permit Determination for 1680

.

Attachment: Attachment A - Letters from October 31, 2018 (2802 : Report on Planning Administrator's Use Permit Determination for 1680

1.a

Small reception desk vlith scripted salon name behind
at entry to salon, with possible retail shelving

,.,.:,
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·, ,... .=..-�,
' .

-
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Mirror positioned a little higher with
a shelf ledge for clients to put their
phone, magazine, beverage, etc.

curtains
Shampoo bowl area set in an area with curtains for privacy and intimacy
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October 30, 2018'
To:

City of Pacifica.Planning Department

.Re· :

. L CP ,Land Use Plan .Narrative for the proposed Hair 'Salon at 1680 Francisco B0l:.1levard

Our proposa·1 to operate a hair salon at the currently vacant commercial space at 1680 Francisco
Boulevard has been determined to require a. Use Permit, as it is a permitted use under the C-1
Neighborhood Commercial Zoning D4strict in which it resides, but has not been considered,a· visitor
serving use. •Under Pacifica Municipal Code Section 9-4.4302 ·(av), a "visitor-serving uses" are defined as
\commercial :and .recreational uses which provide .goods and/or services .needed' by, or ,of particular
interest to, visitors.' While we contend that om salon would be vi.sitar-serving under this definition, as
we have .cur.r.ently have many clients that r:e.sid·eouts.ide of Pacifica, and'wnuld be able to, attract even
more in this location, and that we provide a special interest service that brings visitors to Pacifica who
can then frequent other local establishments /;r.ecneational JUses, forthe sake of this narrative we will
assume that it does not strictly meet this definition, and provide analysis of how the salon would comply
with the .Developrner.it R�gulations of sectio. n. 9-4.1002: (jJ for, appr:oval.of uses ira,,th.e Pa.cifica,coastal
Zone. Speoificatly, that the proposed' use would'provid'e/maintain a 'barance of visitor-serving
commercial 'Uses with other commercial ·uses, and ,consistency with the individual narratives and the·
plan cond1::1sions and o
· ther·relevant 'policies of.the bCP'land·Use .Pfan.
Per the ,currently ad�pted 'LCP ta·nd.·Use Pfan:fr:om 1980, wmcler the ar:ea; desci,i:bed as West Sharp Park,
the pr:oposed salon falls under the area labeled "Shar;p Park School - Ocean Park Manor Subdivision,
South to the North Side ,of Moliltedto". The r-eae.ntly ,oonstructe,d building within which the proposed
'hair safon would reside follows the concentrated commercial development pattern described in the LCP
.
t
LUP along FranciscoBoulevard: Regarding this specific area·of development, the l.CP LlJP suggests
'Visitor-supporting commercial uses should be encouraged along the Hancisco Bbu!evaird·fmntage
·between .Paloma and Montecito. Such use recognizes existing use and the value of the proximity of the
area to Highway 1. Ad·ditional visitor�related,uses will fortify.uses along Palmetto one block to the west
and will entice those passing by to the coast.' The proposed hair salon fits this description, perfectly.
Not ·on'ly will itprovide a retaTI' service for visitors, rt wilJbe· a destination:for visitors to, come to· and then
to explore other adjacent establishments, the beach, etc. Patr.ons of the type of salon being proposed
are not just ,going to obtain a needed service, they are .going for an. experien:ce. It is a.n appointment
they have been anxiously waiting for, and many times they make "an outing" or "a day" out of it. This
location .is perfect both for the sa.101,i,'s success as well. as providing additional.traffic to, other nearby
businesses. Not only is it conveniently located'j'ust off the highway, in an area where patrons can go
walk to,the 'local restaurants, ,coffee shops, and unique rietail establishments, but it is·just the type· of
"dest�nation" ,business·that·the newly renovated commernial district along Palmetto Avenue desires.
Additionally, there is a highly regarded skin studio right next door. The new salon and the existing skin
studio will compliment each other� providingadditiot'lal business to,each.oth.er:, and ultimately provide
additional business to neighboring establishments.
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It 'i s noted that there are a few 'hair salons in the. West Sharp neig,hborhood alreadv.,-but none prov1de
the experience that the pro.posed salon will provide. The existing "neighborhood" salons have all been
around for many years, are well ,established; and pr:ovide great �rvi'ce to their dier.itele base. The
proposed salon will not be competing for business with the existing hair salons for a couple of r:easons.
First, the salon,par,tners ar,e:hlghly rega:rded i·m the imdl:15try a111,d.alt,eady h,a�e extensive clienteles that
will follow them to their new location. Secondfy, the saran wiff attract a new client - one that is looking
for tbe·,u_pscale salon experience tbe:y -curr;entl:y go to 'San .Francisco, Burlingame, San Mateo, etc. to
obtain.
.'In summation,. the proposed saforn. isthe hiltimate-expr:essiorn,,offhe.desire to 'halance visitor-servir:ig
commercial uses with other commercial uses', as it serves both visitors and locals, and is a great
"gateway" .business to frequer:iti.r.ig other cor.r.tmercial-,establ,isf;)ments In the area. For these reasons we
feel the proposed use meets the intent of the LCP LUP and the findings required to grant the requested
Use Permit.

Shalana Brinkman
(650) 922-7994
hairbysha'tana@gmail.com
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Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE: December 3, 2018

FILE: SP-153-15

ITEM: 2

APPLICANT
Preston Fung & Jenny Tran
AND OWNER: 9 Pacific Bay Circle, Apt. 103
San Bruno, CA 94066
PROJECT LOCATION: 323 Beaumont Boulevard (APN 009-037-450) – Fairmont
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: File No. 2018-056 – Request for one year renewal of Specific Plan SP-153-15 for
the construction of a single-family residence.
CEQA STATUS: The renewal of Specific Plan SP-153-15 does not necessitate further environmental
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because the City has previously
determined that the project is exempt under the Class 3 categorical exemption provided in Section
15303 of the CEQA Guidelines, and because the Project has not changed since that determination.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve the renewal of Specific Plan SP-153-15 until November 15, 2019.
PREPARED BY: Christian Murdock, Senior Planner
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BACKGROUND:
In November 2015, the Planning Commission approved Specific Plan SP-153-15 (Resolution No. 924,
Attachment A) for the construction of a 3,111 square-foot (sf) single-family residence on a 6,105 sf
vacant lot. The initial term of the approval was two years, expiring on November 15, 2017. On October
6, 2017, the applicant requested the permit to be extended by one year. In accordance with Condition of
Approval No. 2 of Planning Commission Resolution No. 924, the Planning Director administratively
approved the extension to November 15, 2018, based on the finding that no material changes in the
circumstances considered during the Planning Commission’s initial approval of the permit had occurred
(Attachment B). However, Condition No. 2 limits the applicant to a single, one-year extension of the
permit’s term. Therefore, the applicant must now request a renewal of the permits under separate
Pacifica Municipal Code (PMC) authority.
On November 8, 2018, the applicant requested a renewal of the permits. The applicant explains in its
renewal request that an ongoing structural redesign of the project has necessitated the renewal
(Attachment C). The redesign, according to the applicant, was prompted by Building Division plan check
comments.
The applicant submitted a building permit application (Plan Check No. B2016-00160) on March 3, 2016,
less than four months after the initial project approval. The Building Division released plan check
comments from the first review to the applicant on April 13, 2016. As noted in the applicant’s renewal
request, the structural review comments provided by the Building Division caused the applicant to
explore structural design alternatives which would reduce construction costs that would otherwise have
rendered the project financially infeasible for the applicant. The applicant submitted a response to the
plan check comments on November 16, 2018.
STAFF ANALYSIS:
The Planning Commission has discretion to approve or deny renewal requests under the PMC section
cited below for the applicable permit.
Specific Plan:
Sec. 9-4.2210(d). – Specific Plans: Hearing: Commission action (P-D).
Specific plans shall expire two (2) years after approval, unless extended or otherwise provided
by the Commission.
The PMC does not provide criteria for determining when a renewal is appropriate. When making
recommendations regarding renewal requests, staff considers whether circumstances applicable to
the project site and surroundings have changed since initial project approval in a manner which would
be likely to affect the Commission’s ability to make the findings for project approval if the project
were to be considered at present. In this regard, staff provides the following analysis for the
Commission’s consideration:
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Discussion: Since approval of the permit in November 2015, the City’s General Plan, zoning
district regulations, and design guidelines applicable to the project site have remained the
same, as have the findings for approval of a specific plan. The use of the site has not changed;
known changes in landform or environmental setting have not occurred; and, no significant
development has been permitted or constructed in the vicinity of the project site. The
Planning Commission has, however, approved development of other single-family residences
in the immediate vicinity, which include the following projects:
Location
325 Beaumont Blvd.
300 Coral Ridge Dr.

Date of Approval
February 1, 2016
June 20, 2016

Neither of the above-referenced projects has been constructed. The Planning Department is
also processing a development permit application to construct a single-family residence at 327
Beaumont Boulevard. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on that project on June
4, 2018, but continued the public hearing to a future date in order to allow the applicant time
to analyze certain topics of interest to the Commission. A hearing date for the project at 327
Beaumont Boulevard has not yet been determined.
Based on the foregoing, it is staff’s assessment that any changes in the circumstances
considered by the Planning Commission during the initial project approval are de minimis.
Although other development has been permitted in the area, including development of the
adjacent site at 325 Beaumont Boulevard, it is staff’s opinion that the development of a small
number of single-family residences in this area does not constitute significant development
which would have been likely to affect the Commission’s ability to make the necessary
findings for approval of the subject permit. Therefore, staff recommends approval of the one
year renewal request for the subject permit.
CEQA STATUS:
In 2015, the Planning Commission found that the approval of Specific Plan SP-153-15 was exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under the Class 3 categorical exemption provided in
section 15303 of the CEQA Guidelines. Staff analysis of the renewal identifies that no environmental or
regulatory changes have occurred since that approval. Therefore, a one-year renewal of the permit
does not necessitate further environmental review of the Project under CEQA because the City has
previously determined that the project is exempt under the Class 3 categorical exemption, and because
the project has not changed since that determination.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Move that the Planning Commission finds that the renewal of Specific Plan SP-153-15 does not
necessitate further environmental review of the Project under CEQA because the City has previously
determined that the Project is exempt under the Class 3 categorical exemption provided in the CEQA
Guidelines, and because the Project has not changed since that determination; and, approves a renewal
of Specific Plan SP-153-15 until November 15, 2019.
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ATTACHMENT LIST:
Attachment A - Planning Commission Resolution No. 924 (PDF)
Attachment B - Extension Approval Letter (2017) (PDF)
Attachment C - Renewal Request (2018)
(PDF)
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Preston Fung
Jenny Fung
9 Pacific Bay Circle Apt 103
San Bruno, CA 94066
415-269-7902
pres999@gmail.com
November 6, 2018
Christian Murdock
Associate Planner
Planning Department
City of Pacifica
1800 Francisco Blvd.
Pacifica, CA 94044
650-738-7444
murdockc@ci.pacifica.ca.us

Subject: Request For Zoning Permit SP-153-15 Extension – 323 Beaumont Blvd Project
Dear Mr. Christian Murdock
Thank you for providing the application materials and requirements to request for an additional
extension to our zoning permit SP-153-15. We are finally ready to submit our revised design package for
the building permit review but as discussed, our initial extension will be expiring on November 16, 2018.
We would like to request for a public hearing at the Planning Commission to modify the conditions of
approval to grant another extension or a new expiration date for the project. Unfortunately, we were
unable to complete the design changes with ample time for review during the initial extension period.
The revised design is expected to greatly simplify the project and reduce overall cost. Specifically, the
changes will eliminate storage and yard areas to remove the soil nail retaining wall requirement and
make the overall retaining walls more manageable in terms of reducing excavation quantities and
construction costs. We are now in a financial position to move forward fully, resubmitting the altered
design and expect to have the permit approved ahead of next spring when we hope construction is
expected to start. The $3000 deposit along with the reimbursement agreement and proof of legal
interest will be submitted this week. Thank you again and we greatly appreciate all your help.

Thank you,

Preston and Jenny Fung
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DATE: December 3, 2018

FILE: PSD-790-14
PV-513-14
PE-160-15

ITEM: 3

APPLICANT
Dave Blackman and Mike O’Connell
AND OWNER: 375 Keith Avenue
Pacifica, CA94044
PROJECT LOCATION: 4009 Palmetto Avenue (APN 009-402-270) – Fairmont West
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: File No. 2018-054 – Request for one year renewal of Site Development Permit
PSD-790-14, Variance PV-513-14, and Parking Exception PE-160-15 for the construction of a four-unit
apartment building at 4009 Palmetto Avenue (APN 009-402-270).
CEQA STATUS: The renewal of Site Development Permit PSD-790-14, Variance PV-513-14, and Parking
Exception PE-160-15 does not necessitate further environmental review under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because the City has previously determined that the project is exempt
under the Class 2, 3, and 4 categorical exemptions provided in Sections 15302, 15303, and 15304,
respectively, of the CEQA Guidelines, and because the Project has not changed since that determination.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve the renewal of Site Development Permit PSD-790-14, Variance PV513-14, and Parking Exception PE-160-15 until the earlier of (1) December 12, 2019, or (2) the date on
which Coastal Development Permit No. A-2-PAC-15-0046 (which was issued by the California Coastal
Commission) expires.
PREPARED BY: Bonny O’Connor, Associate Planner
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BACKGROUND:
In June 2015, the City Council upheld the Planning Commission’s approval of Coastal Development
Permit CDP-347-14, Site Development Permit PSD-790-14, Variance PV-513-14 and Parking Exception
PE-160-15 (City Council Resolution No. 20-2015) for the construction of a detached four-unit apartment
building. An appeal of the City’s decision to issue Coastal Development Permit CDP-347-14 was filed to
the California Coastal Commission (CCC) in July 2015. The CCC ultimately approved a revised project (i.e.,
a four-unit apartment building) and issued a CDP (Permit Number A-2-PAC-15-0046) to the applicant.
The CCC’s Notice of Intent to Issue a Permit dated May 4, 2016, states that the CDP was conditionally
approved on April 13, 2016, and is valid for two years. On February 13, 2018, the CCC extended the
CDP’s expiration date until April 13, 2019.
The applicant then applied to the City to amend PSD-790-14, PV-513-14, and PE-160-15 to match the
revised project approved by the CCC. The Planning Commission approved the revised project and issued
PSD-790-14, PV-513-14 and PE-160-15 in October 2016 (Planning Commission Resolution No. 957). The
Planning Commission’s approval was appealed. The City Council denied the appeal and upheld the
Planning Commission’s approval of the amended PSD-790-14, PV-513-14 and PE-160-15 on December
12, 2016 (collectively, the “Permits”). (City Council Resolution No. 78-2016; Attachment A). The Permits
were initially set to expire on December 12, 2017.
On January 4, 2017, Petitioners Victor Carmichael and the Committee to Save the Fish and Bowl 2.0
(Petitioners) filed Petition for Writ of Mandate in San Mateo Superior Court challenging the City’s
approval of the project. On December 18, 2017, the Superior Court denied the Petition for Writ of
Mandate in its entirety. Petitioners appealed, and the lawsuit is now pending before the Court of
Appeal. The Pacifica Municipal Code does not stay expiration of permits while lawsuits are pending. The
applicant has submitted plans to the Building Division and is working towards issuance of a building
permit. However, as a practical matter, the applicant has been unable to proceed with the project while
the lawsuit is pending.
On October 22, 2017, the applicant asked for the expiration date of the Permits to be extended for one
year. In accordance with Condition of Approval No. 2 of City Council Resolution 78-2016, the Planning
Director administratively approved the extension from December 12, 2017 to December 12, 2018.
(Attachment B). However, Condition of Approval No. 2 limits the applicant to a single, one-year
administrative extension. Therefore, the applicant must now request a renewal of the Permits under
the Pacifica Municipal Code (PMC).
On October 18, 2018, the applicant applied to renew the Permits for an additional year in light of the
pending litigation. (Attachment C).
STAFF ANALYSIS:
The Planning Commission has discretion to approve or deny requests to renew permits under the PMC
sections cited below.
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Site Development Permit:
Sec. 9-4.3206. - Renewal.
Site development permits may be renewed for an additional period not to exceed one year
provided, prior to the expiration of the permit, an application for renewal is filed with the
Commission. The Commission may grant or deny an application for renewal.
Variance:
Sec. 9-4.3407. - Renewal.
Variances may be renewed for an additional period not to exceed one year provided, prior to
the expiration of the variance, an application for renewal is filed with the Commission. The
Commission may grant or deny the application for renewal.
Parking Exception:
The PMC does not establish minimum or maximum permit terms, or procedures for renewing
parking exceptions. (See PMC § 9-4.2824(a).) Rather, because a parking exception is granted
to implement the development authorized in one or more other permits (e.g., site
development permit or coastal development permit), a parking exception is valid for the same
term as the underlying development permit.
The PMC does not provide criteria for determining when renewal is appropriate. When making
recommendations regarding renewal requests, staff considers whether circumstances applicable to
the project site and surroundings have changed since initial project approval in a manner which would
be likely to affect the Commission’s ability to make the findings for project approval if the project
were to be considered at present. In this regard, staff provides the following analysis for the
Commission’s consideration:
Discussion: Since approval of the permits in December 2016, the City’s General Plan, Local
Coastal Land Use Plan, zoning district regulations, design guidelines, variance and parking
exception findings have remained the same; the use of the site has not changed; known
changes in landform or environmental setting have not occurred, and no significant
development has been permitted or constructed in the vicinity of the project site. The
pending litigation has effectively precluded the applicant from pulling permits to develop the
project.
Based on the foregoing, any changes in the circumstances considered by the Planning
Commission during the initial project approval are de minimis. However, the potential
expiration of the CDP issued by the CCC may result in a change to the circumstances
considered by the Planning Commission. If the CDP expires, then the Permits would no longer
be effective per Pacifica Municipal Code Section 9-4.4304(o), which states:
Effect of coastal development permit on any other local permit. No other local permit
shall be effective where a coastal development permit is required until the effective date
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of the coastal development permit. A permit shall be effective only in accordance with
the terms and conditions of the coastal development permit granted.
Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission approve the applicant’s request for a oneyear extension of the Permits, with the exception that the Permits will immediately expire if the
CCC-issued CDP No. A-2-PAC-15-0046 expires.
CEQA STATUS:
In 2016, the City Council found that the revised project is exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) under the Class 2, 3, and 4 categorical exemptions provided in sections 15302,
15303, and 15304, respectively, of the CEQA Guidelines. Staff analysis of the renewal identifies that no
environmental or regulatory changes have occurred since that approval. Therefore, a one-year renewal
of the permits does not necessitate further environmental review of the project under CEQA because
the City has previously determined that the project is exempt under the Class 2, 3, and 4 categorical
exemptions, and because the project has not changed since that determination.
RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Move that the Planning Commission find that the renewal of Site Development Permit PSD-790-14,
Variance PV-513-14, and Parking Exception PE-160-15 does not necessitate further environmental
review of the project under CEQA because the City has previously determined that the project is
exempt under the Class 2, 3, and 4 categorical exemptions provided in the CEQA Guidelines, and
because the project has not changed since that determination; approve a renewal of Site
Development Permit PSD-790-14, Variance PV-513-14, and Parking Exception PE-160-15 until the
earlier of (1) December 12, 2019, or (2) expiration of Coastal Commission-issued CDP No. A-2-PAC15-0046.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
Attachment A - City Council Resolution No. 78-2016
(PDF)
Attachment B - Extension Approval Letter (2017) (PDF)
Attachment C - Renewal Request (2018)
(PDF)
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Tina Wehrneistert
Planning Director
Planning Department
City of Pacifica
1800 Francisco Blvd.
Pacifica, CA 94044
Subject:

Renewal of Site Development Permit PSD-790-14,
Variance PV-513-14, and Parking Exception PE-160-15
4000 Palmetto Avenue
APN 009-402-270

Tina,
Please accept this letter as my formal request for a renewal of Site Development Permit PSD-79014, Variance PV-513-14, and Parking Exception PE-160-15 for the 4000 Palmetto Avenue project.
The Appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of Site Development Permit PSD-790-14 was
denied by City Council and the Planning Commission’s approval was upheld on December 12,
2016. The Superior Court upheld the City’s decision in December of 2017. The Superior Court’s
decision was appealed to Court of Appeal in January 2018 and so the project is currently in
litigation; and therefore we request a one-year extension. I will submit a payment for $567.00 for
the application for renewal this week.
I would greatly appreciate it if the request for renewal can be added to the November 5, 2018
Planning Commission agenda. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,

Mike O’Connell
650.303.0495

Attachment: Attachment C - Renewal Request (2018) (2803 : Permit Renewal Request at 4009 Palmetto Avenue)

October 18, 2018
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