Murdock, Christian
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kira Federer <
>
Tuesday, April 28, 2020 2:29 PM
Wehrmeister, Tina
Thank You + Concern about Diaz-Masias Project on Oddstad Rd.

[CAUTION: External Email]

Hi Tina,
First of all, thank you for your work in this role. I know you've been on the side of preservation a number of
times and I I appreciate what you do for Pacifica and recognize it is not an easy job.
I am writing to express my concern about the safety and impact of this construction on our already very tight,
unmaintained access in and out of Rockaway, as well as the environmental impact. This project disrupts the
daily lives of dozens of Rockaway residents in honor of one 3,800 sq ft home.
Personally, my back deck that is now a bird sanctuary with a creek will soon be within 30 feet of a paved road.
The experience we bought our home for will be taken away. The quiet culdasac where all of the neighborhood
children, mine included, practice riding their bike to avoid the heavy traffic of Rockaway Avenue will become a
through the street. If we set a precedent to allow these types of projects to go forward, this will be the story of
Pacifica residents for years to come. The allure of our beautiful city is the beauty, the quiet the retreat from our
busier neighboring cities. Please help us keep it this way.
It's also been very difficult to track the progress of this project. Examples below.
1.
Although there was a public notice in the Pacifica Tribune, there is nothing on the City of Pacifica
Planning Division’s website until recently regarding the upcoming 5/4/20 Planning Commission hearing
on 4 – 12 Oddstad Way to adopt the environmental review document and approve the site development
permit.
2.
A revised mitigated negative declaration or MND (the environmental review document) with public
comments, and Pacifica Planning staff responses to the public comments, was not available for review
online as of last week and per the current stay-at-home order, it is not possible to visit the Planning
Division’s office to review documents.
3.
A revised MND should be re-circulated to the public for review, especially since there will be
limited public participation at the upcoming planning commission meeting
The timing of these hearings have been during quarantine and the week between Thanksgiving and
Christmas, both times that make it very difficult for our community to be present to share their concern.
Please help us increase the transparency of this project.
Hopeful,
Kira Federer
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Murdock, Christian
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Marianne Willett <
>
Wednesday, April 29, 2020 12:06 PM
Wehrmeister, Tina
Wilson, Joanne; Christine Coppola; John Keener
Building in Rockaway

[CAUTION: External Email]

Hi Tina,
Can’t believe we are again fighting this same battle. Our sewers are just as old, street just as narrow as when we fought
this the last time. Nothing has improved. The hills they are wanting to cut into and develop are the same hills that
turned to mush in the 80’s and many of us told to leave our houses for fear of mud slides. Getting out of this valley on
any weekday morning is a challenge at best, considering the City previously damaged the intersection at H‐l and
Rockaway by inserting a poorly planned Fassler.
I have lived here for 50 years and have seen lots of development during that time. I have never really involved myself as
I do believe people have a right to use their property. However, this area is clearly overdeveloped for our infrastructure
at this time. Things must be done to alleviate the sewer issues & the ingress & egress to this valley.
As far as the “home” that is being considered on Oddstad Way, I believe it is obviously two homes on the property. Give
me a break, “separate recreation area”. This is so poorly veiled it is laughable. Clearly the applicants are being
deceptive, now are we going to be dumb enough to accept this at face value?
Marianne Willett
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.
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Murdock, Christian
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Joanne Wilson
Monday, May 11, 2020 7:43 PM
Nibbelin, John; Berman, Lauren; Bigstyck, Tygarjas; Godwin, James; Hauser, Samantha;
Leal, David; Rubinstein, Oren
Ahna Dominski; Becky; Bev Cronnelly; Bill Bray; Carol Fregly; Chaya Gordon; Gloria
Stofan; Holly Rios; John Keener; Karen Rosenstein; Kevin Casey; Kira Federer; Louis
Roth; Marianne Willett; Pickbobthebuilder; ron maykel; Stephanie McAuliffe; Susan
Miller; Wehrmeister, Tina; Christine Coppola; Martin, Deirdre; Murdock, Christian
File No. 2014-001 – Site Development Permit PSD-788-14; Undeveloped Lots on
Oddstad Way, Rockaway Beach
ISMND Oddstad Comments-JWilson-12-4-18.pdf;
Memo_SteeringCom_Oddstad_Way_Project_JWilson-CCoppola_10-21-15.pdf;
Additional Comments-ISMND Oddstad-JWilson-12-4-18.pdf

[CAUTION: External Email]

Honorable Planning Commissioners: Please find attached my comments and related documents on the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) prepared for the above-referenced project that is scheduled for
a public hearing before the Planning Commission on May 18, 2020.
Analysis of Cumulative Effects of development of adjacent parcels in the IS/MND is insufficient. Further,
the cumulative analysis is insufficient because it does not adequately analyze the potentially significant
impacts of “westerly” and “easterly” lots related to:
a. Land use and planning;
b. Hydrology and water quality;
c. Biological resources; and
d. Aesthetics.
In addition, the cumulative analysis for many impact areas is insufficient because it relies on a factually
incorrect statement regarding anticipated development established in the 1980 General Plan,
generalizations without substantiation, and omits analysis of the 21 (or more) “easterly” lots. Finally, the
analysis of Project-Specific Aesthetic Effects of the proposed development of Lots 4-12 is insufficient.
For the reasons stated in the attached letter, I urge the you to require a program-level EIR for the
westerly and easterly lots, combined with a project-level EIR for the current proposal (development of
Lots 4-2 Oddstad Way Project).
Sincerely,
Joanne Wilson
Rockaway Beach Avenue
Pacifica, CA 94044

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the sender's
email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.
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Joanne Wilson, AICP
Rockaway Beach Avenue
Pacifica, CA 94044
December 4, 2018

City of Pacifica Planning Department
Attn: Christian Murdock
1800 Francisco Boulevard
Pacifica, CA 94044
Re: Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Lots 412 Oddstad Way Project (File No. 2014-001)
Dear Mr. Murdock:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the above-referenced environmental
review document for the proposed residential development in my neighborhood. I believe
an environmental impact report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) should be prepared because there is substantial evidence, based upon the whole
record, that the proposed project may have a significant adverse effect on the environment.
In addition to the numerous reasons in support of an EIR for the proposal stated in Mr. Hal
Bohner’s letter of February 7, 2017 on behalf of his client and the Rockaway Beach
neighborhood, I would like to provide the following reasons.
1. Analysis of Cumulative Effects of development of adjacent parcels is
insufficient. The draft IS/MND prepared for the proposed project includes analysis
of some cumulative effects related to potential development of 4 lots to the west of
the proposed project (“westerly”) but rejects further analysis of 21 lots (or more1)
to the east of the proposed project (“easterly”) as …speculative and not reasonably
foreseeable/probable as the Westerly Lots. I disagree with this assessment for the
following reasons:
Development of both the westerly and easterly lots is not speculative due to
General Plan requirements or other legislative actions, and is therefore,
reasonably foreseeable. Page 17 of the draft IS/MND discusses the westerly lots
and states that a General Plan amendment would be required to allow development
of parcels that do not meet the minimum lot size or density requirements. It
describes this as …a legislative act requiring action by the City Council and which the
City Council is not required to approve, renders uncertain the future development
potential of these three lots. On pages 19-20 of the draft IS/MND the following
statement is made regarding the easterly lots: Moreover, eight of the Easterly Lots
would likely require approval of General Plan amendments due to insufficient lot area

1

The draft IS/MND seems to have omitted Lots 125-130 in the list of easterly lots identified on pages 18-19.

relative to applicable land use designations, meaning the existing land use
regulations applicable to the Easterly Lots render uncertain their future development
potential….
These statements in the draft IS/MND are not supported by the whole record for the
proposed project. According the Pacifica Planning Director, development of some
kind cannot be disallowed under the General Plan. The administrative record for the
proposed project includes a memorandum dated October 21, 2015 from the
Rockaway Valley Neighborhood Association, Steering Committee to Tina Wehrmeister
(Pacifica Planning Director) and Kathryn Farbstein (Assistant Planner) regarding a
meeting to discuss the proposed project and neighborhood planning issues (copy
attached)2. As described in item 6 on page 2 of the attached memorandum, Ms.
Wehrmeister [r]eported that pre-existing lots cannot become valueless through
zoning or general plan policies. Thus, some kind of development must be allowed,
but the City of Pacifica can set reasonable standards. Ms. Wehrmeister supported
her statement by citing case law from 1980 and 1992 in which the courts ruled that
the economic value of property cannot be invalidated through a General Plan
designation or zoning. I also recall that the City Attorney for Pacifica made a similar
statement at a public hearing regarding the proposed project. According to
statements made by the Pacifica Planning Director and City Attorney, development of
substandard sized lots along Oddstad Way is not precluded by the requirements of
the City’s General Plan, provided that the developer seeks a General Plan
amendment. Thus, development of the 4 westerly lots and 21 (or more) easterly
lots in the draft IS/MND is not speculative based on General Plan requirements or
legislative actions; it is reasonably foreseeable.
Development of both the westerly and easterly lots is not speculative based
on cost considerations, and is therefore, reasonably foreseeable. The draft
IS/MND states on page 18: This IS/MND recognizes there are an additional 21
vacant lots east of the proposed Oddstad Way roadway extension. Because of
construction cost considerations for installation of future utilities extensions to these
lots, it is reasonable to consider the future development potential of only 12 of these
lots…. Page 19 of the draft IS/MND states: It is beyond the scope of this IS/MND to
consider potential permitting and construction costs of the additional roadway and
utilities extensions necessary to reach each of the lots and then to perform financial
modeling to determine at which point these lots would be induced to develop in
consideration of these costs which were reduced in some incremental amount by the
proposed project’s roadway and utilities extensions.
It seems to me that you cannot have it both ways. Either a sufficient financial
analysis has been completed to support a statement that development of at least
some of the 21 (or more) easterly lots is cost-prohibitive, or there is no basis to
make such a conclusion. Since the draft IS/MND admits on page 19 that no such
analysis exists, any statements regarding economic factors as precluding
2

The attached memorandum was vetted and revised by Ms. Wehrmeister on 10/19/2018. Her revisions were
included in the final attached memorandum.
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development of any of the lots along Oddstad Way is not supported by the whole
record for the proposed project. While it is probable that those easterly lots located
closer to the proposed terminus of Oddstad Way extended roadway will have reduced
costs based on proximity if all parcels are developed simultaneously, there is no
basis to claim that development of other lots with less proximity would be cost
prohibitive without a financial analysis that included construction costs, real estate
market trends and profit margins. Even if the precise details of potential
development are unknown (e.g., square footage, number of bedrooms/baths),
analysis based on general characteristics and assumptions could be made in a
program-level EIR. An EIR also presents an advantage to planners and the public by
requiring an alternatives analysis, which could include various buildout scenarios.
Moreover, as development progresses from west to east (including more road
extensions), this argument of higher costs for lots located further east becomes
invalid. Thus, development of the 4 westerly lots and 21 (or more) easterly lots in
the draft IS/MND is not speculative based on cost considerations; it is reasonably
foreseeable.

2. The cumulative analysis is insufficient because it does not analyze the
potentially significant impacts of “westerly” and “easterly” lots related to
land use and planning. The CEQA Initial Study Checklist asks whether the
proposed project would [c]onflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, or
regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited
to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? As stated
in the attached memorandum, the City of Pacifica acknowledges that the R-1-H
zoning of the 1992 Zoning Map/Code conflicts with the 1980 Pacifica General Plan in
terms of lot size and density allowed in this area. As you know, the California State
Legislature adopted a “general plan consistency doctrine” in 1971 requiring that a
city’s zoning must be consistent with an adopted general plan.3 As documented in
the attached memorandum, the City of Pacifica admits that the Negative Declaration
adopted for the 1992 Zoning Map/Code pursuant to CEQA did not including findings
of conformance with the existing 1980 General Plan or there were general,
unsubstantiated statements about conformance. The 1980 General Plan limits
development density and requires much larger lot sizes compared to the 1992
Zoning Map/Code to avoid or minimize adverse environmental effects including (but
not limited to) geology and unstable soils, visual or aesthetic values, habitat and
natural features, … as well as public safety hazards, such as limited emergency
access and high potential for grass fires, ….4
According to the draft IS/MND, development of 3 of the 4 westerly lots would conflict
with the 1980 General Plan due to insufficient lot area for the land use designation.
In addition, I calculate that approximately 14 of the 21 (or more) easterly lots
likewise may not meet the minimum lot size and density requirements of the 1980
General Plan. (Please note that I used the map provided in Appendix A to make this
3
4

Curtin’s California Land Use and Planning Law, 2011 Thirty-First Edition, Cecily Talbert Barclay, pages 9-38.
City of Pacifica General Plan, 1980, pages 43-45.
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calculation, and the lot dimensions are nearly illegible, possibly making my
calculation imprecise. Nevertheless, many of the easterly lots are clearly
substandard in size.) Thus, the development of these non-conforming lots would
conflict with an applicable land use plan adopted for the purpose of avoiding an
adverse environmental effect. This would be a potentially significant effect under
CEQA. If it is not feasible to merge some of the existing substandard-sized lots
along Oddstad Way to create larger parcels that conform to the 1980 General Plan,
then this could be a significant impact that cannot be adequately mitigated to avoid
an adverse environmental impact.
I also note that further explanation is needed regarding “Lots 1 (standard lot)” and
“Lot 1 (flag lot)” discussed on page 16 and described in Table 1 on page 17. The
draft IS/MND states that these lots were “reconfigured” in 2008. Among the
purposes of CEQA is the disclosure to the public of agency decision making processes
utilized to approve discretionary projects through findings and statements of
overriding consideration. The draft IS/MND should have disclosed the details of the
“reconfiguration” of Lot 1 into 2 nonconforming, substandard-sized lots since they
are discussed in the cumulative analysis.
According to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (State of California):
The general plan is the basis for all local land use decisions. Zoning
(except in most charter cities5), subdivisions, and public works projects
can only be approved when they are consistent with the general plan.
An action, program or project is consistent with the general plan if,
considering all its aspects, it will further the goals, objectives and
policies of the plan and not obstruct their attainment.6
As you know, the R-1-H (Single-Family Residential Hillside District) zoning which
requires a minimum lot size of 5,000 square feet is clearly in conflict with the 1980
Pacifica General Plan’s “Open Space Residential” (OSR) designation which allows only
one dwelling unit per more than five acres. Therefore, the 1992 Zoning Code/Map
for R-1-H does not further the goals, objectives and policies of the 1980 General Plan
for vacant lots with an OSR designation on undeveloped streets in Rockaway Beach.
In 2008 (or earlier), did the City of Pacifica amend its 1980 General Plan to allow the
reconfiguration of these lots? Was a CEQA document prepared to support a General
Plan amendment? If so, what were the findings and statements (if any) of overriding
consideration? Can the public expect a similar process for the other undeveloped,
substandard-sized parcels along Oddstad Way?
3.

The cumulative analysis is insufficient because it does not analyze the
potentially significant impacts of “westerly” and “easterly” lots related to
hydrology and water quality. For your reference, I am including the following
excerpts from Mr. Bohner’s CEQA scoping letter of February 7, 2017.

5

The City of Pacifica is not a charter city.
California Planning Guide: Planning in California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Sean Walsh,
Director, OPR, December 2005 Edition, page 4.
6
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•

First, as background information, the following excerpt is provided: The
administrative record for the proposed project includes correspondence to
environmental consultants (Bill Wiseman, Kimley-Horn, et al.) regarding a
Request for Proposals (RFP) for the preparation of a CEQA document. The first
paragraph of the letter states: Due to the street improvements providing
access into an undeveloped area, up to another six dwellings can be
constructed from the proposed privately maintained street. The same letter
identifies additional environmental issues, including …traffic impacts for up to
eight dwelling units and hydrology issues such as drainage from the nearby
slopes and creek (neighbor concerns).

•

Second, the following excerpt describes potential environmental effects from
the proposed project related to hydrology and water quality: The construction
of 6 to 8 additional residences could adversely affect hydrology and water
quality by substantially altering existing drainage patterns, resulting in a
significant increase in erosion or surface runoff and causing localized flood
damage to surrounding properties. In addition, construction activities could
result in erosive materials and debris being deposited into Rockaway Creek,
degrading water quality and adding sediment to the already compromised
culvert that transports water under the existing portion of Oddstad Way.
Alteration of tributary flows and significant increase in impervious surfaces
associated with the construction of 6 to 8 additional homes could significantly
increase the velocity and volume of flow in Rockaway Beach Creek during the
rainy season, resulting in property damage downstream from creek bank
failure and/or inundation.

The westerly and easterly lots described in the draft IS/MND should be included in a
cumulative analysis for potentially significant impacts related to hydrology and water
quality identified in the CEQA Initial Study Checklist, particularly item “d” noted on
page 66 of the draft IS/MND (Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site…which would result in flooding on- or off-site[.] Some developed properties on
Oddstad Way and a portion of Rockaway Beach Avenue located northwest of the
project site area (south side of Rockaway Beach Avenue between Buel and Oddstad
Way, downstream of the Oddstad Way culvert/bridge) have experienced property
damage from flooding and streambank erosion. The development of the 4 westerly
and 21 (or more) easterly lots could exacerbate the problem by altering the drainage
pattern and reducing permeable surfaces of this extensive hillside area. The City of
Pacifica should be taking steps now to assess the condition of developed properties
adjacent to Rockaway Beach downstream of the Oddstad Way culvert/bridge in
anticipation of future hillside development. These steps should include interviewing
residents about property damage related to flooding and erosion, photodocumentation of existing conditions, the installation of stream gauges (to measure
stream flow) and erosion pins or metal rods into the stream bank (to measure
soil/streambank loss), as well as other methods such as stream survey cross
sections and the use of satellite imagery. This background information is necessary
in order to establish baseline data or existing conditions and perform an adequate
analysis of potentially significant erosion and flooding impacts from development of
the westerly and easterly lots.
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I note that the current proposal includes an outfall for stormwater into Rockaway
Creek (after collecting or extracting sediment in a bio-retention facility). For a single
residence, a simple riprap apron to reduce the velocity of flowing water into the
stream would probably be adequate to prevent streambank erosion of downstream
properties. But a cumulative analysis of stormwater collection and diversion to the
proposed outfall from the westerly and easterly lots would possibly reveal that a
stilling basin or plunge pool could be needed to adequately dissipate the energy of a
much larger volume of water to avoid streambank erosion and protect downstream
properties. A cumulative analysis of hydrology and water quality is needed to
protect downstream properties from a potentially significant impact from streambank
erosion.
4.

The cumulative analysis is insufficient because it does not analyze the
potentially significant impacts of “westerly” and “easterly” lots related to
biological resources. As stated above, the draft IS/MND is flawed because it does
not include a cumulative analysis of the undeveloped westerly and easterly lots on
Oddstad Way. There has been no recent biological assessment of these parcels
which are heavily vegetated and provide habitat, including potential habitat for
special status species that are known to occur in the area. For the reasons stated
above, the City of Pacifica has not made a sound argument for excluding these
westerly and easterly parcels from the cumulative analysis for the proposed project.
Therefore, it cannot be concluded that the proposed project and development of
other undeveloped parcels on Oddstad Way would not have a potentially significant
impact on biological resources.

5. The cumulative analysis is insufficient because it does not analyze the
potentially significant impacts of “westerly” and “easterly” lots related to
aesthetics. Similar to the insufficiency of the cumulative impact analysis for
biological resources, the draft IS/MND contains no analysis of the visual impacts of
developing the heavily vegetated westerly and easterly lots. There can be no doubt
that the loss of vegetative cover, including what likely amounts to hundreds of trees
on these undeveloped parcels, would drastically and adversely affect a scenic vista
and degrade the visual character and quality of the neighborhood. In addition, the
buildout of all undeveloped westerly and easterly lots would cumulatively produce a
new and substantial source of light and glare adversely affecting day and nighttime
views in the area. Due to steep slopes, build-out of the undeveloped westerly and
easterly lots would likely require retaining walls and grading that would drastically
alter the natural topography. The constructions of residences and other structures,
including further extension of Oddstad Way, would substantially change the visual
character of a scenic, natural area.
6. The cumulative analysis for many impact areas is insufficient because it
relies on a factually incorrect statement regarding anticipated development
established in the 1980 General Plan, generalizations without
substantiation, and omits analysis of the 21 (or more) “easterly” lots: In
several impact areas, the draft IS/MND asserts that the residential buildout of
6|Page
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undeveloped westerly parcels was anticipated in the 1980 General Plan. This is not
correct. The 1980 General Plan did anticipate residential buildout, but on lots of a
minimum size and density to ameliorate adverse environmental impacts. Three of
the four westerly lots included in the cumulative analysis do not meet the 1980
General Plan standard for minimum lot size and density. The 1980 General Plan did
not anticipate that the City of Pacifica would approve the 2008 “reconfiguration” of a
substandard-sized lot into an even more substandard “Lot 1 (Standard Lot)” and “Lot
1 (Flag Lot)” as described on page 17 of the draft IS/MND. In 1980 when the
Pacifica General Plan was adopted, the public might have anticipated that it would
soon be followed by a revised zoning code and related documents to reflect the
provisions of the new General Plan as required by State law. This did not occur, but
rather, new zoning for this area was adopted in 1992 that conflicts with the 1980
General Plan. It is simply factually incorrect to state that residential development of
substandard-sized lots was anticipated in the 1980 General Plan. To the contrary,
the 1980 General Plan attempts to correct the problem of over-development of a
sensitive hillside and riparian area with large lot/low density designations for
undeveloped parcels along Oddstad Way. The majority of the westerly lots and
possibly up to 14 of the easterly lots do not meet the standards of the 1980 General
Plan.
Much of the cumulative analysis for the 4 westerly lots in the draft IS/MND is simply
unsubstantiated or generalized, without meaningful analysis. Even at a programlevel, the cumulative analysis for undeveloped parcels along Oddstad Way is
unsupported by studies, existing literature, or other evidence. In particular, there is
no substantial analysis of the cumulative impacts related to emergency access (item
“e” under CEQA Checklist item “XVI. Transportation and Circulation”). On page 95,
the draft IS/MND describes road improvements for the current proposal as meeting
City standards and simply concludes the cumulative analysis by stating that there
would be sufficient emergency access. There is no analysis of the state of current
emergency access for the Rockaway Beach neighborhood and how it might be made
worse by the buildout of the 4 westerly lots and 21 (or more) easterly lots. The draft
IS/MND should describe in detail the single entry/exit to the neighborhood at Buel
and Rockaway Beach Avenue and include a thorough discussion of the existing traffic
circulation pattern. There should be a complete description of the lack of planned
secondary ingress and egress on existing and Oddstad Way paper street and a
substantial analysis of the impact of potential buildout of the hillside area (both
westerly and easterly lots) on emergency access. As you know from previous letters
and public hearings, emergency access is of critical concern to residents of Rockway
Beach.
The cumulative analysis for the above-referenced impact areas does not include the
21 (or more) undeveloped easterly lots. For the reasons stated above (items no. 1),
the cumulative analysis for the draft IS/MND is incomplete.
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7. Analysis of Project-Specific Aesthetic Effects of the proposed development
of Lots 4-12 is insufficient. The draft IS/MND notes on page 22 that the proposed
residence, at 4,318 square feet, would …represent the largest residence in the
Rockaway Beach neighborhood by a margin of 668 square feet (18 percent). In
addition to the proposed residence and road, the visual simulation shown in Figure 7
shows a series of retaining walls or terraces that range in height from 2.5 feet to ten
feet that visually appear as a monolithic and massive structure against the hillside
(east, west and south sides of the project site) topped by a secondary building.
Obviously, the proposed buildings and walls are enormous, unprecedented in
Rockaway Beach, and outsized for the neighborhood. Clearly there would be a
significant adverse impact on scenic vistas from the neighborhood public view
corridors, including public streets and the public open space and trail on Cattle Hill. I
strongly disagree with the statement in the draft IS/MND on page 24 that visual
character of the proposed project is consistent with the neighborhood. The proposed
mitigation measure to match or blend the color of the retaining walls with the natural
landscape is inadequate and would not reduce the aesthetic effect of the proposed
project to a less than significant level.
There should be further analysis of whether the retaining walls and massing of the
proposed structures can be reduced. For example, if the proposed recreational
building on top of the retaining walls were eliminated or incorporated into the main
structure, this would reduce the visual impact. In addition, the draft IS/MND should
include a discussion of precisely how much of the site requires terraces or retaining
walls to act as ”debris walls” to …protect the proposed structures from localized
shallow surficial landslides (page 26) as opposed to providing access to, and a
suitable building site for, the proposed recreation building. Mitigation should include
minimization of retaining walls to the extent feasible and reduction in the size and
massing of structures to conform to the existing neighborhood character. Even with
such mitigation, the proposed project would significantly impact scenic vistas and
visual character of the site and its surroundings by transforming a heavily vegetated
hillside (including the removal of mature trees) and constructing a series of retaining
walls, structures, and a road extension.
The draft IS/MND is inadequate because it does not include specific mitigation to
reduce the visual impact of the proposed road. For example, mitigation could include
a split road (i.e., two one-way, 10-foot wide traffic lanes divided by a generouslysized median with substantial landscaping and appropriate tree species). The
landscaped median could also include pedestrian access to provide more of a trail
experience as opposed to an urban sidewalk. A split roadway could result in the
preservation of natural topography by using two levels of roadway that conform
more easily to the natural contours of the land than a single, 20-foot wide roadway.
The landscaped median could visually soften the proposed road by breaking up its
mass and incorporating natural elements more appropriate to the setting.
I note here that I am unclear as to the ownership of Cattle Hill near the terminus of
Bay View Road. I am not sure if it is owned by the City of Pacifica or the Golden
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Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), but I believe that the GGNRA may have
funded erosion control projects and the creation of a trail with access from Bay View
Road for this property. If that is the case, the GGNRA should have an opportunity to
review the draft IS/MND and provide comments. In any event, visual simulations
from this public open space and trail should be included in the analysis and the
appropriate open space agency(ies) should be consulted.

Additional comments on the draft IS/MND are attached in a separate table; please consider
them incorporated into this comment letter by reference.
Conclusion
First, I wish to commend the applicant for altering the proposal and acquiring additional
parcels so that the proposed project conforms to the 1980 General Plan requirements for
minimum lot size and density. I also wish to commend you and the Pacifica Planning
Director Tina Wehrmeister for making yourselves available to me and my neighbors to
discuss the proposed project and intelligently answer our questions. I appreciate that you
required certain environmental background studies for the specific/current project (Lots 412) to be peer-reviewed (such as the biological resources study and geotechnical
investigation). I respect and admire your planning expertise. In particular, I believe that
Ms. Wehrmeister’s ideas expressed in the attached memorandum for setting reasonable
standards for development of substandard-sized lots on the hillsides above the Rockaway
Beach neighborhood have merit and deserve further exploration and public discussion. If
memory serves, I believe Ms. Wehrmeister also recommended to the Planning Commission
the use of Transfer of Residential Development Rights (TDRs) for substandard-sized lots
where it is not feasible to merge them with other lots for General Plan conformance. I
agree with this approach because TDRs could be a useful tool to preserve the riparian
corridor in Rockaway Beach, avoid over-development on hazardous slopes, and provide
economic relief to property owners of substandard-sized lots.
Her suggested courses of action hold much promise as a way to resolve issues between
prospective developers and neighborhood residents, while maintaining the stated purpose of
the 1980 General Plan land use designations (including minimum lot size and density) for
this area to reduce or avoid adverse environmental effects.
Inescapable, however, is the fact that the proposed pioneering project located on an
undeveloped, natural hillside will set the precedent for future development. In addition, the
construction of the Oddstad Way roadway extension will not only set the pattern for future
hillside road development in this area, but certainly will encourage construction on the
westerly and easterly undeveloped lots. While it is unfortunate that additional costs and
time delays associated with the preparation of an EIR would be borne by the applicant, this
could have been avoided if city officials had responded positively to the request of
neighborhood residents for a moratorium on hillside development in the Rockaway Beach
neighborhood until a specific plan for the area could be developed to address many of the
planning and environmental issues described in this letter, particularly emergency access
and traffic circulation. In light of the City of Pacifica’s questionable past actions in the
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Draft

IS/MND (Lots 4 -12 Oddstad Way)
Comments from Joanne Wilson

Rockaway Beach area that were evidently contrary to State law, my neighbors and I agree
that additional scrutiny of hillside development in our neighborhood is warranted. These
questionable past actions were:
•

•

•

Adoption of the R-1-H zoning of the 1992 Zoning Map/Code in conflict with the 1980
General Plan minimum lot size and density standards for hillside areas in Rockaway
Beach;
Failure to provide adequate (or any) findings of General Plan conformance in the
Negative Declaration prepared for the 1992 Zoning Map/Code as required by CEQA;
and
Approval of the Lot 1 “reconfiguration” in 2008 in obvious conflict with the 1980
General Plan.

For the reasons stated in this letter, I urge the City of Pacifica to require a program-level
EIR for the westerly and easterly lots, combined with a project-level EIR for the current
proposal (development of Lots 4-2 Oddstad Way Project).
Thank you for considering these comments.
Sincerely,

Joanne Wilson
Attachment:

Memorandum dated October 21, 2015 from the Rockaway Valley
Neighborhood Association, Steering Committee to Tina Wehrmeister (Pacifica
Planning Director) and Kathryn Farbstein (Assistant Planner)
Table of Additional Comments on the Draft IS/MND for Lots 4-12 Oddstad
Way Project
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Draft

IS/MND (Lots 4 -12 Oddstad Way)
Comments from Joanne Wilson

Memorandum
Date:

October 21, 2015

To:

Rockaway Valley Neighborhood Association, Steering Committee

C:

Tina Wehrmeister, Pacifica Planning Director
Kathryn Farbstein, Assistant Planner

From:

Joanne Wilson and Chris Coppola, Rockaway Valley Neighborhood
Association

Subject:

10/13/15 Meeting with Pacifica Planning Department re Proposed
Oddstad Way Development in Rockaway Beach and Other Neighborhood
Planning Issues

Attachments:

1) Timeline re Oddstad Way Proposed Development (Prepared by Joanne
Wilson and Chris Coppola)
2) Current R-1-H Planning Code Requirements for Oddstad Way
Proposed Development (Prepared by Chris Coppola)

This is to memorialize the information we received from the Pacifica Planning
Department regarding the proposed project at 50-60 Oddstad Way fronting on an undeveloped
street in Rockaway Beach (the “subject property”), as well as other planning issues in our
neighborhood. The 10/13/15 meeting participants included Tina Wehrmeister (Director of
Planning), Kathryn Farbstein (Assistant Planner), Joanne Wilson and Christine Coppola
(Rockaway Valley Neighborhood Association).
Synopsis
1. Confirmed that the 1980 Pacifica General Plan designates the subject property, as
well as other undeveloped lots on paper streets in Rockaway Beach (east of Highway
1/Coast Highway/Cabrillo Highway) as “Very Low Density” allowing one single-family
dwelling per ½-acre (approximately 23,000 square feet).
2. Confirmed that under the 1992 Zoning Map/Code the subject property, and other
undeveloped lots on paper streets (as described above) are zoned R-1-H, allowing
one single-family dwelling per lot (minimum size of 5,000 square feet).
3. Acknowledged that there is a conflict between the requirements of the 1980 Pacifica
General Plan and the 1992 Pacifica Zoning Code/Map.

1

4. Reported that the Pacifica Planning Director’s cursory review of records and files
indicate that the 1980 Pacifica General Plan was adopted after a public participation
process (with proper notification) and adequate environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). A review of records and files related to
the adoption of the rezoning of lots to R-1-H in 1991 indicates that a Negative
Declaration was adopted (i.e., the action will not create any adverse environmental
impact). There were, however, either no findings of conformance with the existing
general plan or there were general, unsubstantiated statements about general plan
conformance.
5. Confirmed that the draft Pacifica General Plan Update Project includes “Very Low
Density Residential” designations for the subject property, as well as other
undeveloped parcels on paper streets in Rockaway Beach.
6. Reported that pre-existing lots cannot become valueless through zoning or general
plan policies. Thus, some kind of development must be allowed, but the City of
Pacifica can set reasonable standards.
7. Stated that the Pacifica Planning Director intends to pursue new development
standards for undeveloped parcels on paper streets in Rockaway Beach (east of
Highway 1) which may include limited building size (e.g. 500 to 800 square feet); but
development of pre-existing lots would be allowed. In addition, the Planning
Director stated that these new standards would be written to disfavor subdivision of
½-acre or larger lots. The development of new development standards would
include proper notification of property owners and a public participation process.
8. Reported that the developer (Javier Diaz-Masias) submitted a site development
permit application for the subject property that was deemed complete by the
Pacifica Planning Department. Mr. Diaz-Masias was advised by planning staff that
his application cannot be approved without an amendment of the 1980 Pacifica
General Plan. A general plan amendment application would first be considered by
the Pacifica Planning Commission (a “recommending body”) and ultimately
approved or disapproved by the Pacifica City Council.
9. Stated that the staff of the Pacifica Planning Department has been instructed to
inform other owners of undeveloped parcels in Rockaway Beach that applications
for development cannot be accepted without also including a General Plan
Amendment application. Two property owners have recently expressed an interest
in submitting a site development permit application.
10. Agreed that the Pacifica Planning Director would research whether the site
development permit application submitted by Javier Diaz-Masias (owner/developer
of the subject property) was actually complete (thus allowing him to proceed with a
General Plan Amendment application if he so wishes).
2

History and Applicability of Pacifica 1980 General Plan and 1992 Zoning Map/Code
According to Tina Wehrmeister, her cursory review of records and files for the adoption
of the 1980 General Plan indicates that the process for Plan adoption appears to have been
based on a properly noticed, public participation process and adequate environmental review
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The 1980 General Plan designates
the subject property, as well as other undeveloped parcels on paper streets in the Rockaway
Valley east of Highway 1 as Very Low Density areas requiring a minimum lot size of ½-acre
(approximately 23,000 square feet) per single-family home. These undeveloped parcels are
situated along the following paper streets: Portions of Oddstad Way on the southerly side of
the valley, Troglia Terrace on the easterly side of the valley, and Santa Cruz Terrace and Calera
Terrace on the northerly side of the valley. It was expected that owners of these hillside parcels
would assemble their substandard parcels into developable parcels meeting the ½-acre lot size
standard of the 1980 General Plan.
Tina stated that prior to mid-1990, the process for merging lots was much simpler
because local government could facilitate this action. In anticipation of a change in the rules for
merging lots, the City of Pacifica sent letters in about 1984-85 to the owners of these
undeveloped lots to encourage merging while the process was still relatively simple. In 1995,
the rules for merging lots1 changed so that local jurisdictions could no longer facilitate the
process as easily. Mergers initiated by cities could only occur if a lot’s size is inconsistent with
the zoning provisions. In the case of Oddstad, the zoning allows a minimum lot size of 5,000
square feet.
In November 1989 Council adopted an urgency ordinance establishing temporary
development regulation for vacant lots with frontage on undeveloped streets. The findings for
adoption of the urgency ordinance included discussion of: topography; limited traffic
circulation; hillside design implications; the need for a discretionary review process; and conflict
with contemplated development standards and design guidelines.
A workshop and study session was held to discuss permanent regulations. However, no
additional progress was made to develop permanent standards or design guidelines. And the
urgency ordinance expired on November 27, 1991.
In December 1991 with the interim ordinance expired and no standards developed, the
City Council adopted a new zoning district R-1-H for certain hillside areas, including parts of the
Rockaway neighborhood. The R-1-H district permits the same uses and development
1

California Government Code, Article 1.5, Section 66451.10 - 66451.7, Merger of Parcels.

3

standards as the R-1 district; the only difference is that Planning Commission review of a Site
Development Permit is required. Specific standards or design guidelines for the R-1-H district
were never prepared.
Under R-1-H (Single-Family Residential Hillside District) zoning2, the standards for
density and minimum lot size are the same as for R-1 (Single-Family Residential District)3.
Thus, one single-family dwelling is allowed per lot; the minimum lot size (or “minimum building
site area”) is 5,000 square feet.4
We pointed out that the proposed draft Pacifica General Plan Update Project also
includes a Very Low Density Residential designation for these parcels (as well as other
undeveloped parcels in the valley east of Highway 1). This would seem to imply that the City of
Pacifica, with support from its citizens, intends to continue this designation as policy.
Current Status of Proposed Development Project on Oddstad Way
Tina provided information on case law, discussed below from 1980 and 1992; the City of
Pacifica cannot invalidate the economic value of existing parcels through a General Plan
designation or zoning. According to Tina, some type of development must be allowed on the
subject property. The City of Pacifica, however, can set reasonable standards for the
development of these parcels. The developer could submit a General Plan Amendment
application which would go to the Pacifica Planning Commission (for a recommendation) and
then to the Pacifica City Council for review and a decision to approve or disapprove.
According to Tina, the developer is allowed to seek a General Plan Amendment because
Pacifica Planning Department accepted his site development permit application and deemed it
to be complete. If the City Council approves the General Plan Amendment, the developer
would be allowed to build one house on each of his two lots as proposed or perhaps with
design modification if required by the City Council (possibly based on recommendations from

2

Article 9.5, R-1-H Single-Family Residential Hillside District, Code of Ordinances, Pacifica California (Supp. No. 40),
Section 9-4.951 (Purpose): The City Council finds and declares that certain hillside areas and certain areas of the
City which are not located on developed public streets provide unique terrain features and add substantially to the
character of the area such that the location, type, and visibility of development therein will affect the quality of the
environment. The City Council finds that hillside development of sensitive areas should be regulated to ensure that
any proposed development of houses and streets complies with the Pacifica Design Guidelines and preserves the
natural terrain while allowing residential development compatible with the slope limitations of the development
site. In addition, development proposal on currently undeveloped public streets present issues relative to grading,
access, visibility, and neighborhood character. The objectives of the R-1-H District are to ensure that new structures
and streets are designed to protect the visual and natural resource quality of the hillsides and to minimize adverse
impacts on existing neighborhoods, drainage, traffic, land stability, and natural resources.
3
Ibid. Section 9-4.952 (Permitted and conditional uses.)
4
Ibid. Sections 9-4.401 (Permitted and conditional uses.) and 9-4.402 (Development regulations.)
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Pacifica Planning Department staff and/or the Pacifica Planning Commission). Alternatively, the
City Council has the discretion to disapprove the proposed General Plan Amendment.
The developer of the subject property was informed of the option to seek a General
Plan Amendment last week.
We discussed whether the City of Pacifica was compelled to accept a General Plan
Amendment application from the developer of the subject property. According to Tina, it is too
late to adopt an “urgency ordinance” to effectively halt further action on the subject property
pending further study and the adoption of design standards (see discussion below) because
such an ordinance must be adopted within 30 days of accepting a site development permit
application. We questioned whether the site development permit application for the subject
property could be deemed complete when the proposed project does not conform to the City’s
general plan. Therefore in our opinion, the Pacifica Planning Department accepted the
application in error. We referred to a well-known court case (Lesher v. Walnut Creek, 19905)
where the California Supreme Court upheld and reinforced that zoning in conflict with the
general plan is invalid. In addition, we referred to another court case in Los Angeles6 where the
courts rejected an argument that a property owner was entitled to a certain use because of
economic hardship caused by misrepresentations of Los Angeles city officials. The Schafer
court gave heavy weight to the public’s interest in the enforcement of land use laws and felt
that this public interest outweighed any economic hardship suffered by the property owner.
Tina agreed to discuss again the completeness of the site development permit application for
the subject property with the Pacifica City Attorney. Tina was uncertain of the exact date that
the application for the subject property was deemed complete, but believes it was several
months ago. She also mentioned that although the site development application was deemed
complete, other types of applications may be needed (presumably the General Plan
Amendment application).
Finally, Tina informed us that the categorical exemption for the proposed development
on Oddstad Way is no longer appropriate. The project sponsor has been informed that the
proposed project will require an environmental review document pursuant to CEQA (beginning
with a new initial study prepared by City of Pacifica’s environmental consultants). The existing
bridge on Oddstad Way has been deemed adequate for emergency response purposes by the
local fire authority and will not require reinforcement or retrofit.

5

Lesher Communications, Inc., et al., Plaintiffs and Respondents, v. City of Walnut Creek, Defendant and Appellant,
52 Cal.3d 531, No. S012604, Supreme Court of California, In Bank. Dec. 31, 1990.
6
Schafer v. City of Los Angeles, No. B253935 (2nd App. Dist., May 20, 2015).
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Status of Other Undeveloped Parcels on Oddstad Way, Troglia, Santa Cruz, and Calera Terraces
The conflict between the very low density designation of the 1980 Pacifica General Plan
and the R-1-H zoning designation adopted in 1992 is not limited to the proposed development
project on the subject property at Oddstad Way. This conflict, and the Pacifica City Attorney’s
interpretation of case law (see below) also applies to all undeveloped parcels on paper streets
in Rockaway Beach east of Highway 1 (i.e. all privately own, undeveloped land on the hillsides
above our homes).
When asked whether she agreed that approval of a general plan amendment for the
proposed development on Oddstad Way would open the door for similar proposals on other
undeveloped lots in Rockaway Valley, Tina agreed that this would be possible. That is why she
would like to study and adopt standards to limit the size of proposed houses on the existing lots
on Rockaway Beach paper streets (east of Highway 1) to get ahead of other development
proposals. She mentioned that the very low density designation could remain, but Pacifica
could impose reasonable development standards (e.g., limiting the size of a proposed
residential unit to 500-800 square feet). She expressed concern that standards should be
adopted to prevent owners of larger lots (a ½-acre or more) from subdividing to increase
density. We also discussed providing an incentive to property owners to merge lots into ½-acre
parcels or more by allowing a small density bonus (possibly up to 1200 square feet for
example). We also discussed the need for a process with extensive public outreach and
participation, and we suggested that a specific plan for the valley in Rockaway Beach (east of
Highway 1) would be appropriate due to a variety of planning issues, including:








unstable hillside slopes / landslide hazards
riparian setting / natural resources
traffic and circulation
emergency response capability
drainage and storm run-off
need for neighborhood-serving park development at the terminus of Rockaway
Beach Avenue
preservation of public view corridor / neighbor character

The Pacifica Planning Department staff have been instructed to tell prospective land
developers and property owners that land use applications for the undeveloped lots on paper
streets in Rockaway Beach east of Highway 1 cannot be accepted without also including a
request for a General Plan amendment due to non-conformity with the 1980 Pacifica General
Plan. Two property owners have recently expressed an interest in submitting a site
development permit application.
6

Case Law from the 1980’s and 1990’s
In 1980 and 1992, there were two landmark court decisions (“case law”) related to state
and local regulations and ordinances associated with the “taking” of private property without
just compensation. Per Tina Wehrmeister, the courts ruled that a county or city cannot zone so
that there is no economic value of a parcel without providing appropriate compensation. For
example, a City cannot zone a privately owned parcel as open space without buying the land.
Tina forwarded synopses located on-line of the two court decisions, which we have summarized
below:


In Agins v. City of Tiburon (1980)7, the Agins acquired 5 acres of unimproved
property zoned for one single-family unit per acre. The City of Tiburon
announced that it intended to acquire this land, and issued bonds to finance the
taking. Tiburon filed an eminent domain action, but subsequently abandoned
this process. Instead, Tiburon amended its zoning ordinance by placing the
Agins’ land in a zone that permitted construction of one to five homes, the exact
number requiring discretionary review by the City of Tiburon. The Agins sued
Tiburon, claiming that the city intended to convert the land into open space by
preventing economically feasible development and completely destroying the
land’s value (resulting in a regulatory taking in violation of the fifth and
fourteenth amendments of the US Constitution). The case was reviewed by the
California Supreme Court who held that there was no regulatory taking and
invalidated the property owner’s claim of unjust compensation (but did allow
that there may have been a denial of due process and seemed to suggest that
the property owner should pursue this legal avenue). The US Supreme Court
upheld the California Supreme Court decision because the ordinance in question
substantially advanced legitimate governmental goals by discouraging premature
and unnecessary conversion of open space to urban uses, and further
determined that there was not an uncompensated taking. The Court found that
the property owner could still build on the property8, and thus would still be able
to have a reasonable economic use of the land. But the US Supreme court, in its
decision, also established a test for determining whether a zoning ordinance or
governmental regulation would be considered a taking; that test is whether or
not such an action would substantially advance a legitimate state interest.

7

See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Agins v. City of Tiburon
It took Ms. Agins over 30 years of administrative proceedings and litigation before she was finally permitted to
build three houses on the subject property, which eventually became a 20-acre site.
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7



9

In Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council (1992)9, Mr. Lucas bought two
residential lots on a South Carolina barrier island for the purpose of building
single-family homes (as was previously allowed on the adjacent parcels). At that
time, his lots were not subject to the State’s coastal zone building permit
requirements. Two years later, the state legislature enacted the Beachfront
Management Act which prohibited new construction of “habitable structures”.
The court ruled that the State’s requirements rendered Mr. Lucas’ land
“valueless” and awarded him more than $1.2 million. There were appeals and
reversals, and eventually the case made its way to the US Supreme Court which
upheld the original decision by the state trial court that the State’s Beachfront
Management Act rendered Mr. Lucas’ property “valueless”. Without
appropriate compensation, the Court ruled that this action was a “taking of
private property under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments” requiring
payment of “just compensation”.

See https://www.law.cornell.edu/supremecourt/text/505/1003
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Additional Comments
Re: Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Lots 4-12 Oddstad Way Project
(File No. 2014-001)
Prepared by Joanne Wilson, 671 Rockaway Beach Avenue, Pacifica CA 94044
IS/MND
Page No.
8
11

IS/MND Text/Figure or Table No.

Comment

Lots 4 and 5 within the subject property would
not be developed as part of the proposed
project.
A 60-foot parking bay would be included within
the Oddstad Way right-of way directly north of
the proposed turnaround.

To protect natural resources, the City should consider placing a
conservation easement on Lots 4 and 5 or otherwise restrict
(through a deed restriction) further development of these lots.
Please describe the number of vehicles that can be
accommodated in the proposed parking bay and whether
parking spaces would be oriented parallel to the road extension
or perpendicular.
Please describe the capacity of the proposed bio-retention
facility (both the volume of the facility and the approximate
storm-event intensity and duration it is designed to handle).
Please provide more information regarding the outfall
structure. In particular, the proposed outfall should be
designed to reduce the flow velocities by dissipating the energy
of flowing water into the creek to avoid streambank erosion.
Typically, a riprap apron is used for this purpose, but it should
be designed by a qualified hydrologist. The hydrologist should
also oversee its installation.
Please quantify and describe all the mature trees to be
removed from the project site. This is important to understand
the visual effects of the proposed project. A table that
identifies all mature trees to be removed would be helpful. The
table should provide pertinent information such as 1) heritage
tree status; 2) diameter measurement at breast height; 3)
approximate height; 3) species type; 4) condition; and 5)
notes or comments (e.g., observation of nesting birds,
potential or known habitat for special status species, etc.)
The impact areas should include 1) Hydrology and Water
Quality; and 2) Biological Resources (see pages 4-6 of the
attached letter).

11

Runoff from a portion of the DMAs would be
managed by routing stormwater to a new bioretention facility. Treated stormwater would be
routed through a new storm drain pipe and
discharge, by way of a new outfall structure, at
the downstream side of the existing culvert at
Oddstad Way.

13

The proposed project site and off-site
improvement areas contain 20 living trees
considered ‘heritage trees’ per the City’s
Municipal Code…existing trees on the project
site would be retained, including 12 heritage
trees and various other trees not protected by
the City’s Municipal Code.

18

The impact areas affected by development of
the Westerly Lots analyzed herein at the
project-level are as follows:…Utilities & Service
Systems.
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Comment Table
Joanne Wilson

IS/MND
Page No.
18

23

IS/MND Text/Figure or Table No.

Comment

Therefore, it is reasonable for this IS/MND to
consider potential impacts from the future
development of only the following 12 lots
(collectively the “Easterly Lots”):
Figure 7: Proposed View of Project Site from
Bayview Road looking South

Lots 125 – 130, located between Lot “121” and Lot “131”,
seems to be missing.

23

Figure 7: Proposed View of Project Site from
Bayview Road looking South
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Figure 7: Proposed View of Project Site from
Bayview Road looking South

25

Figure 9: Proposed View of Project Site from
Rockaway Beach Avenue Residence

26

Mitigation Measure I-1: Prior to issuance of
building permits, all improvement and building
plans for the proposed development shall
demonstrate that the color and texture of the
proposed buildings, retaining walls, and debris
walls match or blend with the natural
landscape….

27

The proposed on-site structures could
potentially produce daytime glare as a result of
light reflecting off of windows.
General Comment

40-49

2|Page

It is difficult to distinguish the features of the proposed project
in this figure; recommend an enlarged photo placed on a
separate page.
A visual simulation should be provided from the summit of
Cattle Hill (a public open space) and at various points along the
trail (located between the terminus of Bayview Road and the
summit of Cattle Hill). This is a significant public view corridor.
As part of the cumulative analysis, visual simulations of the
buildout of the westerly and easterly lots should be included
from the north side of Rockaway Beach Avenue and important
public view corridors (including Cattle Hill and its public trails).
As part of the cumulative analysis, visual simulations of the
buildout of the westerly and easterly lots should be included
from various residential properties on the south side of
Rockaway Beach Avenue.
A mitigation measure should be included that requires a
landscaping plan specifically for the retaining/debris walls with
appropriately-sized tree species and trailing vegetation to
visually soften the monolithic appearance of the proposed
walls. The mitigation measure should also require
maintenance of this vegetation as approved in the landscape
plan for the lifetime of the project. This requirement should be
recorded as a deed restriction for the property.
In addition to windows, it appears that the proposed project
may include deck railings with glass panels. The potential
glare from glass panels should be included in the analysis.
The analysis should include potential adverse environmental
effects from bird mortality resulting bird strikes against
reflective glass (windows and deck panels). A mitigation
measure should be included to address potential bird strikes
(such as the use of non-reflective glass or the application of a
film or other product to glass to make it less reflective).
Comment Table
Joanne Wilson

IS/MND
Page No.
40-49

44

46

IS/MND Text/Figure or Table No.

Comment

General Comment

To protect trees and other natural resources on adjacent
properties, a mitigation measure should be included that
requires a temporary construction fence (“snow fence”) around
the project site (especially the north and east sides where
there are developed residential properties with landscaped
areas and mature trees).
Please clarify that the nests or habitat of special status species
or any wildlife should not be re-located to adjacent properties
with the property owner’s permission. This is much different
from animals moving on their own accord. In addition, even if
nests are conscientiously removed, the woodrat may return to
the construction site. A pre-construction “tailgate” training
session on biological resources should be required mitigation
Please describe the capacity of the proposed bio-retention
facility (both the volume of the facility and the approximate
storm-event intensity and duration it is designed to handle).
Please provide more information regarding the outfall
structure. In particular, the proposed outfall should be
designed to reduce the flow velocities by dissipating the energy
of flowing water into the creek to avoid streambank erosion.
Typically, a riprap apron is used for this purpose, but it should
be designed by a qualified hydrologist. The hydrologist should
also oversee its installation.
Please quantify and describe all the mature trees to be
removed from the project site. This is important to understand
the visual effects of the proposed project. A table that
identifies all mature trees to be removed would be helpful. The
table should provide pertinent information such as 1) heritage
tree status; 2) diameter measurement at breast height; 3)
approximate height; 3) species type; 4) condition; and 5)
notes or comments (e.g., observation of nesting birds,
potential or known habitat for special status species, etc.)
According to neighborhood residents of properties on the south
side of Rockaway Beach Avenue, the stream behind their
houses (Rockaway Beach Creek) is a perennial stream. Water
flow may slow to a trickle during the summer, but it still flows.

Mitigation Measure IV-3(b): If young San
Francisco dusky-footed woodrats are
encountered during the dismantling
process….Nest material shall be moved to a
suitable adjacent areas (woodland, scrub, or
chaparral) that are outside of the disturbance
area….
General Comment

48

Table 6: Heritage Trees within the Project Site
and Off-Site Improvement Areas

51

Given that the relatively steep slope of the
proposed project site and the absence of a
nearby perennial watercourse, ….
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Comment Table
Joanne Wilson

IS/MND
Page No.
52

55

64

61-65

IS/MND Text/Figure or Table No.

Comment

Mitigation Measure V-2: If any prehistoric or
historic artifacts, or other indications of cultural
deposits, such as historic privy pits or trash
deposits, are found once ground disturbing
activities are underway….
Mitigation Measure VI-3: In addition, the
project applicant shall stabilize any exposed …by
seeding with native grasses selected by a
qualified biologist….
Mitigation Measure VIII-1: Upon
completion…shall require that the proposed
emergency vehicle turnaround is kept clear in
order to allow for unimpeded emergency vehicle
access during construction activities….

How will construction workers (and perhaps the resident
engineer onsite) recognize these artifacts? A mitigation
measure should be included that requires a “tailgate” training
session on cultural resources.

General Comment

83

General Comment re Mitigation Measure XII-2

105

…the project would not conflict with the longterm environmental goals of the General Plan.
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In addition to reviewing the seed mix, the qualified biologist
should also review seed lot information to determine that the
seed mix is of high quality with relatively few non-native seeds.
The emergency vehicle turnaround (“hammerhead”) must be
kept clear of non-emergency vehicles at all times for the
lifetime of the project. The mitigation measure should be
revised to make this clear. In addition, the mitigation measure
should include a requirement for signage to this effect and to
record this requirement as a deed restriction. This emergency
access is not just for the proposed project; it protects all of us
in Rockaway Beach from the spread of wildfire. The mitigation
measure should include information for Rockaway Beach
residents to report infractions and the consequences for the
owner of the subject property. If this is not possible because
the emergency vehicle turnaround is located on private
property, then this would be potentially significant impact from
a fire hazard. I do not want to see the emergency vehicle
turnaround used for overflow parking when the owner of the
subject property throws a party.
There should be a cumulative analysis and mitigation for the
build-out of the westerly and easterly lots and it should include
an emergency evacuation plan.
The City of Pacifica currently allows construction to take place
on Saturday and Sunday. Given the long duration of the
proposed project, Mitigation Measure XII-2 should include a
provision to restrict construction to weekdays only to allow
residents respite from construction noise.
For the reasons stated in the attached letter, I strongly
disagree with this statement because the cumulative analysis
in the draft IS/MND is inadequate.
Comment Table
Joanne Wilson

IS/MND
Page No.
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IS/MND Text/Figure or Table No.

Comment

Appendix A: Rockaway Beach Subdivision Map
No. 1 (RSM 6/53)

The map is exceedingly difficult to read. Even when the digital
version is viewed at 200%, the lot numbers are difficult to
read, and the lot dimensions are impossible to read. In
addition, some of the street names (i.e. “Hewitt”) are not
current or correct. A better graphic or map is needed.

Comment Table
Joanne Wilson

From: Stofan1 [
]
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2020 3:20 PM
To: Martin, Deirdre <martind@ci.pacifica.ca.us>; Wehrmeister, Tina <wehrmeistert@ci.pacifica.ca.us>
Cc:
Subject: Notice of Hearing on Oddstad Way

[CAUTION: External Email]

Sending email again with proper ending

Honorable Mayor & Ms Wehrmeister,
It is with grave concern that I write this email in regard to the development on Oddstad Way. I as well as
other neighbors have sent various emails to City Hall and have attended passed Planning Commission
Meetings with regards to this development.
We as a neighborhood are very much concern with the lack of infrastructure on East Rockaway Beach
Ave. The run off from the hillside is still constant; the lack of street maintenance (no street paving in
many many years) and the one way in & one way out is very much a safety issue & it's scary especially
after the brushfire that occurred a couple of years ago in January. The street is considered substandard
in many parts and has many of us concern about how, or if, it can hold as much of the traffic that the
neighborhood has experience in recent years.
I have lived in Rockaway Beach Ave since 1971 and have addressed the over building of East Rockaway
since 1989. Now these issues need to be addressed by the City & Planning Commissioners especially
since nothing has been done—no street paving; run off from the hillside and the over building of mini
mansions. These concerns need to be strongly considered before any further development occurs.
Concerned Rockaway Beach Resident,
Gloria Stofan
Rockaway Beach Ave.

