
STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR 
 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
455 MARKET STREET, SUITE 300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
PHONE: (415) 904-5260 
FAX (415) 904-5400  
WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Dan Shugar <dshugar@NEXTracker.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 6:05 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; Coffey, Sarah
Cc: julia.koppmannorton@coastal.ca.gov; Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Opposition to project File No. 2019-025 PSD-843-19

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Planning Commission: 

Our family, with a home on 249 Kent Road, strongly opposes the referenced project on Kent Road/Danmann 
corner.  There are so many things wrong with this project for our neighborhood it is hard to begin.  It does not 
meet requires of Scale, Covered Parking, Setback, neighborhood fit.  We have reviewed Mr. Casillas’s concerns 
(below) and also agree with those.   
 
We are supportive of reasonable development of this parcel, which could include one or two homes, or a 
reasonable mixed use project with appropriate setbacks.  Please see image below, which should most homes 
on Kent Road have a 50‐60 ft setback, even garages have 10 ft setbacks.  Do not allow this monstrosity to be 
constructed, please.   
 
Respectfully, Dan Shugar 
 

 
Dan Shugar, P.E.  
 
M 510 368 0192 | D 510 270 2490  
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May 4, 2020 
To: Christian Murdock, Planning Director, City of Pacifica, Pacifica Planning Commission  
From Samuel Casillas, Resident of Pedro Point, Pacifica 
Subject: Coastal Development Application CDP‐409‐19 proposed multiple building/unit mixed commercial proposal  
 
Dear Mr. Murdock, 
Please be advised that the proposed development on the 1200 block of Danmann (CDP‐409‐19, UP‐118‐19, PE‐185‐19 
and S‐131‐19) is not acceptable and should be denied entirely.  Note that any CDP application should also include the 
adjacent parcel (APNs 023‐013‐030) since the adjacent lot is a substandard lot and should be merged with these two 
APNs.  There are multiple issues that have not been adequately addressed and require the Planning Department’s 
attention especially considering new data and evidence:  
1. Coastal erosion associated with climate change:   The most serious concern is these two APNs sit directly above 

Shoreline Drive that is prone to coastal erosion and landslides.  The latest USGS modeling and the city’s own LCLUP 
map data in the proposed GPU shows the cliff eroding to Kent Street, additionally the city’s data source from the 
Pacific Institute is from 2009 and all Sea Level rise map projections are now being revised to show more dire 
outcomes (see exhibits A1‐2).   This property should be utilized for coastal erosion mitigation in accordance to 
SB379.  I have personally observed the cliffside along Shoreline Dr where there is erosion activity on a regular basis 
with five feet of earth and fencing falling from one of the home’s backyard the past two months.  The bluff directly 
in front of this property has a concrete platform that has recently given way and is falling into the ocean and is only 
a few feet away from this proposed development.  Additionally, there is another 10 feet of the bluff that is ready to 
fall into the ocean at any time now (see attachment B). 

2. This project is not exempt from CEQA: The planning department erroneously concludes that a this proposal is 
exempt from CEQA, but due to the site being in a documented coastal hazard zone the California Coastal 
Commission has submitted a letter requesting some very concerning conditions for approval and therefore an EIR is 
required (see exhibit C) .  The potential destabilization of the adjacent bluff to this property is well 
documented.  Shoreline Drive has fallen into the ocean where there was previously a two lane road, all platform and 
driveway structures leading down to the dock area have buckled and the stability of these APNs is questionable.  It 
has also come to my attention that the Coastal Commission has warned the city that the engineering 
calculations  paid for by the applicant (demonstrating implied  bias) and utilized for the same applicants proposal of 
CDP‐413‐19 minimized and underestimated the level of erosion at a reported historic erosion rates in the range of 
0.1 to 0.45 ft/yr while a more scientific and unbiased source (e.g. USGS) reports much higher rates.   Based on an 
assumed design life used for purposes of hazard analysis assumed to be 100 years ( bluff erosion hazards through 
2100‐2120) should utilize a much higher historic erosion rate for this analysis.  The USGS average historical retreat 
rate that the Coastal Commission has recommended is 2.3 ft/yr meaning that 100 feet of this property would only 
last 43 years; so is the city setting a new California design life standard of 43 years?  As the Coastal commission has 
stated for the adjacent CDP‐413‐19 and implied here is that “the setback of the proposed residence may not be 
adequate for the full design life of the project”. A more recent publication from the USGS (Bernard, et. al.) also 
specifically points to Pedro Point because of the areas hazard zone volatility (see attached article in email). This 
flooding model demonstrates the Sea Level Rise hazard that has a major impact on bluff erosion.  Additionally:  
a. The impact of drilling piers and putting multiple tons of weight on this bluff will produce major stress on the 

unstable bedrock below where there are also active springs.   The city has had to do major road repair in 2019 to 
relieve the pressure of underground springs going down Kent street right in front of this APN.   This will lead to 
major instability for the residence at the end of Danmann Ave/Shoreline Dr. that will cause this residence to fall 
into the ocean sooner rather than later. Further, there is no adequate data on hydrology in this area effected by 
the water flowing under this property and the city is aware of this so this project needs to be denied otherwise 
is the city willing to take on this liability?   
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b. The city was also made aware by The Coastal Commission that Western Salamanders were found on the 
property; so again, this project is not exempt from an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that must be 
performed  

3. Coastal Act protection of visual resources: According to the CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT ‐ CHAPTER 3. Coastal 
Resources Planning and Management Policies [30200 ‐ 30265.5] ARTICLE 6. Development [30251]: “The scenic and 
visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to 
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, 
and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly 
scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its 
setting.”  The proposed new development at 1200 Danmann is NOT compatible with this coastal act policy in any 
way. Therefore, this project should be denied.  

4. City requirements for design life based on California building code:  Approval of this project would contradict the 
City’s approved Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  Page C‐16 indicates that development is required to be “determined by 
a geologist to remain usable throughout the design life of the project and determined to be adequate to withstand a 
100‐year hazard event.  Furthermore, the design life of any application requires that a designer reasonably expects a 
development to safely exist for 100 years.  This is in line with national and state building codes so why would the city 
approve a CDP for a project that will probably not stand for more than a few years? As stated above this design life 
would not even make it for half of the design life and by only walking out to the end of this bluff and using any 
standard of common sense one can see 10 feet of bluff ready to fall into the ocean so only willful ignorance of the 
facts would allow the city to approve this project.   

5. Arbitrary and Capricious City planning directives: According to the planning departments own statements for prior 
approvals in Pedro Point substandard lots (meaning those under 5,000‐sf), which are owned by a property owner 
with an adjacent lot, were merged in the 1980’s.  Therefore development on these two lots must be part of any 
development at APN 023‐013‐030.  The zoning of the three lots is a moot argument; there has never been any 
historical commercial use or any use of these two lots other than storage of two pet lamas; the only other use is 
residential on APN‐0230‐013‐030 with a storage shed on one of these two APNs.  The standard to use here is  the 
“existing conditions” so with “zero” historical development for any future development the city cannot make an 
exception and this permit application should be denied.  

6. Neighborhood Fit: Pedro Point is overwhelmingly a residential neighborhood.  There are a few apartments through‐
out the neighborhood which have proved to be problematic.  This will be by far the largest building in Pedro Point 
and will eclipse all other buildings in the neighborhood.  This would be a major apartment development which 
would be completely out of scope with the neighborhood; this project should be denied.  Additionally:  
a. The applicant is requesting PE‐185‐19.  The city has already approved multiple parking exemptions throughout 

Pedro Point.  This neighborhood is at a breaking point for parking and there is literally no more room for more 
cars along Danmann Ave or Kent road or San Pedro Ave.  Additionally, most of Shoreline Dr. has fallen into the 
ocean so there is no parking available there for the residents.  A parking exemption should not be approved and 
this project should be denied.   

b. S‐131‐19: Applicant is requesting signage.  No signage exists along Danmann Ave other than two modest 
commercial ventures with minimal signage. The application should be denied.   

c. The applicant is requesting no set‐backs claiming that the historical Pedro Point Firehouse has no setbacks; this 
is also erroneous because this was a development from before the city was even incorporated and there were 
no city standards; this project is not exempt from city standard codes and should again be denied on this basis.   

d. The city has not established ownership of the paper street on the propriety known as “Beau Rivage” and until 
ownership is established this application should be denied.   

Also, the city planning department should be aware of its own goals to develop more visitor serving commercial.  All 
mixed use development should be 70% commercial and 30% residential in order to make any commercial development 
not only viable but to assure the developer is serious about the commercial portion of the development.  The planning 
department is aware of multiple examples throughout the city where the majority of a mixed use development has a 
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commercial component only as a requirement to build and is an afterthought the apartments above the commercial 
space.  On the city’s own economic goals this project should be denied.   
Please note that this request for denial is based on the city’s approval of new development where new climate change 
models are being constantly introduced and updated with more dire projections; existing buildings along any bluff in 
Pacifica were previously build without the advanced data now being utilized due to the real threat of man‐made climate 
change.  The city’s tax payers have now had to pay multiple millions to remove multiple buildings through emergency 
orders so why would the city want to set up future tax payers for more emergency removals of structures NOT paid for 
by the developers, but by the tax payers? The Coastal Commission will also not allow future shoreline reinforcements, 
again demonstrating major negative impacts from this project.    
Also be advised that the residents of Pacifica realize the city’s current approach is to approve any multiple unit 
development that meets SMCAR’s real estate low‐standard development goals while ignoring scientific analysis so it is 
prudent for the applicant to prepare for a Coastal Commission appeal if this project is approved by the city. 
Thank you for your consideration.      
Sincerely,  
 
Sam Casillas 
 
 

 
 

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: Camille Keating <keatingohana@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 6:10 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Proposed Danmann ave develppment

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

 
Dear council members and planning staff,  
 

  

 
 

As lifelong residents of Pedro Point, we are  writing to convey our concerns to the proposed 
development on the 1200 block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-131-
19) The scale of the design is out of character for our small mostly residential neighborhood, and 
its density is inconsistent with the coastal charm of the area.  

 
 

Similarly to the newly erected commercial building on San Pedro ave. though the design may 
seem visually pleasing on paper, or in a downtown area, in person, it is gargantuan in its relative 
size and feel to the adjacent homes, and detracts from the quaint coastal feel of the 
neighborhood.  

 
 

The Pedro Point area is known to be beyond max capacity for parking on any given day 
and apartments and commercial business of this size will generate overly burdensome traffic 
congestion in our narrow streets.  Residents are already feeling diminished quality of life due to 
the influx of traffic and beachgoers, with lack of public parking, and nearby commercial spaces 
not providing adequate parking. This adds to a safety concern as there are minimal sidewalks on 
our streets and the additional buzzing of cars makes for unsafe pedestrian access. 

 
 

 With only one entrance and exit to Pedro Point, the continued approval for large commercial 
and mixed use projects, and additional traffic puts our residents at risk in the case of evacuation. 
How will we handle this amount additional traffic exiting the Pedro Point area should there be an 
emergency? 

 
 

For these reasons we are  not in favor of this addition to the neighborhood in its present proposal. 
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Thank you for your time and energy in deciding what will continue to help the residents of Pacifica, as well as keep 
our city quaint coastal character. 
 
Sincerely 
Camille Keating and Jason Grochowski 
69 Shoreside  

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: Samuel Casillas <samuelcasillas@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 7:28 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Re: Coastal Development Application CDP-409-19 proposed multiple building/unit 

mixed commercial proposal 
Attachments: Barnard et al. 2019. SLR and coastal flooding.pdf

[CAUTION: External Email] 
  
Sorry, 
I forgot one attachment of a USGS research article  
 

From: Murdock, Christian <murdockc@ci.pacifica.ca.us> 
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 6:24 PM 
To: Samuel Casillas <samuelcasillas@hotmail.com>; Coffey, Sarah <coffeys@ci.pacifica.ca.us> 
Cc: KoppmanNorton, Julia@Coastal <julia.koppmannorton@coastal.ca.gov>; Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov 
<Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Coastal Development Application CDP‐409‐19 proposed multiple building/unit mixed commercial proposal  
  
Hi Sam, 
 
Thanks for your letter.  I will forward it to the Planning Commission. 
 
 
Regards, 
  
Christian 
  

 

  
CHRISTIAN MURDOCK, AICP | SENIOR PLANNER 
CITY OF PACIFICA | PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1800 Francisco Boulevard, Pacifica, CA 94044 
Phone: (650) 738 – 7444 | murdockc@ci.pacifica.ca.us 

  
  

From: Samuel Casillas [mailto:samuelcasillas@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 12:28 PM 
To: Coffey, Sarah <coffeys@ci.pacifica.ca.us>; Murdock, Christian <murdockc@ci.pacifica.ca.us> 
Cc: KoppmanNorton, Julia@Coastal <julia.koppmannorton@coastal.ca.gov>; Stephanie.Rexing@coastal.ca.gov 
Subject: Coastal Development Application CDP‐409‐19 proposed multiple building/unit mixed commercial proposal  
  
[CAUTION: External Email] 
  
Hi Christian and Sarah, 
Please see my comments for the request to reject/deny CDP‐409‐19. 
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Please note that the neighborhood is overwhelmingly against this project.   
  
Thank you, 
Sam Casillas  
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. 
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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Dynamic flood modeling essential 
to assess the coastal impacts of 
climate change
Patrick L. Barnard  1, Li H. Erikson 1, Amy C. Foxgrover1, Juliette A. Finzi Hart 1, 
Patrick Limber 1,2, Andrea C. O’Neill  1, Maarten van Ormondt 3, Sean Vitousek 1,4, 
Nathan Wood 5, Maya K. Hayden6 & Jeanne M. Jones  7

Coastal inundation due to sea level rise (SLR) is projected to displace hundreds of millions of people 
worldwide over the next century, creating significant economic, humanitarian, and national-security 
challenges. However, the majority of previous efforts to characterize potential coastal impacts 
of climate change have focused primarily on long-term SLR with a static tide level, and have not 
comprehensively accounted for dynamic physical drivers such as tidal non-linearity, storms, short-term 
climate variability, erosion response and consequent flooding responses. Here we present a dynamic 
modeling approach that estimates climate-driven changes in flood-hazard exposure by integrating the 
effects of SLR, tides, waves, storms, and coastal change (i.e. beach erosion and cliff retreat). We show 
that for California, USA, the world’s 5th largest economy, over $150 billion of property equating to more 
than 6% of the state’s GDP and 600,000 people could be impacted by dynamic flooding by 2100; a three-
fold increase in exposed population than if only SLR and a static coastline are considered. The potential 
for underestimating societal exposure to coastal flooding is greater for smaller SLR scenarios, up to a 
seven-fold increase in exposed population and economic interests when considering storm conditions 
in addition to SLR. These results highlight the importance of including climate-change driven dynamic 
coastal processes and impacts in both short-term hazard mitigation and long-term adaptation planning.

Over 600 million people worldwide live in the coastal zone (<10 m elevation) and migration trends forecast an 
increase to more than 1 billion by 2050 (ref.1). SLR acceleration in recent decades2 and median global SLR projec-
tions ranging from 0.5 (ref.3) to 1.8 m by 2100 (ref.4) indicate that growing coastal populations will be increasingly 
at risk of displacement due to permanent flooding (i.e. inundation), as well as annual flood damages and adap-
tation costs that could top $1 trillion by the end of the 21st century5. Further elevating coastal societal risk is the 
recent instability of the Antarctic ice sheets6,7, indicating plausible SLR up to 3 m by 2100 (refs4,8,9).

In addition to long-term SLR, the exposure of the coastal zone population and infrastructure to flooding 
is amplified during episodic storms, when coastal water levels can increase by several meters or more due to 
locally-varying combinations of tides10, storm surge11, waves12, river discharge13, and seasonal water level fluctua-
tions, as exemplified during El Niño events along the west coast of North America14 (Fig. 1). In combination with 
SLR, these dynamic water level components can disproportionately increase the flood frequency15 and volume in 
the coming decades16. To date, most climate-driven, hazard assessments exclude the short- and long-term effects 
of storms on coastal flooding, beach erosion, and cliff retreat, and instead only account for SLR17,18, single com-
ponents of storm-driven variability19,20, or shoreline change due to SLR21.

Here we describe a primarily physics-based numerical modeling approach, the Coastal Storm Modeling 
System (CoSMoS), which was designed to thoroughly assess future coastal flooding exposure by integrating 
SLR, dynamic water levels, and coastal change. We apply CoSMoS to one of the world’s largest economies and 
most developed coastal environments worldwide, the urbanized portion of the state of California, USA, which 
accounts for 95% of the 26 million residents of California coastal counties (2010 U.S. Census Bureau estimate). 

1United States Geological Survey, Pacific Coastal and Marine Science Center, Santa Cruz, CA, 95060, USA. 2Coastal 
Carolina University, Department of Marine Science, Conway, SC, 29528, USA. 3Deltares, Delft, The Netherlands. 
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States Geological Survey, Western Geographic Science Center, Portland, OR, 97201, USA. 6Point Blue Conservation 
Science, Petaluma, CA, 94954, USA. 7United States Geological Survey, Western Geographic Science Center, Menlo Park, 
CA, 94025, USA. Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to P.L.B. (email: pbarnard@usgs.gov)
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The model predictions are made available, via interactive web tools that include flood hazard maps and socioec-
onomic exposure, to support local climate adaptation planning and facilitate large-scale policy action. We show 
that inclusion of storm-driven dynamic water levels in future coastal flooding assessments (see Fig. 1) results in 
the additional projected exposure of approximately 200,000 residents and $50 billion in property over the next 
century compared to SLR alone, as well as significant storm impacts for the lower SLR scenarios. These results 
illustrate the importance of including dynamic water levels and coastal change in hazard assessments and rein-
force the urgency to mitigate and adapt to the expected coastal impacts of climate change.

Modeling Approach
The overarching concept of CoSMoS is to use a suite of linked oceanographic and geomorphic models (Fig. 2) to 
assess flood impacts caused by future SLR and storms at management-relevant scales (2 m resolution). CoSMoS 
utilizes projections of global climate patterns over the 21st century from Global Climate Models (GCMs) devel-
oped for the 5th Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change22 to determine regional 
oceanographic conditions. Native resolution GCM projections are dynamically downscaled to the regional and 
local level and used as boundary conditions for a number of physics-based, numerical ocean models to predict 
coastal waves, water levels, flooding, and erosion for the range of possible SLR (10 scenarios: 0.00–2.00 m in 
0.25 m increments, and 5.00 m, relative to the year 2000) and storm scenarios (4 scenarios: average daily condi-
tions [i.e. including tides and typical wave conditions] and annual, 20-year and 100-year storms) over the 21st 
Century (Fig. 2, Supplementary Fig. 1, Methods).

The results are provided to the public via two web tools, one focused on physical exposure (Our Coast, Our 
Future [OCOF]: www.ourcoastourfuture.org)23 and the other on socioeconomic impacts (Hazard Exposure 
Reporting and Analytics [HERA]: https://www.usgs.gov/apps/hera/)24,25. Translating the flooding extents into 
community exposure expresses the consequences of unmitigated coastal hazards in terms of population and 
property at risk. This is a critical exercise in developing effective return-on-investment strategies to improve 
coastal infrastructure via beach nourishments, construction of coastal protection structures, improving drainage, 
and/or managed retreat. Societal exposure to coastal-flood hazards due to the various storm and SLR scenarios 
were estimated based on several societal indicators, including developed land, resident and employee popula-
tions, parcel values, and roads. A detailed technical description of dynamic flood modeling and geospatial expo-
sure analyses are available in Methods.

Results
Physical Exposure. Active tectonics have produced a high-relief coastline dominated by coastal bluffs in many 
locations across California, providing a buffer to SLR flooding not common on passive margin settings like the U.S. 
East Coast. However, millions of California residents live in or immediately adjacent to low-lying coastal areas and 
urbanized estuaries, within several meters of present-day sea level. Along the entire study area for the open coast 
of California, predicted 100-year storm-driven total water levels (see Fig. 1) under present-day conditions average 
4.0 m ± 2.8 m (2 standard deviation range, 95%) above MSL (maximum value = 12.6 m). Within the largest estu-
ary, San Francisco Bay, in which waves are much smaller than the open coast, the 100-year water levels average 
1.8 m ± 0.8 m (maximum 3.4 m) above MSL. These vulnerable coastal settings often contain important infrastructure, 
such as airports and ports, which are shown here to be vulnerable to future SLR and extreme storm conditions (Fig. 3).

Many low-lying, exposed coastal areas are currently protected by levees or other defenses designed to with-
stand historical storm conditions. However, these defenses provide marginal protection against SLR and even less 
protection against the combined effects of storms and SLR, as most were designed without allowances for future 
conditions26. Our results demonstrate that many sensitive areas may be overwhelmed during storm conditions 
combined with small amounts of SLR expected within just a few decades (Fig. 4, Supplementary Fig. 2).

Figure 1. Dynamic water level concept. Example from California for 1 m of sea level rise of the significant 
water level components that comprise total water levels on a beach during a storm along the coast resulting 
in potential flooding. The range of values are based on observations and modeling conducted during the 
development and application of the Coastal Storm Modeling System (CoSMoS) across the region50,61,89. 
(VLM = vertical land motion, H = wave height, Hbr = breaking wave height).
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Across the study area, 1.00–2.00 m of SLR is projected to permanently inundate 670–990 km2 of land (flood 
potential/uncertainty range = 430–1,220 km2), and an additional 15–19% of land would be flooded during a 
100-year storm (Fig. 5). However, for the 0.25 m and 0.50 m SLR scenarios, 48% and 32% more land, respectively, 
would be projected to flood during the 20-year storm compared to that inundated solely by SLR. During the 
100-year storm, 77% and 41% more land would be flooded compared to SLR alone. Based on current SLR trajec-
tories and the latest regional SLR projections for California, intermediate scenarios suggest 0.25 m and 0.50 m of 
SLR may be reached by the 2040 s and 2060 s, respectively9.

Projections of long-term coastal change driven by a 21st century total water level time series including each of 
the SLR scenarios are integrated into the coastal flooding scenarios across the most populated part of the state, 
southern California (17 million coastal residents, 71% of total study area) (Supplementary Data, Supplementary 
Fig. 3). By 2100, 1.00–2.00 m of SLR would result in an average projected beach loss of 26–41 m across this por-
tion of the study area (95% confidence range = −11 to 93 m), completely eroding up to 67% of the beaches27. 
Bluff retreat projections by 2100 are 19–30 m for SLR ranging from 1.00–2.00 m (95% confidence range = 13 to 
38 m), with an increase in retreat rates of 180% for the 2.00 m SLR scenario as compared to the historical rates in 
southern California28. Lower SLR scenarios result in less but not insignificant erosion: for example, 0.50 m of SLR 
results in 14 m of beach loss and 11 m of cliff retreat. An additional 17–36 m of beach erosion is predicted during 
the storm simulations (Supplementary Fig. 3). These model projections assume existing shoreline infrastructure 
remains in place.

Socioeconomic Exposure. Translated to socioeconomic impacts, 0.25–2.00 m of SLR alone (no storm) 
equates to the flooding exposure of between 37,000–406,000 residents (uncertainty range = 23,000 to 729,000 res-
idents) and 13,000–357,000 employees (uncertainty range = 7,000 to 593,000 employees) (Fig. 5, Supplementary 
Data). However, with the addition of a 100-year storm to 0.25–2.00 m of SLR, these values increase to 155,000–
612,000 residents (uncertainty range = 95,000 to 1,017,000 residents) and 86,000–534,000 employees (uncertainty 
range = 43,000 to 798,000 employees). For 0.25 m of SLR, the 100 year-storm compared to the no-storm scenario 
increases the residents and employees at risk by 322% and 576%, respectively, and 51% and 50% for the 2.00 m 
SLR scenario. While the percentages are smaller at the higher rates of SLR, the absolute number of population 
affected and economic impacts is far greater than for the lower SLR rates (Fig. 6). The relative increases in popu-
lation exposure when including dynamic water level components from the annual to 100-year storms are 16–67% 
for 0.50 m SLR, 16–54% for 1.00 m SLR, and 19–51% for 2.00 m SLR.

The value of property in flood hazard zones due solely to SLR ranges from $8 billion for 0.25 m of SLR to 
$103 billion for 2.00 m of SLR (uncertainty range = $4 billion to $166 billion), but increases from $32–154 
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Figure 2. Coastal Storm Modeling System (CoSMoS) workflow. CoSMoS features a series of coupled numerical 
models that translates the physical forcing derived from Global Climate Models into local coastal flood projections, 
incorporating sea level rise, tides, seasonal effects, storm surge, fluvial discharge, and waves, as well as short- and 
long-term coastal change. The hybrid numerical-statistical model is used to develop continuous time-series of 
total water levels at the shore using a linear superposition of wave runup (maximum excursion that waves reach 
onshore), storm surge, and sea levels, in contrast to the numerically modeled flood maps which simulate non-linear 
interactions between changing water depths and waves. For more information on the CoSMoS framework see the 
Methods section and Supplementary Fig. 1. Figure modified from O’Neill et al.61. Software citations: WaveWatch3 
– v. 3.14, polar.ncep.noaa.gov/waves/wavewatch; Delft3D and SWAN – Delft3D v. 4.01, oss.deltares.nl/web/delft3d 
with Matlab v. 2015b (mathworks.com) and Global Mapper v. 17 (bluemarblegeo.com) used to generate images.
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billion when considering the 100-year storm (uncertainty range = $18 billion to $210 billion). The consid-
eration of storm conditions in the dynamic flood projections results in an approximately 4-fold increase 
(283%) in property exposure for the 0.25 m SLR and 100-year storm scenario. As was the case with other 
socioeconomic factors, these relative increases are substantially lower for higher SLR scenarios: property 
value exposure for 2.00 m of SLR and a 100-year storm is only 50% higher than a SLR-only scenario, though 
the net value of property is much higher with the higher rates of SLR (e.g. +$51 billion for 2.00 m SLR vs 
+$24 billion for 0.25 m SLR). Similar trends related to changes in hazard exposure due to the inclusion 
of storm scenarios were also observed for roads and developed land (Figs. 5,6). Here in the results we 
mainly present the impacts associated with median flood projections, and only the full uncertainty/flood 
potential range in select instances, but the range for each of the socioeconomic metrics is provided in the 

Figure 3. Study area and coastal flooding examples due to an extreme storm. (a) Study area for CoSMoS with 
insets. Examples of modeled flood extents for the 100-year coastal storm in combination with 0, 0.50, 1.00, 1.50, 
2.00 and 5.00 m of SLR: (b) San Francisco International Airport, (c) City of Pacifica, (d) Port of Los Angeles and 
Port of Long Beach, (e) Port of San Diego and San Diego International Airport, and (f) City of Del Mar. (Figure 
generated using ArcGIS v. 10.4.2, www.esri.com. Local basemaps from http://services.arcgisonline.com/arcgis/
services, World_Terrain_Base and ESRI_Imagery_World_2D, accessed 2 Oct 2018).
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Supplementary Data. This analysis takes into account the range in potential flood exposure related to the 
uncertainty of the underlying elevation data, model accuracy for prediction of total water levels, and vertical 
land motion (see Methods for more information).

Figure 4. Examples of coastal flooding with 0.25 m of sea level rise and storms. These examples illustrate that 
there are locations with significant flood risks for small amounts of sea level rise when storms are considered. 
The left hand series of panels depicts projected coastal flood extent during average conditions (i.e. daily/
background conditions with spring tide), and the right side select storm scenarios: (a) Santa Barbara Municipal 
Airport, (b) Alamitos Bay, Long Beach, and (c) Foster City. See Fig. 3 for locations. “Disconnected, low-lying 
flood hazard” designates areas that are below the flood elevation surface but are not hydraulically connected to 
the flooding due to a flow impediment (e.g. levee), and therefore subject to flooding should the flood barrier fail. 
See Supplementary Fig. 2 to see the uncertainty range for each of the scenarios. (Figure generated using ArcGIS 
v. 10.4.2, www.esri.com. Local basemaps from http://services.arcgisonline.com/arcgis/services, World_Terrain_
Base and ESRI_Imagery_World_2D, accessed 2 Oct 2018).
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Discussion
For the vast majority of the urbanized coast of California, the inclusion of storms in coastal flooding projections 
– in combination with the range of SLR expected by 2100 (i.e. 0.50 to 2.00 m) – increases population and property 
exposure from 16% for the annual storm to 57% for the 100-year storm compared to the no-storm scenarios (i.e. 
average daily conditions, including tides, waves and long-term coastal change) (Fig. 6). More than 600,000 people 

Figure 5. Absolute changes in exposure to coastal-flooding hazards. Absolute changes in flooding exposure 
based on variations in sea level rise and storm scenarios for: (a) land, (b) residents, (c) employees, (d) parcel 
value, and (e) roads for the California study area. All values are in 2010 U.S. dollars.

Figure 6. Relative changes in exposure to coastal-flooding hazards. Relative changes in flooding exposure 
based on variations in sea level rise and storm scenarios for: (a) land, (b) residents, (c) employees, (d) parcel 
value, and (e) roads for the California study area. Percentages note relative increases in exposure due to the 
inclusion of storm conditions compared to hazard exposure based solely on select sea level rise scenarios (i.e. 
0.25 m, 0.50 m, 1.00 m, and 2.00 m). These estimates are based on present-day socioeconomic and land use 
conditions, and do not account for future economic growth, coastal development patterns, climate change 
mitigation measures, etc.
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and $150 billion (2010 dollars) are at risk for the 2.00 m SLR + 100-year storm scenario. When factoring in coastal 
population trends18 this extreme scenario could equate to over 3 million residents at risk across the state by 2100. 
Excluding speculation about future population trends, these projected flood impacts represent 1.6% of the cur-
rent California population and 6.3% of the state’s GDP, despite only directly affecting 0.3% of the state’s land area. 
This reflects the disproportionate density of the coastal population (5 times higher) and concentration of coastal 
property value (20 times higher). However, this example only estimates exposure from a single extreme, 100-year 
storm: under the same SLR scenario of 2.00 m, the recurring annual storm, which is more relevant to emergency 
response planning, is estimated to expose 483,000 residents (based on 2010 census data) and $119 billion (2010 
dollars) in property by 2100. The economic impacts of projected future coastal flooding in California are of the 
same order of magnitude as estimates (all in 2010 dollars) from two of the costliest recent natural disasters in the 
world, the Tōhoku Earthquake and Tsunami ($325 billion)29 and Hurricane Katrina ($127 billion)30, and an order 
of magnitude higher than the most costly natural disasters in California history, the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake 
($10 billion)31 and the 2017 Wildfire Season ($18 billion)30. A future hypothetical but scientifically-plausible 
megastorm, the ARkStorm, which was modeled to approximate the historic flooding in 1861-62, would cause cat-
astrophic inland flooding across California and property damage of over $300 billion32. This comparison suggests 
to policy makers that future coastal flooding due to storms and sea level rise must be considered an economic 
threat on par with the state’s and world’s most costly historical natural disasters.

Furthermore, the alarming scale of these impacts does not account for the ripple effects such extreme events 
have across economic sectors such as those related to closures of ports, disruption of transport of goods and 
services, business closures, and impairment of utilities both today and into the future33,34. As demonstrated by 
the impact of severe storms throughout the Gulf Coast and Caribbean in 2017, these disruptions impact critical 
lifeline services (e.g. water, power, sewage, public health, transportation, fuel and communication) essential for 
public safety and community stability. Indeed, the US Department of Defense (DoD) identified climate change, 
and its ensuing impacts, as a potential “threat multiplier” that puts geopolitical stability at risk globally35.

The cost of adaptation can be high, particularly for the ports, which are a critical part of the economy; for 
instance, the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach alone handle $478 billion in cargo annually (3% of national 
GDP) and support 2.8 million jobs across the United States (2 out of every 100 jobs, including 1 in 9 in the greater 
Los Angeles area)36,37. The cost to elevate and retrofit the major commercial ports of California (i.e. San Diego, 
Los Angeles/Long Beach, and San Francisco) to adapt to 2.00 m of SLR is $9–12 billion38. Equally, local impacts 
along the California coast can have cascading economic impacts both nationally and globally33,34. Beyond the 
potential physical impacts to the port terminals and harbors that could impact the U.S.’s ability to accept imports, 
coastal flooding and erosion will impact rail lines and roads exiting the ports, disrupting the movement of goods 
out of ports to other regions throughout the U.S.39. Hence, targeted adaptation efforts will be critical to ensuring 
economic continuity in a changing climate.

Along the vulnerable shoreline of San Francisco Bay, which accounts for two-thirds of the flooding impacts 
projected for California, building defenses to withstand 2.00 m of SLR and a 100-year storm could cost up to 
$450 billion, almost twice the cost of defending against SLR alone40. There is also a non-linear increase in costs 
to defend against the higher SLR projections, as costs are approximately 3-4 times higher for the 2.00 m SLR sce-
nario as compared to the 1.00 m scenario. This highlights the need for the continual effort of scientists to improve 
estimates of 21st century SLR curves.

Previous efforts to characterize coastal impacts from climate change often focus on high SLR assumptions 
on the order of 1-2 m18 that are most likely expected around the end of the century. In our study area, under the 
most extreme SLR projection, 1 m of SLR could arrive as soon as 2060 (ref.9). However, there is greater confidence 
that 0.25 m of SLR will be reached by ~2040. Our work here shows that an extreme storm (i.e. 100-year storm) 
in combination with even this relatively low amount of SLR would cause substantial flooding that would directly 
affect over 150,000 residents and $30 billion in property in California, a 4-fold increase over the impacts projected 
by only SLR.

Notably, for any of the socioeconomic factors, the relative increase in storm-related flooding exposure under 
the lower SLR scenarios is greater than at the higher SLR scenarios, as storm driven water levels represent a larger 
percentage of the total water level in the former case. For instance, there is a nearly 7-fold increase (576%) in 
the number of employees exposed to flooding with 0.25 m of SLR at the 100-year storm versus no storm; this is 
in comparison to only a 50% increase at 2.00 m of SLR. Similarly, with only 0.25 m of SLR projected to occur by 
~2040, the number of residents exposed to flooding from an annual storm is expected to double compared to year 
2000, and increase five-fold for 0.5 m of SLR. Although the net number of people impacted with 0.25 m of SLR 
is less than those impacted with 2.00 m of SLR, emergency managers do not currently plan for increases of this 
magnitude. Local hazard mitigation plans – the main planning documents that outline a municipality’s strategies 
to reduce risk to natural and man-made hazards – generally only forecast out 25–30 years (with updates every 5 
years) and until recently have generally been based on historical and current day exposure. Although there are 
examples of emergency managers in California that are incorporating projections of the 100-year storm in tan-
dem with SLR41,42, many still do not and they therefore underestimate their community’s risk, particularly under 
low rates of SLR.

Compared to an earlier study for California that only accounted for SLR and tidal flooding on a static coast-
line18, the addition of long-term coastal change (which for this summary was only completed for the southern 
California study area) modeled here produces twice the population at risk when comparing similar 2100 SLR 
scenarios with no storm (i.e. 0.90 in the prior publication vs 1.00 m in this study, and 1.80 vs 2.00 m). Including 
dynamic water levels and storm-driven beach erosion for the 100-year storm with long-term coastal change for 
both the 1.00 m and 2.00 m SLR scenarios tripled population risk compared to the prior study. This suggests 
that first-order studies of climate impacts that do not account for dynamic water levels and shifting coastlines 
may vastly underestimate hazard risks to coastal populations over the next century. Further, the application to 
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California described herein is for a relatively high-relief coast, but the additional exposure due to storms and 
coastal change could be far greater for low-lying coastal settings that are already highly susceptible to coastal 
flooding due to SLR, such as the majority of coastal megacities43 and island nations44. Therefore, to better assess 
the true risk of climate change to global coastal communities, a dynamic approach should be applied that pro-
jects long-term beach and cliff evolution and integrates those changes with a plausible range of SLR and storm 
scenarios.

The importance of dynamic modeling is further illustrated when considering non-linear feedbacks and 
non-stationarity of the physical drivers of extreme water levels (e.g., tides, surge, and waves), particularly in 
shallow estuaries and open coastal settings. For example, in San Francisco Bay over the 20th Century, the Mean 
Higher High Water tidal datum rose 26 cm, outpacing mean sea level rise by ~16%45. In addition, recent hydro-
dynamic modeling in San Francisco Bay indicates that measureable tidal amplification occurs on the order of 
~5 cm if present-day shorelines are maintained and up to ~30 cm if seawalls are built in the future for 1 m of SLR, 
whereas dampening of up to ~10 cm could occur by allowing flooding into intertidal regions that would serve 
as energy-absorbing sinks46,47. At broader scales, observations at over 150 tide gauges across the Pacific Basin 
show a significant correlation between SLR and tidal extremes48, and therefore the non-stationarity of tides and 
non-linear feedbacks within tidal basins needs to be considered in the modeling of future extreme water levels.

Along the open coast, a common practice is the linear superposition of extreme water level components to 
assess coastal hazard risk and establish coastal protection design requirements. However, shallow coastal areas are 
extremely sensitive to non-linear feedbacks between SLR and waves in particular due to an increase in shelf and 
nearshore water depth and a correlative reduction in frictional dampening that can also affect tides and surge49. 
Therefore, a dynamic modeling approach that includes morphodynamic response, depth-limited breaking, and 
wave-current interaction, as described in this manuscript, is essential to capture those non-linear feedbacks and 
properly assess future coastal hazard risk.

Study limitations and future work. The CoSMoS modeling system is a comprehensive, physics-based 
approach for determining coastal flood exposure in dynamic, high-energy open coastal and estuarine environ-
ments. While the scientific approach has been heavily vetted27,28,50–61, like any model it is imperfect, with key 
limitations, a few of which are discussed here. First, the wave climate and derivation of future storm conditions is 
based on a series of four GCMs from the CMIP5 suite of models22 and 2 Representative Concentration Pathways 
(RCP) scenarios (4.5 and 8.5) that project atmospheric conditions to 2100. While we have tested and utilize 
GCMs that yield the best results compared to observations of wind, pressure and waves for the California coast 
during the hindcast period, past fidelity does not guarantee future performance. Each of over 40 commonly used 
GCMs provides but one possible realization of the future climate based on unique internal model physics and 
an assumed emissions trajectory. Therefore, the accuracy of the wave and storm climate derived from each real-
ization is highly uncertain and difficult to quantify. Further, unlike tropical cyclones which are not resolved, the 
representation of the El Niño Southern Oscillation (ENSO) in CMIP5 GCMs has advanced but projections of the 
magnitude and frequency of future end member events, El Niño and La Niña, varies widely across GCMs62–66. 
The precise 21st century behavior of ENSO, which is the dominant control on short-term climate variability and 
coastal hazards across the Pacific Basin67, will play a significant role in the timing and frequency of extreme flood-
ing events when coupled with SLR. In addition to eustatic SLR, the uncertain future evolution of the time-varying 
spatial distribution of sea level across the Pacific Basin due to factors such as ENSO68 and the Pacific Decadal 
Oscillation69 will also contribute to local coastal hazard risk. Future work in leveraging the new CMIP6 suite of 
models may provide a more accurate representation of 21st century climate variability and storm conditions, and 
continued advances in computational efficiency and ensemble projections can utilize a larger volume of models 
and RCP scenarios in developing wave climates and uncertainty estimates. Similarly, atmospheric rivers (ARs)70 
are poorly resolved in the older generation of GCMs due to their narrow width (~100 km), and while not asso-
ciated with extreme wave conditions they do account for 15–50% of annual storm surge maxima along the U.S. 
West Coast71. Therefore, the effect of ARs on flooding in estuaries (in particular San Francisco Bay) where storm 
surge is a larger component of extreme water levels, may be underrepresented. A current limitation of CoSMoS 
is also its coupling with fluvial discharge, which is currently done via a 1-D, one-way coupling, where discharge 
rates are determined based on an empirical relationship between atmospheric conditions and discharge data, 
where it exists58,61. A dynamic coupling with a watershed-based model that incorporates fluvial and coastal cur-
rent interaction, wave and surge penetration, locally-downscaled future precipitation trends from GCMs and 
time-dependent factors that influence flow rates such as seasonal precipitation and soil conditions would surely 
improve flooding projections in these locations.

Communities along estuaries are highly vulnerable to present-day and future coastal flooding, with the 
low-lying San Francisco Bay Area accounting for two-thirds of socioeconomic impacts across California in this 
study. These communities are protected by hundreds of kilometers of levees, but while they are assumed in our 
modeling approach to be stable, the engineering integrity of most of these structures is poorly understood. The 
same follows for coastal protection infrastructure (e.g. revetments, sea walls, berms) across the state in smaller 
estuaries and on the open coast. There is no accommodation for the potential failure of these structures when 
stressed by future flooding events, yet some will undoubtedly fail and expose more residents and assets to flooding 
than estimated here. Future work would benefit from a thorough engineering analysis of the potential for flood 
protection structure failures. In addition, there are other flood protection structures and flow conduits important 
to local coastal flooding patterns that are typically beyond the resolution of this modeling approach, such as tide 
gates, culverts, sewage outflows, and narrow sea walls. Greater computational power and sub-grid resolution 
modeling in future work will enable hydrodynamic models to resolve more of the important, small-scale topo-
graphic features that control flooding.
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Finally, a more robust assessment of uncertainty is a major challenge and need for future work to provide 
stakeholders with the most accurate coastal hazards risk assessments possible. Presently, the flood exposure 
uncertainty is based on just a few, easily quantifiable parameters: topographic data elevation accuracy, model 
skill in predicting water levels at tide gauges during hindcasts, and projections of vertical land motion based 
on models and recent observations (see Methods). However, there are many other sources of uncertainty that 
directly affect the modeling results, including the future wave climate, ENSO variability, model skill in deep-water 
wave transformation to the nearshore (especially wave height and direction), beach morphology (especially 
slope), wave set-up and run-up, long-term coastal change, timing of storm during the tidal cycle, etc. Whereas 
state-of-the-science tools have been used to simulate these processes in the research described herein, highly 
accurate representations of future conditions remain a challenge. Uncertainty in the coastal change projections 
has been determined (see Supplementary Data) but not carried through to the storm scenarios runs due to com-
putation expense. Socioeconomic impacts are based only on the flood uncertainty, but those figures have their 
own inherent uncertainty based on present-day data limitations. Including estimates of future population trends, 
land use patterns, and economic conditions would be optimal, but further add to the complexity of the uncer-
tainty analysis. In short, while CoSMoS accounts for the primary physical processes that contribute to future 
coastal flooding, there are a series of research paths that could be pursued to improve model performance and 
uncertainty analysis, enabling end-users to make more informed coastal management and climate adaptation 
decisions.

Methods
CoSMoS modeling framework. To address the non-stationarity of the future wave climate, global 
wind fields from four GCMs, driven by 21st century climate change scenarios derived from the Coupled Model 
Intercomparison Project Phase 5 (ref.22), are fed into the WAVEWATCH III (WWIII)72 global wave model 
(Supplementary Fig. 1). A higher resolution Eastern North Pacific WWIII model is nested within the global 
WWIII model to produce 21st century wave conditions at the edge of the continental shelf driven by winds from 
a single GCM (i.e. GFDL-ESM2M) and the RCP 4.5 climate scenario51. Regional wave conditions for individual 
storm events identified a priori (see following sections on identifying storm events) are then fed into nested, 
higher resolution SWAN73 wave models that dynamically downscale both swell waves from the WWIII model 
and wave growth due to winds across the shelf to shore. Coupled to these wave models are a series of nested 
DELFT3D-FLOW74 hydrodynamic models that downscale the astronomic tides, seasonal water-level anomalies, 
storm surge and local river discharge from downscaled atmospheric pressure and wind fields56,75 across the shelf 
and at the coast. Grids at a resolution of ∼10–20 m simulate overland flows in complex coastal settings, such as 
along the margins of estuaries, harbors and river mouths. Along the exposed open coast, XBeach76 profile mod-
els, with a cross-shore resolution of 5 m at the shore, are applied every 100–200 m in the alongshore direction to 
simulate event-driven shoreline change, wave set-up, and swash (i.e. run-up). In contrast to SWAN, the XBeach 
model computes wave set-up and swash from both incident and infragravity wave energy, the latter which is a 
dominant component of storm-driven water levels on dissipative beaches12. Open boundary conditions for the 
XBeach models consist of time-varying Jonswap wave spectra and variations in water level due to tides, storm 
surge, and sea level anomalies extracted from the SWAN and DELFT3D-FLOW models along the 10 to 15 m 
depth contour. To include appropriate river discharge that may occur during the coastal storm events, river dis-
charge rates are estimated from the atmospheric pattern in a given storm event and are included as point source 
discharges in the DELFT3D-FLOW model58,61. Predicted flood levels are interpolated onto regularly-spaced grids 
and subtracted by a 2-m resolution digital elevation model (DEM) to isolate areas that are not hydraulically linked 
to the ocean but were incorrectly flooded in the coarser-resolution numerical model. The DEMs were developed 
using nearshore multibeam bathymetry soundings and topographic LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) data77, 
providing a seamless elevation surface for the numerical hydrodynamic flood models. The DEMs also provide 
the initial geomorphic conditions for the long-term coastal change models (described below) that are integrated 
into the flood projections.

The computational expense of the full CoSMoS modeling system (coupled WWIII-SWAN-Delft3D-XBeach) 
prevents the generation of a continuous 21st century time-series for the entire region, and therefore a proxy 
approach was developed to identify storm scenarios that were subsequently simulated in full detail with the 
CoSMoS system59. A total water level time-series with three-hour resolution were first computed at thousands 
of individual points along the coast every ~100 meters by assuming a linear superposition (simple adding, not 
accounting for non-linear interactions) of the primary storm-driven water levels at the shore, i.e. storm surge, sea 
level anomalies, and wave-run-up. Empirical models were used to estimate storm surge, sea level, and wave runup 
levels12,59. Annual, 20-year, and 100-year return period storms were then identified from each of the 100-year long 
total water level time-series spanning the 21st century by identifying peak events at least 3 days apart and ranking 
these events. Space and time-varying swell waves (from the WWIII model) and downscaled atmospheric wind 
and pressure fields associated with each identified storm event were then used as boundary conditions to drive 
the full CoSMoS model system and simulate individual storms.

Two newly-developed, data-driven models were used to simulate long-term cliff retreat28 and sandy beach 
evolution27 at ~5000 cross-shore transects spaced every 100 m along the southern California coast. Coastal cliff 
retreat is projected using a multi-model ensemble that includes vertically-discretized cross-shore models78–80, 
as well as empirical and statistical models that scale wave forcing and SLR to time-averaged cliff edge retreat 
rates81–83. At each transect, the ensemble gives preference to models that show less sensitivity to variations in 
model parameters based on the standard deviation during Monte Carlo simulations, and then weights projec-
tion uncertainty proportionally with the difference between individual model results (i.e. how well the ensemble 
reaches a consensus)28. The CoSMoS-COAST shoreline change model27 combines three process-based models to 
compute sandy beach change: (1) wave-driven longshore transport52, (2) cross-shore transport due to waves84, 
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and (3) cross-shore transport due to SLR85. Both the cliff and sandy shoreline change models use historical shore-
line positions, hindcast nearshore wave conditions (wave height, period, and direction), and an adaptive data 
assimilation scheme to calibrate a suite of equations and develop relationships between wave forcing parameters 
and geomorphic change at each model location. To drive both cliff retreat and shoreline model projections, con-
tinuous time-series of projected nearshore waves53 and water levels54 through the 21st century, combined with 
different sea-level rise rates, are used through the year 2100. This is the same total water level proxy that is used 
to identify storm events59. The two models provide time-varying sandy shoreline (mean high water [MHW] line) 
and cliff positions (cliff edge) that are subsequently used to evolve cross-shore profiles55 extracted from the origi-
nating high-resolution DEM; evolved profiles are used in scenarios that incorporate future SLR and storms using 
full model physics of the CoSMoS flood model described above. A summary of the coastal change results is shown 
in Supplementary Data and Supplementary Fig. 3.

The suite of model projections includes flood extent, depth, duration, uncertainty, water elevation, wave 
run-up, maximum wave height, maximum current velocity, and long-term shoreline change and bluff retreat. 
Uncertainty in the system is represented by a vertical offset value calculated by combining the root-mean-square 
errors between modeled and measured total water levels (from tide gauges during historical storms), the accuracy 
of the elevation data used to develop the DEM (±18 cm), and vertical land motion as derived from Interferometric 
Synthetic Aperture Data86, GPS data, and/or statistical and physical wetland87 and tectonic models88 (variable per 
scenario). While models compared favorably to regional observation stations (rmsd and bias <6 cm)61 for tested 
conditions, model uncertainty is represented by a larger value (±50 cm) to address the limited number of tested 
observations compared to the size and complexity of the region. This total system uncertainty in the CoSMoS 
framework is used to produce spatially-varying flood potential for each scenario (maximum/minimum flood 
extent given total uncertainty), providing amplifying information on potential vulnerability. More detailed infor-
mation on the CoSMoS methods can be found in these references27,28,50–61.

Physical exposure web tool. The model results are freely available for download from a public server89; 
however, this static repository of 100 s of gigabytes of high-resolution data is ineffective for public engagement and 
community use. To better communicate impacts to the variety of community stakeholders reliant on this project, 
physical exposure results from the 40 scenarios are served up on a public-facing, interactive web tool, Our Coast, 
Our Future (OCOF)23. The OCOF web tool provides coastal managers and the general public a user-friendly 
means to visualize how future scenarios of coastal flooding will impact local roads, property, businesses and crit-
ical utilities. Users can also export informational tables and reports detailing changes in flood extent by scenario 
on a scale relevant to local planners. Because CoSMoS does not estimate when a scenario will occur, the OCOF 
tool provides users an interactive comparison of California state guidance and other best available estimates to 
consider when levels of SLR are expected to happen.

Societal exposure to flood hazards. Societal flood exposure was estimated based on the geospatial analy-
sis of CoSMoS hazard zones (Supplementary Fig. 4) and various socioeconomic indicators (Supplementary Data). 
All data sources and supporting references are fully summarized here24,25. In short, residential population is based 
on counts in 2010 Census block data and employee locations and counts are from the 2012 Infogroup Employer 
Database. Total assessed parcel values, including improvements and land, were obtained from individual county 
tax assessor offices. Land cover comes from 30-m resolution data of the 2011 National Land Cover Database. 
Road data were obtained from the Homeland Security Infrastructure Program. Polygons (e.g. census block, parcel 
values) that partially overlap hazard zones were taken into account during analysis and final values were adjusted 
proportionately. Ranges in socioeconomic indicators due to modeling uncertainty are displayed both spatially 
and graphically in the web application, and summarized in the Supplementary Data. Exposure estimates are 
based on current socioeconomic data and not future projections18 due to the high amount of existing develop-
ment already in hazard zones along the California coastline and the possibility that future growth patterns may 
vary from historical trends as water levels rise in coming decades. Realistic projections of future urban growth 
would require local understanding of risk tolerance and carrying capacity for additional growth in hazard zones, 
which were considered outside the scope of this analysis.

Code availability. The models and software tools used to generate the results for this project are available 
upon request from the corresponding author.

Data Availability
The model projections used in the production of this manuscript are available at the USGS Science Base website 
(https://doi.org/10.5066/F7T151Q4) and also served up and downloadable via the Our Coast, Our Future inter-
active web tool (https://www.ourcoastourfuture.org). The socioeconomic projections are available and download-
able via the interactive Hazard Exposure Reporting and Analytics (HERA) web tool (https://www.usgs.gov/apps/
hera/). Any additional datasets generated during and/or analyzed during the current study are available from the 
corresponding author on reasonable request.
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Murdock, Christian

From: stephen clements <greetingsfromanotherplanet@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 3, 2020 12:48 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Cc: Amanda Andriesz
Subject: Coastal Development Application CDP-409-19

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

To: Christian Murdock, Planning Director, City of Pacifica, Pacifica Planning Commission  
From Stephen Clements, Resident of Pedro Point, Pacifica 
Subject: Coastal Development Application CDP-409-19 
April 29, 2020 

Dear Mr. Murdock,  

Please consider this my formal objection to the proposed development on Danmann Avenue and 
Kent Road as it’s unacceptable and should be denied entirely. The following issues have not been 
adequately resolved and require the Planning Department’s attention based on the needs of the 
community:  

1. It does does not fit the neighborhood: The proposed development is situated in a highly 
visible and accessed location with lines of sight from nearly every property on Pedro Point. 
Quite simply it does not conform to the architecture of the area, and it does not serve the 
needs of the Community and should be rejected for the following reasons.  

a. The proposed development will be by far the biggest building on Pedro Point and is 
out of scale with the rest of the neighborhood. The size of the building presents a host 
of problems including traffic and parking congestion and obstruction of coastal 
corridors, changing the fabric of the neighborhood doing a tremendous disservice to 
its community.  

b. The mixed use proposal, which includes 6 apartments and commercial property, is not 
in keeping with the rest of the community which is nearly all single family homes. 
The few apartments that are on Pedro Point already cause traffic congestion and 
parked cars on the streets, and have introduced a more transient element to the 
community.  

c. The parking exemption should not be permitted because Danmann Avenue, Kent 
Road and the surrounding neighborhood are already prone to serious parking issues 
caused by regular events at the fire station and beach goers.   

2. It’s at extreme risk of subsidence caused by coastal erosion: Pedro Point is subject to 
coastal erosion and landslides. Recent USGA modeling and the city’s own LCLUP map data 
shows that by the end of this century, erosion will have almost reached Kent Street (nearly 
consuming the entire proposed development). Additionally the data from the Pacific Institute 
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is from 2009 and all Sea Level rise maps are now being revised to show more dire outcomes. 
Therefore the proposal should be rejected for the following reasons.  

a. The proposed project contradicts the City’s approved Local Coastal Land Use Plan 
which indicates that a new development is required to be “determined by a geologist 
to be adequate to withstand a 100-year hazard event” — this development obviously 
will not last 100 years based on the data.   

b. The new construction will be in a ‘hazard zone’ and in danger of subsidence. It will 
likely require future seawall reinforcement or the owners of the property will require 
compensation by the City passing the associated costs onto its residents like we see 
happening in Manor now.   

c. Additionally, any sea wall fortification will have immeasurable negative effect on the 
ecology and natural beauty of Linda Mar and its popular beach, affecting the local 
wildlife and beachgoers alike.  

Please be advised that the a number of Pedro Point residents feel strongly enough that should this 
project be approved by the city it will face a California Coastal Commission appeal. 

Thank you for your consideration. Sincerely,  

Stephen Clements 
215 Stanley Ave. Pacifica.     
 
 
 
 
Evidence of the extreme nature of coastal erosion and the risk it 
poses: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ws85ECrni8Q&list=PLeyOP16MFrdyj-
5VA3PKFCnsrydJHDzLe&index=4&t=0s  
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Concrete slab falling into ocean 20 feet from proposed development (beach view)  
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Concrete slab falling into ocean 20 feet from proposed development (bluff view)   

 

New erosion with 10 feet of bluff falling in from latest rain activity  

    

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: David Rosenheim <daverosenheim@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 9:52 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Fwd: For the Rosenheims

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Hi Christian- thank so much for your time and feedback last week.  
 
 
Sorry for the form letter below, but I do want to voice my concern and objection over the proposed development at Pedro 
Point. Thanks for your consideration. 
 
Best, 
 
Dave Rosenheim 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Murdock, 
Please consider this my formal objection to the proposal for development on Danmann Avenue and Kent Road. I 
have listed below the issues that stand in its way and require the Planning Department’s attention. 
The proposal does not serve the Pedro Point community.  
The scale of the proposed development is not consistent with the other single-family homes in the area. It is a 
prominent and much loved location—the llama field—and it can be seen from the whole of Linda Mar beach and the 
surrounding neighborhood. Therefore its proposed size obstructs coastal corridors for everyone in Pacifica and its 
visitors and the proposal for commercial use and apartments is not in keeping with a coastal community that 
comprises almost entirely of single family homes. Additionally, it will add to traffic and parking congestion already 
being caused by the fire station, visitor beach parking, and other Pedro Point developments, and the parking 
exemption should be denied. 
The proposal in the coastal erosion hazard zone. 
Climate change is real and greatly affects Pacifica. Recent erosion models show by 2100 erosion will progress to 
Kent Road, consuming the entire site of the proposed development, and it cannot withstand a 100-year hazard 
event (a requirement of the Local Coastal Land Use Plan, approved by the City). Therefore it will likely require future 
coastal defenses or City buybacks, like we are seeing in Manor today, costing Pacifica taxpayers and affecting the 
natural beauty and ecosystem or Pedro Point and Linda Mar beach. 

Please be advised that should the city approve this plan we will be lodging further appeal with the California Coastal 
Commission.  
Thank you for considering these issues and we look forward to their resolution. 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Evidence of extreme erosion in close vicinity to the proposed development. 
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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: jackie rosenheim <jackierosenheim@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 9:42 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: OBJECTION to development proposal
Attachments: PastedGraphic-18.png

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

 
Dear Mr. Murdock, 
Please consider this my formal objection to the proposal for development on Danmann Avenue and Kent Road. I 
have listed below the issues that stand in its way and require the Planning Department’s attention. 
The proposal does not serve the Pedro Point community. 
The scale of the proposed development is not consistent with the other single-family homes in the area. It is a 
prominent and much loved location—the llama field—and it can be seen from the whole of Linda Mar beach and the 
surrounding neighborhood. Therefore its proposed size obstructs coastal corridors for everyone in Pacifica and its 
visitors and the proposal for commercial use and apartments is not in keeping with a coastal community that 
comprises almost entirely of single family homes. Additionally, it will add to traffic and parking congestion already 
being caused by the fire station, visitor beach parking, and other Pedro Point developments, and the parking 
exemption should be denied. 
The proposal in the coastal erosion hazard zone. 
Climate change is real and greatly affects Pacifica. Recent erosion models show by 2100 erosion will progress to 
Kent Road, consuming the entire site of the proposed development, and it cannot withstand a 100-year hazard 
event (a requirement of the Local Coastal Land Use Plan, approved by the City). Therefore it will likely require future 
coastal defenses or City buybacks, like we are seeing in Manor today, costing Pacifica taxpayers and affecting the 
natural beauty and ecosystem or Pedro Point and Linda Mar beach. 

Please be advised that should the city approve this plan we will be lodging further appeal with the California Coastal 
Commission.  
Thank you for considering these issues and we look forward to their resolution. 
Sincerely, 
Jackie Rosenheim 
Pacifica Resident 
 
 
Evidence of extreme erosion in close vicinity to the proposed development. 
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Murdock, Christian

From: sunset1879@aol.com
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 10:15 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Development on Danmann

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Dear Planning Commissioners:  
 
During these unprecedented times, I want to thank you for your service to the residents of Pacifica and the opportunity to 
give input in spite of not being able to do that in person.  I have lived in Pacifica for over 40 years and in Pedro Point for 
over 30 of those years.  Our beautiful city is one that definitely attracts many people and I appreciate you and all city staff 
that work to keep our residents safe during this global pandemic. 
 
Given the closure of beach parking lots, in order to ensure our safety, local streets have been crowded with those coming 
to access the beach.  Although I live in Pedro Point and normally love walking the path along the levy to the beach, I am 
now just walking around the neighborhood since those paths are busier than "normal."  Streets are crowded and cars 
looking for street parking drive by quickly, so walking on San Pedro Ave, Kent, and Danmann must be done very 
cautiously.  
 
Although COVID-19 is not a permanent condition, the development that is being proposed for the 1200 block of Danmann 
is.  Pedro Point is a small community and the local streets would be severely impacted with a 3 story mixed use 
commercial building and 6 apartments. Traffic and parking would be intense and problematic for all residents of the area 
permanently  since there is only one street that provides vehicular access to Highway 1.  These streets were not designed 
for high volume commercial traffic and residential apartment complexes.  The area was designed for single family homes. 
Our streets are already choked with parked cars to a point that if I have just one person visit me, they are frequently 
unable to find street parking due to the already high parking demands on neighborhood streets.  For this reason, this 
project should be rejected. 
 
This is an area that is in a tsunami zone, with one main street in and out of Pedro Point, to increase the residential and 
commercial traffic significantly is not in keeping with maintaining the safety of its residents. Again, I am requesting that 
this project be rejected. 
 
There are many other reasons which make this a project that should not be accepted that others have articulated so 
well, such as coastal erosion, geologic instability, incompatibility with the character of the neighborhood. I am strongly 
requesting that you maintain the integrity and character  and safety of the neighborhood by flatly rejecting this proposal.  
 
Please continue to work to represent our collective interests and concerns as residents who have been a part of this 
community for a very long time.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marianne Hipona 
292 San Pedro Avenue 
 

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: Amy Pritchard <amy@spaut.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 10:12 AM
To: Murdock, Christian; Coffey, Sarah
Cc: Ron
Subject: Development of 1200 block of Danmann 

[CAUTION: External Email] 
 
 
 
Hello, 
 
We are opposed to the proposed development as submitted to the planning commission for the 1200 block of 
Danmann.  Specifically the mixed use commercial with 6 apartments. 
 
Joanne and Ed Gold did a very good good of outlining the community’s concerns in their letter of May 3. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Amy and Ron Pritchard 
Kent Road 
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. 



Erica Greulich 
223 Stanley Avenue 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
 
April 30, 2020  
 
City of Pacifica 
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
1800 Francisco Blvd. 
Pacifica, CA 94044-2506 
 
Ref.: May 4, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting Agenda #4 
File No. 2019-025 For Site Development Permit PDS-843-19, Coastal Development Permit CDP-409-19, 
Use Permit UP-118-19, Parking Exception PE-185-19 and Sign Permit S-131-19 
 
Dear Planning Department and Commission, 
 
I am a resident and homeowner in Pedro Point, near the proposed development at 1300 Danmann 
Avenue. Although I support development of this parcel I am opposed to the specific proposal circulated 
in the April 23, 2020 notice.  
 

• The proposed structure is out of scale with the surrounding neighborhood. Both the height and 
footprint are excessive relative to nearby homes, particularly those south of Kent Road and to 
the south along Danmann Avenue which are small one- or two-story single-family residences. 

• The proposed mixed-use construction with apartments is similarly out of keeping with the 
neighborhood which is overwhelmingly single-family residential. 

• The proposed structure would be the largest in Pedro Point and would detrimentally impact 
views throughout the neighborhood. 

• The project plans reflect almost no setback from and absolutely minimal landscaping along 
Danmann Avenue, Kent Road and the adjacent property. The proposed building and uncovered 
parking lot will result in the entire property being overlaid by either construction or asphalt. 
This is not in keeping with the immediate surrounding neighborhood which is primarily 
residential. The surrounding single-family homes typically have greater setbacks and 
landscaping which make the neighborhood more attractive for residents and visitors alike. 

• To the extent that the proposed parking fails to meet residents’ and visitors’ needs, parking in 
the immediate surrounding area is already highly impacted due to events at the Pedro Point 
firehouse and residents, beachgoers and other visitors parking along neighborhood streets. 

 
Frankly, the excessive height and footprint, lack of setback and landscaping, and excessive pavement 
render this proposal an eyesore. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Erica Greulich 



April 30, 2020 
To the City of Pacifica Planning Commission, 
 

Regarding Agenda Item 4 (of the May 4, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting): PSD-843-19 CDP-409-19 
UP-118-19 PE-185-19 S-131-19. File No. 2019-025 For Site Development Permit PDS-843-19, Coastal 
Development Permit CDP-409-19, Use Permit UP-118-19, Parking Exception PE-185-19 and Sign Permit 
S-131-19, located at the north quadrant of Kent Road and Danmann Avenue (APN 023-013-010 and 023-
013-020) in Pacifica. 

 

My complaints regarding this proposal:  

1) A 3-story tall structure would block the beach and surf views of many uphill residences (a rare 
and hence valuable view in California).   

a. This will make the occupants of impacted up-hill residences very unhappy.  
b. This will decrease the resale value of the homes affected. 

2) A large structure with a large asphalt parking lot, and very little landscaping in a residential 
neighborhood with primarily single-family homes does not really fit with the neighborhood.  
There is another commercial structure with similar street setbacks and asphalt coverage in the 
neighborhood (1290 Danmann).  It sticks out like a sore thumb in a residential neighborhood and 
is not even a particularly large structure. 

3) Commercial Units?  Regardless of the current zoning this is essentially a residential 
neighborhood (with residential neighborhood issues).  The site is connected to a main 
thoroughfare by a convoluted path that can barely be considered paved near the site. Also, the 
whole neighborhood can only be accessed by a single road that is unusually narrow in places and 
often in need of repair. More traffic (especially commercial traffic) will make the road situation 
worse. Better to rezone build to reality and not be bringing in additional vehicle traffic on 
overtaxed roads.  
 

A proposal I could live with would include: 

1) Residential units only with the landscaping level similar to the rest of the neighborhood. 
2) Limit the structure to two stories (with a flat or nearly flat roof) to preserve the views of up-hill 

neighbors.  

 

Regards, 

Clifford Knollenberg 
223 Stanley Ave. 
Pacifica, CA 94044 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Breck Hitz <breck@breckhitz.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 12:38 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Comments on Development of 1200 block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, 

PE-185-19 and S-131-19)

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Dear Pacifica Planning Commission: 
 
I write to oppose the proposed development at the intersection of Danmann and Kent in Pacifica.  I am not 
oblivious to the need for housing in the Bay Area, and I am often torn by the conflicts between that need, and 
the desire of communities to maintain their character and scale.  I am NOT torn about the proposed 
development on Danmann Ave.  That development is so grossly out of character and scale with the surrounding 
neighborhood that there can be no question about its inappropriateness. 
 
One of my neighbors, Joanne Gold, has written a careful and complete letter to you summarizing numerous 
codes and standards that this development would violate, so I will not reiterate those here.  But I will ask you, 
What is the point of codes and standards if they are to be so clearly violated? 
 
Sincerely, 
  Breck Hitz 
  123 Kent Road, Pacifica 

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: Marcia Settel <gilset1158@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 1:06 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Cc: wehrmesitert@ci.pacifica.ca.us; Rubinstein, Oren; Leal, David; Berman, Lauren; Bigstyck, 

Tygarjas; Godwin, James; Nibbelin, John; Hauser, Samantha
Subject: Danmann Avenue project

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Dear Director Murdock: 
I want to join the voices of my Pedro Point neighbors in opposition to the proposed development of 1300 
Danmann Avenue. In these days of uncertainty, it has become especially important to stop for at least a moment 
and re-evaluate what we have viewed as "normal" progress. It is a time to take stock of our values, and proceed 
cautiously. The proposed development represents a radical departure from the historical growth of Pedro Point. 
It is very hard to see how it represents an improvement to the neighborhood, as found by the commission staff. 

 
As I return to my home on Olympian Way, I have to pass by the last mixed use development approved by the 
commission currently being built on San Pedro Avenue. On paper, the project looked reasonable, and there was 
limited opposition. But once built, the large bulkiness of the building became evident as it is so out-of-place 
with its surroundings. No matter the actual architectural elements, the building sticks out like a sore thumb, or 
worse. 
 
The proposed development presents the identical scenario. No matter how attractive the building may look on 
paper, it is totally out of place in its surroundings. It will be an over-sized hulk, especially from Danmann 
Avenue due to the lack of any setback. The three almost solid stories will tower over the immediate 
neighborhood. It will not be "an attractive visitor destination" but instead, a monument to developer greed. 
 
I gather from the department report that this building is a prototype for what the department seeks to have 
happen on Danmann Avenue, if not all of lower Pedro Point. There is mention that the building's lack of front 
setback would orient future commercial design on Danmann; thus future significant commercial development 
on that street is envisioned. Will all of those commercial buildings have two stories of apartments on top of 
them? If a building of the size of the current project is approved, the over-development of lower Pedro Point is 
pre-destined. 
 
Please do not approve the current 1300 Danmann proposal, and instead, require a less intrusive development of 
the parcel.   
 
It is critical for the city of promote the construction of more housing, especially "affordable" housing. But 
building units in an area with no infrastructure makes no sense. Ingress and egress is difficult with San Pedro 
Avenue as our only road. The pictures included with the project reflect the general condition of all of the roads 
in Pedro Point, which the city has refused to repair. If families are to move in, their children must cross a 
highway to attend school. There are no public green spaces in the community to allow for recreation. We have 
asked for before, and we will continue to ask for, a comprehensive plan for development of the Point so that the 
need for commercial development, residential development, and infrastructure can all be addressed. 
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Marcia Settel 
189 Olympian 

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: Carol Pan <carolleepan@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 1:45 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Coastal Development Application CDP-409-19 1200 Block Danmann

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

May 4, 2020 

To: Christian Murdock, Planning Director, City of Pacifica, Pacifica Planning Commission 

From Carol Pan, Resident of Pedro Point, Pacifica 

Subject: Coastal Development Application CDP‐409‐19 proposed multiple building/unit mixed commercial proposal 

Dear Mr. Murdock, 

Thank you for all the work you and the planning commission do to constantly build upon and improve our city. I 
especially appreciate your working for our city during these particularly trying times.  

I am writing in regards to the proposed development on the 1200 block of Danmann Avenue on Pedro Point (CDP‐409‐
19, UP‐118‐19, PE‐185‐19 and S‐131‐19).  I am strongly opposed to the new development for several reasons.   

1.      The proposed development is does not fit in with the current neighborhood.  This oversized building would 
overshadow and completely overwhelm  the smaller homes and does not fit in with the other single‐family 
residential buildings that are predominant in the neighborhood.   
2.      Bringing in the additional cars that would come with such a development would put an enormous strain on 
the already limited parking in the neighborhood.  On any given afternoon Danman is already packed with cars 
(see attached photos) sending the additional cars onto Kent putting an undue burden on this small residential 
street.   Additionally, the configuration of the proposed parking shows the entrance on Kent, again putting the 
burden of the commercial traffic on a small residential street. The previous parking exemptions allowed in the 
Pedro Point area have already put a heavy burden on our neighborhood sending customers, surfers, fishermen 
and beachgoers onto our neighborhood streets making it impossible to have friends visit most 
weekends.    Please do not grant another parking exemption. 
3.      With no setback, as requested, the cars parking on the street would be pushed even further into the street 
congesting an already overburdened lane. Currently the only other building without a setback is the Pedro Point 
Firehouse that was here even before Pacifica was incorporated.  Please do not grant an exemption for no 
setback. 
4.      Another serious concern of mine is that is sits above an erosion zone.  Walking along Shoreline Drive it is 
obvious that this area is continually falling into the ocean.  A glance down the cliff is all you need to see that 
roadway and pilings that were once on Shoreline Drive have now fallen into the water.  As a Pacifica taxpayer I 
am very concerned that we are already paying to remove buildings on the north side of Pacifica, why would we 
allow a project to be built that has the same fate in store, and asking the Pacifica taxpayers to once again pay for 
remediation?  Please take a walk on Shoreline and take a look for yourselves and see the crumbling ground on 
which this proposed development is to be built.    
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Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration and I request that the proposal for new development on the 1200 
block of Danmann be denied.  

  

Cordially, 

Carol Pan 

315 Olympian Way 

Pacifica, CA 

 

Beachgoers' cars parked on Kent ‐ no available parking on Danmann 

  

 
No available parking on Danmann 
 

 
  
  
carolleepan@gmail.com   
+1 650-520-7740 
 
 
 

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: Kathy <qdelrina2002@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 1:52 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-131-19)

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
Please be advised that the proposed development on the 1200 
block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-
131-19) is not acceptable to me or the neighborhood and this 
project should be denied. 
 
This project is completely too large for a residential neighborhood 
and our small, coastal community. Pedro Point is overwhelmingly 
residential neighborhood of single family homes. This proposed 
development would be the largest building on Pedro Point.  
The size and scale of this proposed development will be larger than 
all the other buildings in the neighborhood.  
 
My objections to the proposed new development are: 
 
1.) This project is not consistent with the City of Pacifica General 
Plan Goals.  
Page 12 of the General Plan states: “Fundamental to the City’s 
character are the traditional neighborhoods. It is the goal of the City 
to protect the social mix, variety and fundamental character which 
now exists in each of these neighborhoods by providing for 
necessary community services and facilities, and for the safety and 
welfare of all residents equally, but with a sensitivity for the 
individual neighborhood.” This project should be rejected. 
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2.) This site sits directly above Shoreline Drive which is prone to 
coastal erosion and landslides. It is in a documented slope failure-
coastal erosion zone as indicated in the city’s own LCLUP map. 
There is erosion activity in this area on a regular basis - five feet of 
earth and fencing fell from one of the adjacent backyards the past 
two months.  An EIR is required. This project should be rejected. 
 

3.) According to the city’s own LCLUP policies to address coastal 
resilience, any new development shall: “neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction 
of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the 
construction of protective devices” (section 6.4, p. 6-12).  This 
project should be rejected. 
 

4.) Planning decisions must be evaluated based on existing 
conditions, regardless of zoning and zoning can be changed. There 
has never been any historical commercial use of these two lots 
other a field area for animals; The standard use of this property has 
only ever been an undeveloped field with scenic views and charm. 
This project should be rejected. 
 

5.)  Taken from the  CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT - CHAPTER 3.  
Coastal Resources Planning and Management Policies [30200 - 
30265.5] ARTICLE 6. Development [30251]: “The scenic and visual 
qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be 
sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and 
scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land 
forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding 
areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in 
visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas 
such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation 
and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the 
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character of its setting.”  The proposed development is NOT 
compatible with this coastal act policy in any way.  

This project should be rejected based on #5 alone, but if that is 
not enough,  
 

the applicant is claiming that because the historic Pedro Point 
Firehouse has no set-backs, they are entitled to no set-backs, too, 
REALLY? The historic Firehouse was BUILT BY VOLUNTEERS for 
the purpose of protecting residents from hazards back in 1949 - 
before the city was even incorporated. So city building standards 
did not exist at that time. The applicant’s project is NOT EXEMPT 
from city’s standard codes. Their request should not be considered 
and this project should be rejected.  
 

In addition, Pedro Point is at a breaking point for parking thanks to 
the many parking exemptions already granted by the planning 
commission.  There is literally no more room for more cars along 
Danmann Ave, Kent Road, Stanley Ave or San Pedro Ave.  The 
Shelter Cove residents park up and down Stanley Avenue leaving 
their boats parked there for weeks on end. Since most of Shoreline 
Drive has fallen into the ocean due to coastal erosion, there is no 
parking available there for the residents either. Therefore they park 
on Danmann. Nine days out of every ten, I cannot even park in 
front of my own house due to some beach visitor.  A parking 
exemption should not be considered and this project should be 
rejected. 
 

 Also, I would like you to consider/recall the other new multi-unit 
housing and hotel/motel developments recently approved in the 
Pedro Point neighborhood.  There have already been significant 
negative neighborhood impacts due to the volume and 
concentration of recent development including increased auto 
traffic.  
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We have one, single lane road in and out of Pedro Point that was 
not designed to support commercial traffic in volume yet 
commercial uses continue to be approved for our area. 
 

Increased street parking coupled with narrow streets that are 
choked with parked cars (which basically leaves us with a one-way 
situation) from increased commercial, residential and beach tourism 
parking demands has become a nightmare for residents. Be 
damned the people who actually live here.  
 

Most of the streets have no sidewalks, no crosswalks and 
increased street parking and auto traffic obstruct the only 
pedestrian routes, creating severe safety hazards. 
 

I cannot urge you strongly enough to reject this proposed new 
development project cited above. It fundamentally fails to uphold 
our community’s character and protect safety of our neighbors. 
I am free to discuss this with you at any time. 
 
Kathy Castor 
650.445.5322 
 
 

 

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: Amanda Clements <amanda.andriesz@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 2:49 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Objection to Coastal Development Application (CDP-409-19), Parking exception 

(PE-185-19)

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Ref:  Coastal Development Application (CDP-409-19), Parking exception (PE-185-19) 
 

Dear Christian Murdock, 

I am writing after receiving the notice of planned development above. As a resident of Pedro Point, 
I want to raise my strong concerns of building on land that is prone to coastal erosion as well as the 
impact to the community through the introduction of commercial spaces and apartment blocks on 
Pedro Point. 

 

1. Coastal erosion 

The city’s data and erosion modeling shows that subsidence will have 
reached almost to Kent Road by 2021, therefore the proposed 
development cannot survive a 100-year hazard event required by the Local 
Coastal Land Use Plan.  
 

Subsequently, it will require construction of future coastal reinforcement 
or city buybacks, the cost of which will assumed by Pacifica taxpayers—
like what is happening already in Manor today. And any 
coastal reinforcements will undoubtedly have a negative effect on the 
ecology, natural beauty and recreation on Linda Mar beach. 
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2. Impact to the community 

Furthermore, the location of the proposed development is highly visible 
from everywhere on Linda Mar Beach. It’s scale, as well as the proposed 
mixed use (including commercial), will disrupt coastal corridors for the 
residents of Pacifica and our visitors. And an already stressed parking 
situation will be further acerbated, therefore the parking exemption (PE-
185-19) should be denied.  
 

Please see below: This picture was taken on a day when there was NO event at the Fire 
Station and shows how crowded the road is already. The new development is requesting a Parking 
exemption that allows them to not provide adequate parking for the residents nor the business 
patrons.  
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Please be advised that should this plan be approved by the Pacifica 
Planning Commission, we will be lodging an appeal with the California 
Coastal Commission.  
 

Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to its resolution. 

Sincerely, 

 
Amanda Clements  
Concerned Resident of Pedro Point 
 
 
 

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: Sheila <sheilafromny@prodigy.net>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 2:55 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; Coffey, Sarah
Subject: public comments on CDP-408-19, Up-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-231-19

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
I have viewed the documents presented by the owner's of a corner lot in the Historic Danman Ave 
Area of Pedro Point.  I believe that this type of project (1200 block of Danmann) is not suitable for 
that area for a few reasons and part of it has to do with mixed use residential and low density 
residential and commercial zoning, which is all very confusing to me. 

26.  

One major concern is that the project requests a parking exemption and there is no space on the 
streets in this area for parking. Already we have congestion and limited space for the 
commercial activities and recreational activities associated with public access to the beach and fishing 
that are in full swing.  Today the Coastal Cat Clinic on the other end of Danmann Ave. had to create 
their own signs to deter beach goers from parking in front of their established business.  
 
 LCP Certification Draft (Coastal Commission Review Version) states that all new development 
will include parking areas and shall be distributed so as to mitigate against any impacts related to overcrowding or 
overuse by the public of any single area.  
                                                             AND 
Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states PR-G-26  Private Parking. Ensure adequate off-street parking in 
all new development.  
 
Secondly, this area sees more and more pedestrian traffic and there is no sidewalk in the project 
design. The applicant's request show a plan with no setbacks. This creates a less friendly and 
dangerous situation for children and seniors in our community or anyone else using our community 
spaces like the Firehouse. There should be more space, not less, for the flow and beauty of the area. 
 
Thirdly, I do not believe that the location of the project is thoughtful and the design of 3 stories 
neglects the concern stated in the LCLUP's own statements about sea level rise and coastal erosion 
hazards. This might put people at risk and the city responible when conditions change in this coastal 
zone. 
 
After considering all of these concerns, and the existing concern of the Pedro Point area being 
overlooked in the LCLUP as a separate and unique zone, I do hope there will be some guidance in 
the future from the planning department as it is clear from the maps that Pedro Point has a large 
percentage of undeveloped land such as this one, which needs careful consideration if we hope to 
maintain the unique and historical charm and character of the space.  We can not do this alone. 
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Warmly, 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
 

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: Dave Stewart <davestewart999@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 10:59 AM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Dear Planning Commissioners,

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Please be advised that the proposed development on the 1200 block of Danmann  is not acceptable and should 
be rejected.  
This project is dramatically out of scale. 
This project is not consistent with the General Plan Goals. 
The site sits on a coastal  erosion zone. 
The California Coastal Act-Chapter 3, Article 6-this project is not compatible. 
It is not exempt from the setback codes. 
A parking exemption should not be considered.  
Please reject this proposal. 
 
David R. Stewart 
224 Stanley Ave., Pacifica 
May 3, 2020 

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. 



May 4, 2020 
To: Christian Murdock, Planning Director, City of Pacifica, Pacifica Planning Commission  
From Samuel Casillas, Resident of Pedro Point, Pacifica 
Subject: Coastal Development Application CDP-409-19 proposed multiple building/unit mixed 
commercial proposal  
 
Dear Mr. Murdock, 
Please be advised that the proposed development on the 1200 block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-
19, PE-185-19 and S-131-19) is not acceptable and should be denied entirely.  Note that any CDP 
application should also include the adjacent parcel (APNs 023-013-030) since the adjacent lot is a 
substandard lot and should be merged with these two APNs.  There are multiple issues that have not 
been adequately addressed and require the Planning Department’s attention especially considering new 
data and evidence:  

1. Coastal erosion associated with climate change:   The most serious concern is these two APNs sit 
directly above Shoreline Drive that is prone to coastal erosion and landslides.  The latest USGS 
modeling and the city’s own LCLUP map data in the proposed GPU shows the cliff eroding to Kent 
Street, additionally the city’s data source from the Pacific Institute is from 2009 and all Sea Level rise 
map projections are now being revised to show more dire outcomes (see exhibits A1-2).   This 
property should be utilized for coastal erosion mitigation in accordance to SB379.  I have personally 
observed the cliffside along Shoreline Dr where there is erosion activity on a regular basis with five 
feet of earth and fencing falling from one of the home’s backyard the past two months.  The bluff 
directly in front of this property has a concrete platform that has recently given way and is falling 
into the ocean and is only a few feet away from this proposed development.  Additionally, there is 
another 10 feet of the bluff that is ready to fall into the ocean at any time now (see attachment B). 

2. This project is not exempt from CEQA: The planning department erroneously concludes that a this 
proposal is exempt from CEQA, but due to the site being in a documented coastal hazard zone the 
California Coastal Commission has submitted a letter requesting some very concerning conditions 
for approval and therefore an EIR is required (see exhibit C) .  The potential destabilization of the 
adjacent bluff to this property is well documented.  Shoreline Drive has fallen into the ocean where 
there was previously a two lane road, all platform and driveway structures leading down to the dock 
area have buckled and the stability of these APNs is questionable.  It has also come to my attention 
that the Coastal Commission has warned the city that the engineering calculations  paid for by the 
applicant (demonstrating implied  bias) and utilized for the same applicants proposal of CDP-413-19 
minimized and underestimated the level of erosion at a reported historic erosion rates in the range 
of 0.1 to 0.45 ft/yr while a more scientific and unbiased source (e.g. USGS) reports much higher 
rates.   Based on an assumed design life used for purposes of hazard analysis assumed to be 100 
years ( bluff erosion hazards through 2100-2120) should utilize a much higher historic erosion rate 
for this analysis.  The USGS average historical retreat rate that the Coastal Commission has 
recommended is 2.3 ft/yr meaning that 100 feet of this property would only last 43 years; so is the 
city setting a new California design life standard of 43 years?  As the Coastal commission has stated 
for the adjacent CDP-413-19 and implied here is that “the setback of the proposed residence may 
not be adequate for the full design life of the project”. A more recent publication from the USGS 
(Bernard, et. al.) also specifically points to Pedro Point because of the areas hazard zone volatility 



(see attached article in email). This flooding model demonstrates the Sea Level Rise hazard that has 
a major impact on bluff erosion.  Additionally: 

a. The impact of drilling piers and putting multiple tons of weight on this bluff will produce 
major stress on the unstable bedrock below where there are also active springs.   The city 
has had to do major road repair in 2019 to relieve the pressure of underground springs 
going down Kent street right in front of this APN.   This will lead to major instability for the 
residence at the end of Danmann Ave/Shoreline Dr. that will cause this residence to fall into 
the ocean sooner rather than later. Further, there is no adequate data on hydrology in this 
area effected by the water flowing under this property and the city is aware of this so this 
project needs to be denied otherwise is the city willing to take on this liability?   

b. The city was also made aware by The Coastal Commission that Western Salamanders were 
found on the property; so again, this project is not exempt from an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) that must be performed  

3. Coastal Act protection of visual resources: According to the CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT - CHAPTER 3. 
Coastal Resources Planning and Management Policies [30200 - 30265.5] ARTICLE 6. Development 
[30251]: “The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views 
to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to 
be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as 
those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character 
of its setting.”  The proposed new development at 1200 Danmann is NOT compatible with this 
coastal act policy in any way. Therefore, this project should be denied.  

4. City requirements for design life based on California building code:  Approval of this project would 
contradict the City’s approved Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  Page C-16 indicates that development is 
required to be “determined by a geologist to remain usable throughout the design life of the project 
and determined to be adequate to withstand a 100-year hazard event.  Furthermore, the design life 
of any application requires that a designer reasonably expects a development to safely exist for 100 
years.  This is in line with national and state building codes so why would the city approve a CDP for 
a project that will probably not stand for more than a few years? As stated above this design life 
would not even make it for half of the design life and by only walking out to the end of this bluff and 
using any standard of common sense one can see 10 feet of bluff ready to fall into the ocean so only 
willful ignorance of the facts would allow the city to approve this project.   

5. Arbitrary and Capricious City planning directives: According to the planning departments own 
statements for prior approvals in Pedro Point substandard lots (meaning those under 5,000-sf), 
which are owned by a property owner with an adjacent lot, were merged in the 1980’s.  Therefore 
development on these two lots must be part of any development at APN 023-013-030.  The zoning 
of the three lots is a moot argument; there has never been any historical commercial use or any use 
of these two lots other than storage of two pet lamas; the only other use is residential on APN-0230-
013-030 with a storage shed on one of these two APNs.  The standard to use here is  the “existing 
conditions” so with “zero” historical development for any future development the city cannot make 
an exception and this permit application should be denied.  



6. Neighborhood Fit: Pedro Point is overwhelmingly a residential neighborhood.  There are a few 
apartments through-out the neighborhood which have proved to be problematic.  This will be by far 
the largest building in Pedro Point and will eclipse all other buildings in the neighborhood.  This 
would be a major apartment development which would be completely out of scope with the 
neighborhood; this project should be denied.  Additionally:  

a. The applicant is requesting PE-185-19.  The city has already approved multiple parking 
exemptions throughout Pedro Point.  This neighborhood is at a breaking point for parking 
and there is literally no more room for more cars along Danmann Ave or Kent road or San 
Pedro Ave.  Additionally, most of Shoreline Dr. has fallen into the ocean so there is no 
parking available there for the residents.  A parking exemption should not be approved and 
this project should be denied.   

b. S-131-19: Applicant is requesting signage.  No signage exists along Danmann Ave other than 
two modest commercial ventures with minimal signage. The application should be denied.   

c. The applicant is requesting no set-backs claiming that the historical Pedro Point Firehouse 
has no setbacks; this is also erroneous because this was a development from before the city 
was even incorporated and there were no city standards; this project is not exempt from 
city standard codes and should again be denied on this basis.   

d. The city has not established ownership of the paper street on the propriety known as “Beau 
Rivage” and until ownership is established this application should be denied.   

Also, the city planning department should be aware of its own goals to develop more visitor serving 
commercial.  All mixed use development should be 70% commercial and 30% residential in order to 
make any commercial development not only viable but to assure the developer is serious about the 
commercial portion of the development.  The planning department is aware of multiple examples 
throughout the city where the majority of a mixed use development has a commercial component only 
as a requirement to build and is an afterthought the apartments above the commercial space.  On the 
city’s own economic goals this project should be denied.   

Please note that this request for denial is based on the city’s approval of new development where new 
climate change models are being constantly introduced and updated with more dire projections; 
existing buildings along any bluff in Pacifica were previously build without the advanced data now being 
utilized due to the real threat of man-made climate change.  The city’s tax payers have now had to pay 
multiple millions to remove multiple buildings through emergency orders so why would the city want to 
set up future tax payers for more emergency removals of structures NOT paid for by the developers, but 
by the tax payers? The Coastal Commission will also not allow future shoreline reinforcements, again 
demonstrating major negative impacts from this project.    

Also be advised that the residents of Pacifica realize the city’s current approach is to approve any 
multiple unit development that meets SMCAR’s real estate low-standard development goals while 
ignoring scientific analysis so it is prudent for the applicant to prepare for a Coastal Commission appeal 
if this project is approved by the city. 

Thank you for your consideration.      

Sincerely,  
 
Sam Casillas 



 

 

 

 

 

Attachment A-1;City hazard Zone maps from 2014 LCLUP: 
https://cityofpacifica.egnyte.com/dl/BrAmbcNxGJ/ 

https://cityofpacifica.egnyte.com/dl/BrAmbcNxGJ/


 

 

  

Attachment A-2 

Proposed Development site  



 

Concrete slab falling into ocean 20 feet from proposed development (beach view)  

 

 

Concrete slab falling into ocean 20 feet from proposed development (bluff view)   

 

New erosion with 10 feet of bluff falling in from latest rain activity  

 

Attachment B: current existing conditions of bluff failure at 
proposed building site 

Very concerning new buckling of 
cliffside from 2020 adjacent to 
proposed development  



Attachment C: Hazard zone acknowledgement from Coastal Commission 
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Murdock, Christian

From: Joanne Gold <joannegold@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 12:39 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; Coffey, Sarah
Cc: Ed Gold
Subject: Re: Comments on Development of 1200 block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, 

PE-185-19 and S-131-19)

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Hi Christian and Sarah, 
 
Just wanted to confirm you received my comments last night for the Planning Commission agenda this 
evening?  Thank you for all you do! 
 
Joanne Gold 
 
 
On Sunday, May 3, 2020, 06:31:53 PM PDT, Joanne Gold <joannegold@yahoo.com> wrote:  
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for your continued service to the community residents during the ongoing Covid-19 crisis. We are 
concerned residents of Pedro Point writing to convey our opposition to the proposed development on the 1200 
block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-131-19).   
 
This project should be entirely rejected and is unacceptable for a number of reasons: 

Conflicts with Community Character, Scale: Pedro Point is overwhelmingly a residential neighborhood of 
single-family homes. This new development would be by far the largest building in Pedro Point. The size and 
scale of it will eclipse all other buildings in the neighborhood and is dramatically out of character for this small, 
historic coastal community. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 

Conflicts with General Plan: This project is not consistent with the City of Pacifica General Plan Goals. Page 
12 of the General Plan states: “Fundamental to the City’s character are the traditional neighborhoods. It is the 
goal of the City to protect the social mix, variety and fundamental character which now exists in each of these 
neighborhoods by providing for necessary community services and facilities, and for the safety and welfare of 
all residents equally, but with a sensitivity for the individual neighborhood.” Therefore, this project should be 
rejected. 

Conflicts with Coastal Act directives: According to the California Coastal Act - Chapter 3. Coastal Resources 
Planning and Management Policies - ARTICLE 6. Development [30251]: “The scenic and visual qualities of 
coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development 
shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic 
areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
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Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its 
setting.”   - The proposed new development would obliterate protected scenic views and is NOT 
compatible with this coastal act policy in any way. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 

Coastal Erosion Zone Hazards: A most serious concern is that this site sits directly above Shoreline Drive 
which is prone to coastal erosion and landslides. It is in a documented slope failure-coastal erosion zone as 
indicated in the city’s own LCLUP map. There is erosion activity in this area on a regular basis - five feet of 
earth and fencing fell from one of the adjacent backyards the past two months.  An EIR is required and any new 
development would be in immediate risk. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 

Conflicts with LCLUP: According to the city’s own LCLUP policies to address coastal resilience, any new 
development shall: “neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of 
the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices” (section 6.4, p. 6-
12).  Therefore, this project should be rejected. 

Arbitrary and Capricious City planning directives: Planning decisions must be evaluated based on existing 
conditions, regardless of zoning. There has never been any historical commercial use (or any development, 
period) of these two lots other than storage of two pet lamas; The standard use of this property has only ever 
been an undeveloped field with scenic views and natural charm. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
Arbitrary and Capricious  Exemption Requests: Adding insult to injury, and with complete disregard for 
community residents and the neighborhood character, the applicant is requesting: 
 

a) No setbacks: the applicant claims that because the historic Pedro Point Firehouse has no setbacks, they 
are entitled to no setbacks as well.  Please note that the historic Firehouse was BUILT BY VOLUNTEERS 
for the purpose of protecting the community in 1949 - before the city was incorporated. City building 
standards did not exist at that time. The applicant’s project is NOT EXEMPT from city’s standard codes. 
Their request should not be considered, and this project should be rejected. 
 
b) Parking exemptions: This neighborhood is at a breaking point for street parking resulting from the 
many parking exemptions already recently granted by the planning commission. There is literally no more 
room for more cars along Danmann Ave.,  Kent Road or San Pedro Ave. And since most of Shoreline Dr. 
has fallen into the ocean due to coastal erosion, there is no parking available there for residents, either. A 
parking exemption should not be considered, and this project should be rejected. 

 
Cumulative Negative Impact: The impact of this proposed new commercial/residential development must be 
considered in context of many other multi-unit Housing and Hotel/Motels developments recently approved (and 
pending approval) in this small coastal neighborhood. We’re already at a breaking point and there have been 
increasing significant negative impacts including: 
 

a) Increased vehicular traffic; with one single-lane road in and out of The Point, our community was 
simply not intended nor designed to support commercial traffic volume. 
  
b) Increased street parking congestion: our narrow streets are already choked with parked cars from 
increased commercial, residential and beach tourism parking demands. 
  
c) Increased pedestrian safety hazards; most of the streets in Pedro Point have no sidewalks, and  none 
have crosswalks. Increased street parking and vehicular traffic obstructs the only pedestrian routes, creating 
severe safety hazards and putting residents and their pets increasingly at risk. 
 



3

We cannot urge you strongly enough to fundamentally reject this proposed new development project for 
the many reasons cited above. Please don’t let it be your legacy to have failed to protect this coastal 
treasure of a community. 

  
Sincerely, 
Joanne and Ed Gold 
251 Stanley Ave., Pacifica 
 

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: Francine Tran-Oeyo <francinetran@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 3:04 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Coastal Development Application CDP-409-19

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Dear Mr. Murdock, 

I am writing to oppose the Coastal Development Application (CDP-409-19) on Danmann Avenue and Kent Road. Listed below 
are the reasons for my opposition. 

A. Coastal erosion:     

i. Pedro Point is prone to coastal erosion and based on recent USGA modeling and the city’s own LCLUP map 
data the proposed development is in the hazard zone clearly shown in this 
video https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ws85ECrni8Q&list=PLeyOP16MFrdyj-
5VA3PKFCnsrydJHDzLe&index=4&t=0s  

ii.  

iii. Therefore it will likely require seawall reinforcement or City buybacks at the local taxpayer’s expense—AS IS 
HAPPENING IN MANOR TODAY—and extreme environmental impact. 

iv. It does not match the requirements of the City’s approved Local Coastal Land Use Plan, which states that a 
new development is required to be “determined by a geologist to be adequate to withstand a 100-year hazard 
event”. 

B. Neighborhood fit:     
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i. The proposal does not fit well with the area. Its scale is too big, not matching the size of other buildings in the 
area. Its highly prominent location will obstruct coastal corridors for the entire community and its visitors. 

ii. Other buildings in the area are nearly all residential and single family homes, and the proposed apartments and 
mixed use is not consistent with the neighborhood. 

iii. Danmann Avenue, Kent Road and the rest of the Pedro Point neighborhood already has traffic parking, 
congestion, and noise issues caused by events at the fire station, beach goers, and other proposed new 
developments. Therefore parking exemption should be denied as this will only make things worse. 

Please anticipate that should the city approve this development, it will be appealed by the members of this community to the 
California Coastal Commission. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 
Sincerely, 
Francine Tran-Oeyo 
235 San Pedro Avenue 
Pacifica, CA94044 

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: Hanna Steinbach <hanna.steinbach@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 3:28 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; Coffey, Sarah
Subject: Comments on Development of 1200 block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, 

PE-185-19 and S-131-19)

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for your continued service to the community residents during the ongoing Covid-19 crisis. I am a 
very concerned resident of Pedro Point writing to strongly oppose the proposed development on the 1200 block 
of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-131-19).  This project should be entirely rejected and 
is unacceptable for a number of reasons: 
 
Conflicts with Community Character, Scale: Pedro Point is overwhelmingly a residential neighborhood of 
single-family homes. This new development would be by far the largest building in Pedro Point. The size and 
scale of it will eclipse all other buildings in the neighborhood and is dramatically out of character for this small, 
historic coastal community. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
 
Not Enough Parking: Pedro Point is already suffering dramatically from a lack of parking. In fact, very often 
out of town visitors park on my property to access the beach or use the commercial offerings. There has been 
new development in Pedro Point that has dramatically worsened the parking situation.   
 
Conflicts with General Plan: This project is not consistent with the City of Pacifica General Plan Goals. Page 
12 of the General Plan states: “Fundamental to the City’s character are the traditional neighborhoods. It is the 
goal of the City to protect the social mix, variety and fundamental character which now exists in each of these 
neighborhoods by providing for necessary community services and facilities, and for the safety and welfare of 
all residents equally, but with a sensitivity for the individual neighborhood.” Therefore, this project should be 
rejected. 
 
Conflicts with Coastal Act directives: According to the California Coastal Act - Chapter 3. Coastal Resources 
Planning and Management Policies - ARTICLE 6. Development [30251]: “The scenic and visual qualities of 
coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic 
areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its 
setting.” 
 
Damage to Protected Scenery. The proposed new development would obliterate protected scenic views and is 
NOT compatible with this coastal act policy in any way. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
 
Coastal Erosion Zone Hazards: A most serious concern is that this site sits directly above Shoreline Drive 
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which is prone to coastal erosion and landslides. It is in a documented slope failure-coastal erosion zone as 
indicated in the city’s own LCLUP map. There is erosion activity in this area on a regular basis - five feet of 
earth and fencing fell from one of the adjacent backyards the past two months.  An EIR is required and any new 
development would be in immediate risk. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
 
Conflicts with LCLUP: According to the city’s own LCLUP policies to address coastal resilience, any new 
development shall: “neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of 
the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices” (section 6.4, p. 6-
12).  Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
 
Arbitrary and Capricious City planning directives: Planning decisions must be evaluated based on existing 
conditions, regardless of zoning. There has never been any historical commercial use (or any development, 
period) of these two lots other than storage of two pet lamas; The standard use of this property has only ever 
been an undeveloped field with scenic views and natural charm. Therefore, this project should be rejected.  
 
Arbitrary and Capricious  Exemption Requests: Adding insult to injury, and with complete disregard for 
community residents and the neighborhood character, the applicant is requesting: 
 
a) No setbacks: the applicant claims that because the historic Pedro Point Firehouse has no setbacks, they are 
entitled to no setbacks as well.  Please note that the historic Firehouse was BUILT BY VOLUNTEERS for the 
purpose of protecting the community in 1949 - before the city was incorporated. City building standards did not 
exist at that time. The applicant’s project is NOT EXEMPT from city’s standard codes. Their request should not 
be considered, and this project should be rejected. 
b) Parking exemptions: This neighborhood is at a breaking point for street parking resulting from the many 
parking exemptions already recently granted by the planning commission. There is literally no more room for 
more cars along Danmann Ave.,  Kent Road or San Pedro Ave. And since most of Shoreline Dr. has fallen into 
the ocean due to coastal erosion, there is no parking available there for residents, either. A parking exemption 
should not be considered, and this project should be rejected. 
 
Cumulative Negative Impact: The impact of this proposed new commercial/residential development must be 
considered in context of many other multi-unit Housing and Hotel/Motels developments recently approved (and 
pending approval) in this small coastal neighborhood. We’re already at a breaking point and there have been 
increasing significant negative impacts including: 
 
a) Increased vehicular traffic; with one single-lane road in and out of The Point, our community was simply not 
intended nor designed to support commercial traffic volume. 
b) Increased street parking congestion: our narrow streets are already choked with parked cars from increased 
commercial, residential and beach tourism parking demands. 
c) Increased pedestrian safety hazards; most of the streets in Pedro Point have no sidewalks, and  none have 
crosswalks. Increased street parking and vehicular traffic obstructs the only pedestrian routes, creating severe 
safety hazards and putting residents and their pets increasingly at risk. 
 
I cannot urge you strongly enough to fundamentally reject this proposed new development project for the many 
reasons cited above. Please don’t let it be your legacy to have failed to protect this coastal treasure of a 
community.  
 
Sincerely,  

Hanna Steinbach, Esq. 

227 Stanley Ave., Pacifica 
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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: louie mercer <lou.mercer@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 3:29 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; Coffey, Sarah
Subject: Comments on Development of 1200 block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, 

PE-185-19 and S-131-19)

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for your continued service to the community residents during the ongoing Covid-19 crisis. I am a 
very concerned resident of Pedro Point writing to strongly oppose the proposed development on the 1200 block 
of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-131-19).  This project should be entirely rejected and 
is unacceptable for a number of reasons: 
 
Conflicts with Community Character, Scale: Pedro Point is overwhelmingly a residential neighborhood of 
single-family homes. This new development would be by far the largest building in Pedro Point. The size and 
scale of it will eclipse all other buildings in the neighborhood and is dramatically out of character for this small, 
historic coastal community. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
 
Not Enough Parking: Pedro Point is already suffering dramatically from a lack of parking. In fact, very often 
out of town visitors park on my property to access the beach or use the commercial offerings. There has been 
new development in Pedro Point that has dramatically worsened the parking situation.   
 
Conflicts with General Plan: This project is not consistent with the City of Pacifica General Plan Goals. Page 
12 of the General Plan states: “Fundamental to the City’s character are the traditional neighborhoods. It is the 
goal of the City to protect the social mix, variety and fundamental character which now exists in each of these 
neighborhoods by providing for necessary community services and facilities, and for the safety and welfare of 
all residents equally, but with a sensitivity for the individual neighborhood.” Therefore, this project should be 
rejected. 
 
Conflicts with Coastal Act directives: According to the California Coastal Act - Chapter 3. Coastal Resources 
Planning and Management Policies - ARTICLE 6. Development [30251]: “The scenic and visual qualities of 
coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall 
be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic 
areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its 
setting.” 
 
Damage to Protected Scenery. The proposed new development would obliterate protected scenic views and is 
NOT compatible with this coastal act policy in any way. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
 
Coastal Erosion Zone Hazards: A most serious concern is that this site sits directly above Shoreline Drive 
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which is prone to coastal erosion and landslides. It is in a documented slope failure-coastal erosion zone as 
indicated in the city’s own LCLUP map. There is erosion activity in this area on a regular basis - five feet of 
earth and fencing fell from one of the adjacent backyards the past two months.  An EIR is required and any new 
development would be in immediate risk. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
 
Conflicts with LCLUP: According to the city’s own LCLUP policies to address coastal resilience, any new 
development shall: “neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of 
the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices” (section 6.4, p. 6-
12).  Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
 
Arbitrary and Capricious City planning directives: Planning decisions must be evaluated based on existing 
conditions, regardless of zoning. There has never been any historical commercial use (or any development, 
period) of these two lots other than storage of two pet lamas; The standard use of this property has only ever 
been an undeveloped field with scenic views and natural charm. Therefore, this project should be rejected.  
 
Arbitrary and Capricious  Exemption Requests: Adding insult to injury, and with complete disregard for 
community residents and the neighborhood character, the applicant is requesting: 
 
a) No setbacks: the applicant claims that because the historic Pedro Point Firehouse has no setbacks, they are 
entitled to no setbacks as well.  Please note that the historic Firehouse was BUILT BY VOLUNTEERS for the 
purpose of protecting the community in 1949 - before the city was incorporated. City building standards did not 
exist at that time. The applicant’s project is NOT EXEMPT from city’s standard codes. Their request should not 
be considered, and this project should be rejected. 
b) Parking exemptions: This neighborhood is at a breaking point for street parking resulting from the many 
parking exemptions already recently granted by the planning commission. There is literally no more room for 
more cars along Danmann Ave.,  Kent Road or San Pedro Ave. And since most of Shoreline Dr. has fallen into 
the ocean due to coastal erosion, there is no parking available there for residents, either. A parking exemption 
should not be considered, and this project should be rejected. 
 
Cumulative Negative Impact: The impact of this proposed new commercial/residential development must be 
considered in context of many other multi-unit Housing and Hotel/Motels developments recently approved (and 
pending approval) in this small coastal neighborhood. We’re already at a breaking point and there have been 
increasing significant negative impacts including: 
 
a) Increased vehicular traffic; with one single-lane road in and out of The Point, our community was simply not 
intended nor designed to support commercial traffic volume. 
b) Increased street parking congestion: our narrow streets are already choked with parked cars from increased 
commercial, residential and beach tourism parking demands. 
c) Increased pedestrian safety hazards; most of the streets in Pedro Point have no sidewalks, and  none have 
crosswalks. Increased street parking and vehicular traffic obstructs the only pedestrian routes, creating severe 
safety hazards and putting residents and their pets increasingly at risk. 
 
We cannot urge you strongly enough to fundamentally reject this proposed new development project for the 
many reasons cited above. Please don’t let it be your legacy to have failed to protect this coastal treasure of a 
community.   
 
Louis Mercer  

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: John Peterson <winsurfa@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 3:51 PM
To: Wehrmeister, Tina
Cc: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Re: 1200 Block of Danmann Ave / 2019-025 permit PSD-843-19

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Hello,  
 
Please let me add that we live down the street near the corner of Danmann and San Pedro at 1275.  

John Peterson  
415-531-5616 
 
 

On May 4, 2020, at 7:24 AM, John Peterson <winsurfa@gmail.com> wrote: 

  
Hello,  
 
It has come to my attention that the following monstrosity, out of character, intrusive, building 
project is actually being considered at this location. Please note my concerns: 
 

 While this is a so called mixed use area, it is largely residential and this commercial 
mixed use project is totally out of character with a project considered for the end of the 
road (with only one way in & way out) that is mostly residential.  

 The above condition along with the increased use of the area for beach parking should 
discount it it for its largeness. 

 Let’s say it looks like 5500 sq ft of commercial, which should require 1 parking space for 
every 300 sq ft. That is 18.33 parking spaces! And 6 residential units that you could 
imagine being 2 parking spaces for each unit. That’s 12 spaces. Thats 30 cars! The 
proposed parking lot only will hold 20 -22? No more parking exemptions from what I 
heard! And, you know this means 30-40-50 cars on any busy or Holiday time! No, no, 
and NO. This is not acceptable. 

 Traffic has really gotten bad before the pandemic and can you imagine all the cars 
turning around? What…crazy! 

 And…have you heard about the hillside erosion happening north of this area? Just 
because the overly large project was approved above it doesn’t mean you can pile of this 
misguided plan. This should only be mostly, if not all residential. Maybe one 
commercial. Please have some proper vision. 

 While I understand this is a costly piece of land, it is largely overpriced and should, not 
determine that an entity, such as this LLC should be allowed to ruin the character of the 
neighborhood. Please please reject this design. 
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 I appreciate your efforts to build Pacifica, but please, please consider…..sustainability! 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. However misguided…..please reject 
this plan and rework in accordance with proper planning vision and continued sustainable 
building that needs serious rethinking at this time. 
 
Thank you, 
 
John Peterson 
415-531-5616 
winsurfa@gmail.com 
 
Gheeva Chung  
650-888-8532 
gheeva@yahoo.com 

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: Allison West <akwest365@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 3:56 PM
To: Murdock, Christian; Coffey, Sarah
Subject: 1200 block of Danmann re CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-131-19)
Attachments: Danmann - Planning Commision 050420.docx

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Christian and Sarah: 
 
Attached please find my letter opposing the project and also a video that I would like the Commissions to be 
able to view of the cliffs north of the project. Not sure if you want me to send it to them via email. Please let me 
know. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Allison 
 
 
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ws85ECrni8Q 
Posted on YouTube by Dave Kent January 26, 2016 
 

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. 



Dear Planning Commissioners: 
 
I am one of many concerned residents of Pedro Point again writing to stress our 
collective and  personal opposition to the proposed mixed-use development on 
Danmann Ave.  I incorporate by reference each of the comments made by my 
neighbors Sam Casillas, Joanne Gold and every other neighbor who has submitted their 
opposition to this project. 
 
The project should be rejected in its entirety for the following reasons: 
 
1.  Neighborhood Character 
 

• The proposed development is massive for the location and for the neighborhood. 
From what I can see, every possible square inch of the lot will be comprised of 
the building.  Views will be blocked, and the building is oppressive to the flavor 
and nature of the community.  

 
• This property is not exempt from the set-back requirements. While the Firehouse 

has not setback, it was built long before the set-back requirement was enacted.  
Any request for an exemption should be rejected. 

 
• I encourage each of you to walk our neighborhood like Commissioner Bigstyck 

and get a firsthand look at the neighborhood.  
 

 
2. Parking Issues 

 
• We all that people in Pacifica tend to not use their garages. With 6 residential 

units we can assume there will be approximately 12 cars use for the 
residents. Add that number to the commercials spots that will be taken up on 
street and this poses an untenable position for residents of the community. 
One of my neighbors is providing you a picture of Danmann on a regular day 
– there are fisherman, surfers and neighbors parking on the street, and it is 
completely crowded.   
 

• Danmann is a dead end. At the far end of the street sits the cliffs that are 
falling into the ocean.  

 
 This project should be rejected. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3. Traffic from Hwy 1 to Danmann Avenue 
 
 Because of the location of the property, the commercial aspect must be visitor 
serving.  While we understand that the property owners get to building something on 
their property, having a huge structure in far western part of Pedro Point will 
dramatically increase the traffic to an area that is detrimental to the safety of all 
residents.  Getting into Pedro Point is a single-one lane road. It was not designed to 
support commercial traffic.  
 
 The project should be rejected. 
 
4. Coastal Erosion Hazards 
 
 I’m attaching a video taken approximately 4 years that was posted by long time 
Pacifica resident Dave Kent. The video is chilling in is clear view of the deep erosion 
and cliff disintegration on the property’s northern border. You cannot ignore what you 
see. Slope failure, continue erosion are continuing. It will not stop. An EIR must be 
conducted as any new development would be at risk.  
 
According to the city’s own LCLUP policies to address coastal resilience, any new 
development shall: “neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic 
instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way require the 
construction of protective devices” (section 6.4, p. 6-12).  It would be naïve to think that 
this property is not included in this section of the City’s plan. 
 
We also know from the GPU that new buildings are to last 100 years, based on the 
City’s own data, that land will be washed away well before the turn of the century. 
 
You simply cannot wish away the erosion. It would reckless and create tremendous 
liability to the City to approve this project. 
 
This project should be rejected. 
 
 
5. Arbitrary and Capricious City planning directives: Planning decisions must 
be evaluated based on existing conditions, regardless of zoning. There has never been 
any historical commercial use (or any development, period) of these two lots other than 
storage of two pet lamas. The standard use of this property has only ever been an 
undeveloped field with scenic views and natural charm.  
 
This project should be rejected.  
  
 
6. Neighbor v. Neighbors 
 



Once again we find ourselves in front of the Planning Commission in numbers large 
enough to get your attention. You continue to pit neighbor against neighbor with a 
careless disregard of the opinions, science and the City’s own documentation.  You put 
us in the position to fight developments that will impact where we live, the value of our 
homes and put us at risk with safety issues when the area becomes so congested it will 
be difficult for fire and other emergency personnel to reach the western part of Pedro 
Point.  Can you imagine a Paradise situation here? One way in and one way out.  
Please be reasonable with what can be built on this lot including the density and the 
look of the development.  
 
Again, the builder comes up with boxy project that adds nothing to the character of the 
neighborhood (one of the builders built my lovely home, clearly, he knows how to scale 
to a neighborhood).  
 
Stop having us fight neighbor v neighbor.   
 
This project must be rejected. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my comments. 
 
Allison West 
280 San Pedro Ave 
6509-22-4611 

 



To   the   Pacifica   Planning   Commission,  
 
As   the   homeowner   of   276   Kent   Road,    I   am   writing   to   oppose   the   proposed   development   on   the  
1200   block   of   Danmann   (CDP-409-19,   UP-118-19,   PE-185-19   and   S-131-19)   and   ask   that   it   be  
denied   entirely .   There   are   several   issues   that   require   attention   and   consideration   by   the  
Planning   Department,   and   at   this   stage,   the   proposal   should   be   denied   entirely.  
 
Below   are   the   issues   that   I   ask   the   Planning   Department   to   address:  
 

1. Neighborhood   Fit :   This   will   be   by   far,   the   largest   building   on   Pedro   Point   and   will   dwarf  
all   other   buildings   in   the   neighborhood.   The   neighborhood   is   a   majority   single-family  
residential   neighborhood   and   the   proposed   development   would   be   out   of   character   for  
the   neighborhood.   

2. Parking   Exceptions :   The   neighborhood   is   already   stretched   far   too   thin   for   parking.  
Observed   on   any   given   weekend   (even   before   “Shelter   In   Place”),   there   is   very   little  
parking   available   along   Danmann   Ave.,   Kent   Rd.,   or   San   Pedro   Ave.   The   proposed  
development   would   place   additional   traffic   and   parking   issues   on   the   neighborhood,  
most   of   which   would   be   felt   by   the   residents.   Additionally,   most   of   Shoreline   Dr   has  
crumbled   into   the   ocean   so   that   street   is   not   an   option   for   additional   parking.   The   city  
has   already   approved   other   parking   exceptions   in   the   Pedro   Point   shopping   center   that  
are   having   a    negative   impact   on   the   parking   situation   on   Pedro   Point.   The   applicant   is  
requesting   PE-185-19,   which   should   not   be   approved.  

3. Coastal   erosion :   Both   of   these   parcels   are   directly   located   above   Shoreline   Drive.   Part  
of   this   street   has   already   succumbed   to   landslides   and   coastal   erosion.   In   fact,   a   bluff  
located   only   a   few   feet   away   from   the   proposed   development   site   has   recently   given   way  
and   is   crumbling   into   the   ocean.   I’ve   been   informed   that   the   most   recent   USGS   modeling  
and   even   the   city’s   own   LCLUP   map   data   show   this   cliff   eroding   almost   to   Kent   Road.  
Additionally   the   city’s   data   source   from   the   Pacific   Institute   is   from   2009   and   all   Sea  
Level   rise   map   projections   are   now   being   revised   to   show   more   dire   outcomes.   This  
property   should   be   utilized   for   coastal   erosion   mitigation   in   accordance   to   SB379.  

4. California   Environmental   Quality   Act :   The   planning   department’s   conclusion   that   this  
proposal   is   except   from   the   California   Environmental   Quality   Act   is   wrong.   I’ve   been  
informed   that   the   California   Coastal   Commission   has   submitted   a   letter   requesting  
conditions   for   approval   that   should   be   considered.   In   this   request   they   note   that   the  
applicant’s   consultant,   GeoForensics,   reported   historical   erosion   rates   in   the   range   of   0.1  
to   0.45   ft/year,   while   other   sources   like   USGS   report   much   higher   rates.   Bluff   erosion  
hazards   over   the   next   100   years   are   dependent   on   which   historical   rate   is   used.  
Therefore,   if   higher   erosion   rates   are   used   in   the   analysis   like   the   ones   from   USGS,   the  
setback   of   the   proposed   development   may   not   be   adequate   for   the   full   design   life   cycle  
of   the   project.   

a. In   other   words,   if   the   USGS   average   historical   retreat   rates   are   used   (Coastal  
Commission   has   recommended   2.3   ft/yr),   that   would   mean   that   100   feet   of   this  
property   would   only   last   43   years.   As   a   Pacifica   tax   payer,   I   am   concerned   that  

 



the   city   would   allow   a   project   to   be   built,   that   parts   of,   could   only   last   for   43   years  
while   taxpayers   are   already   paying   to   remove   a   building   on   the   north   end   of  
Pacifica.   Why   would   the   city   want   to   set   up   taxpayers   for   more   structure  
removals   costs?  

b. The   proposed   development   would   go   against   the   current   city’s   approved   Local  
Coast   Land   Use   Plan.   Is   the   city   setting   a   new   California   design   life   standard   of  
43   years?   

5. Setbacks :   The   applicant   has   requested   no   set-backs   with   the   claim   that   the   Pedro   Point  
Firehouse   has   no   setback.   The   Firehouse   existed   before   Pacfica   was   incorporated   and  
should   not   be   grounds   for   an   exception.  

 
 
This   request   for   denial   is   based   on   data,   new   evidence,   and   concern   for   the   neighborhood.  
 
Thank   you   for   your   consideration.  
 
Jacqueline   Pan  
276   Kent   Road  
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Murdock, Christian

From: Coffey, Sarah
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 4:21 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: FW: CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19, S-131-19
Attachments: pastedGraphic_1.png; pastedGraphic_3.png; pastedGraphic_2.png

Hi Christian, 
 
Forwarding the below in case you did not receive directly. 
 
 Sarah 

 

From: Essam Metwally <essam@metwally.org>  
Sent: Sunday, May 3, 2020 11:29 PM 
To: Murdock, Christian <murdockc@ci.pacifica.ca.us>; Coffey, Sarah <coffeys@ci.pacifica.ca.us> 
Subject: Re: CDP‐409‐19, UP‐118‐19, PE‐185‐19, S‐131‐19 
 

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

May 3, 2020 

  

To: murdockc@ci.pacifica.ca.us 

Cc: coffeys@ci.pacifica.ca.us 

 

  

Re: Comments on Development of 1200 block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-131-
19) 

  

Dear Mr. Murdock: 

  

Thank you for your continued service to the community residents during the ongoing pandemic. We are 
extremely concerned residents of Pedro Point, writing in opposition to the proposed development on the 1200 
block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-131-19).  This project should be rejected in its 
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entirety.  Furthermore the plan itself has significant issues which render the proposed development undesirable 
and problematic in the future.   

 

The most significant issues include: Coastal Erosion, Geologic Instability, Emergency Preparedness, 
Traffic Congestion and many other problems as listed below. 

 

Emergency Preparedness:  In examining the documentation for this project and any commercial development, 
I have seen no mention of the safety of the residents of Pedro  

Point, There is a single road with a single lane of traffic allocated in each direction.  This single lane access 
narrows to single vehicle width due to congestion resulting from on-street parking which is often less than 6 ft 
from the center of the road and frequently occurs on both sides of the street.  This poses a serious safety hazard 
in the event of an emergency.  This does not even address the feasibility of an evacuation of the Point.  Do you 
feel that the current number of residents could safely evacuate the area should the need arise?  Are you 
comfortable increasing that number?  Until proper safety and engineering assessments have been 
completed which address the capacity of the current roadway infrastructure, there should be a 
moratorium on any additional development that has the potential to increase vehicular access. 

 

Coastal Erosion Zone Hazards: Site sits directly above Shoreline Drive which is prone to coastal erosion and 
landslides. This is a documented slope failure-coastal erosion zone as indicated in the city’s own LCLUP map. 
Erosion activity is observed on a regular basis - five feet of earth and fencing fell from one of the adjacent 
backyards the past two months.  An EIR is required and any new development would be in immediate 
risk. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 

  

Conflicts with LCLUP: According to the city’s own LCLUP policies to address coastal resilience, any new 
development shall: “neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of 
the site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices” (section 6.4, p. 6-
12).  Therefore, this project should be rejected. 

  

Conflicts with Coastal Act directives: According to the California Coastal Act - Chapter 3. Coastal Resources 
Planning and Management Policies - ARTICLE 6. Development [30251]: “The scenic and visual qualities of 
coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development 
shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where 
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic 
areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of its 
setting.”  

The proposed new development would obliterate protected scenic views and is NOT compatible with this 
coastal act policy in any way. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 
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Arbitrary and Capricious City planning directives: Planning decisions must be evaluated based on existing 
conditions, regardless of zoning. There has never been any historical commercial use (or any development, 
period) of these two lots other than storage of two pet lamas; The standard use of this property has only ever 
been an undeveloped field with scenic views and natural charm. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 

  

Arbitrary and Capricious  Exemption Requests: Adding insult to injury, and with complete  

Conflicts with General Plan: This project is not consistent with the City of Pacifica General Plan Goals. Page 
12 of the General Plan states: “Fundamental to the City’s character are the traditional neighborhoods. It is the 
goal of the City to protect the social mix, variety and fundamental character which now exists in each of these 
neighborhoods by providing for necessary community services and facilities, and for the safety and welfare of 
all residents equally, but with a sensitivity for the individual neighborhood.” Therefore, this project should be 
rejected. 

  

Conflicts with Community Character, Scale: Pedro Point is overwhelmingly a residential neighborhood of 
single-family homes. This new development would be by far the largest building in Pedro Point. The size and 
scale of it will eclipse all other buildings in the neighborhood and is dramatically out of character for this small, 
historic coastal community. Therefore, this project should be rejected. 

  

disregard for community residents and the neighborhood character, the applicant is requesting: 
a) No setbacks: the applicant claims that because the historic Pedro Point Firehouse has no setbacks, they 
are entitled to no setbacks as well.  Please note that the historic Firehouse was BUILT BY VOLUNTEERS 
for the purpose of protecting the community in 1949 - before the city was incorporated. City building 
standards did not exist at that time. The applicant’s project is NOT EXEMPT from city’s standard codes. 
Their request should not be considered, and this project should be rejected. 
b) Parking exemptions: This neighborhood is at a breaking point for street parking resulting from the 
many parking exemptions already recently granted by the planning commission. There is literally no more 
room for more cars along Danmann Ave.,  Kent Road or San Pedro Ave. And since most of Shoreline Dr. 
has fallen into the ocean due to coastal erosion, there is no parking available there for residents, either. A 
parking exemption should not be considered, and this project should be rejected. 

  

Cumulative Negative Impact: The impact of this proposed new commercial/residential development must be 
considered in context of many other multi-unit Housing and Hotel/Motels developments recently approved (and 
pending approval) in this small coastal neighborhood. We’re already at a breaking point and there have been 
increasing significant negative impacts including: 

  
a) Increased vehicular traffic; with one single-lane road in and out of The Point, our community was 
simply not intended nor designed to support commercial traffic volume. 
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b) Increased street parking congestion: our narrow streets are already choked with parked cars from 
increased commercial, residential and beach tourism parking demands. 
  
c) Increased pedestrian safety hazards; most of the streets in Pedro Point have no sidewalks, and  none 
have crosswalks. Increased street parking and vehicular traffic obstructs the only pedestrian routes, creating 
severe safety hazards and putting residents and their pets increasingly at risk. 

  

We cannot urge you strongly enough to fundamentally reject this proposed new development project for the 
many reasons cited above. Please don’t let it be your legacy to have failed to protect this coastal treasure of 
a community. 

  

Sincerely, 

Heba Ismail and Essam Metwally 

240 Stanley Ave, Pacifica 
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Concrete slab falling into ocean 20 feet from proposed development (Left: beach view, Right: Bluff View)  
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New erosion from latest rains 

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: Deb Lynch <dlynch2121@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 4:41 PM
To: Murdock, Christian
Subject: Danman/Kent Rd project

[CAUTION: External Email] 

  

Dear Planning Commissioners: 
Thank you for your continued service to the community residents during the ongoing Covid-19 crisis. We are 
concerned residents of Pedro Point writing to convey our opposition to the proposed development on the 1200 
block of Danmann (CDP-409-19, UP-118-19, PE-185-19 and S-131-19).    
Our neighborhood is unique in its design, layout, architecture and roadways.  A building like this is better suited 
for a shopping center or an area where like properties already exist.   If in an area where existing properties like 
this exist, that means the structure and traffic issues have already been addressed and accommodated.    
I fully support growth, but in a considerate and thoughtful way.   We bought my home on Pedro Point because 
of the natural coastal beauty, sense of community and the unique characteristics it holds.  As a property owner, I 
want to maintain the characteristics that made me want to call it home.    
Thank you, 
Debbie Young Lynch 
151 Kent Rd., Pacifica, Ca.  94044 
 
 
Sent from Deb’s iPad 

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. 



Dear Planning Commissioners,  

Thank you for taking the time to serve your community. 

I am writing today to (virtually) stand with my neighbors in opposition to the proposed project at the 1200 block of 
Danmann Avenue (APN 023-013-010 and 023-013-020). 

In addition to the many excellent points raised by my neighbors in opposition to this new development project, the 
City’s Staff report creates a dangerous false equivalence in its recommendation for approval.   

Section 9-4.3204 of the PMC states that a site development permit shall not be granted if the Commission makes any of 
the following findings:  

i. That the location, size, and intensity of the proposed operation will create a hazardous or inconvenient 
vehicular or pedestrian traffic pattern, taking into account the proposed use as compared with the general 
character and intensity of the neighborhood. 

In justifying this new development, the City Planning Department makes a dangerous claim: “The approximately 3,050 
sf of commercial space [and additional six apartment units] proposed for the project site is consistent with and smaller 
than nearby commercial development projects that are located in relatively close proximity to the site. The Pedro 
Point Shopping Center (5400-5450 Coast Highway), located approximately 730 feet away, is approximately 30,000 sf in 
area. An Ace Hardware Store (560 San Pedro Avenue), located approximately 986 feet away, is approximately 9,000 sf in 
area. 

The Pedro Point Shopping Center and The Linda Mar Ace Hardware are adjacent to Highway 1: sites adjacent to Highway 
1 may be better-suited for visitor-serving uses, rather than a greenfield project deep inside an existing neighborhood.  
Furthermore, the existence of Ace Hardware, founded in 1953 does not justify the approval of this new development, in 
a known hazard-zone, in 2020.   

 



 

 

 

The two blocks of Danmann between Linda Mar Beach and the Pedro Point neighborhood are becoming ground zero for 
unsustainable development: it is already choked with traffic, a lack of parking, and too many cars on the narrow road.  
As Mr. and Mrs. Gold have already noted, there are no contiguous sidewalks in Pedro Point.  The addition of six 
households in addition to the commercial space without setbacks further exacerbates the dangerous level of street 
traffic which have increased at an alarming rate in the past ten years.   

As it is, I am already afraid to ride my bike with my young children in front of my house.  Business such as the Coastal Cat 
Clinic have posted “No Beach Parking Signs,” and anonymous neighbors have taken it upon themselves to add their own 
homegrown Locals Only signs (taken just this past weekend) in a futile attempt to protect themselves and their families 
from the influx of beach-goers circling the lower streets of Pedro Point in search of beach parking due to the severe 
under-allocation of parking spaces in Pedro Point.   

 

Please do not exacerbate these problems by authorizing more short-sighted, unsustainable new developments in our 
neighborhood. 

Sincerely yours,  
Cherie Chan Ferry 
324 San Pedro Avenue 


	danmann correspondence.pdf
	CHERIE.pdf
	1300DanmannPublicCommentFiles.pdf
	Public Comments Read During Meeting - 1300 Danmann - 20200504
	Memo Style
	Barnard et al. 2019. SLR and coastal flooding

	Public Comments Received - Batch 1 - 1300 Danmann - 20200504
	Memo Style
	Memo Style 2
	Memo Style3
	Memo Style 4
	Memo Style 5
	Letter re Planning Commission 05.04.20 #4
	Letter to planning commission on agenda item 4 - File No 2019-025

	Public Comments Received - Batch 2 - 1300 Danmann - 20200504
	Memo Style
	Memo Style2
	Memo Style3
	Memo Style4
	Memo Style5
	Memo Style6
	Memo Style7
	Coastal Development Application CDP-409-19 and PE-185-19
	Memo Style8
	Memo Style9
	Memo Style10
	Memo Style11
	Memo Style12
	Memo Style13
	West
	Danmann - Planning Commision 050420

	Memo Style14
	Memo Style15

	Public Comments Received - Batch 3 - 1300 Danmann - 20200504
	Memo Style
	2020-05-04_Chan_Comments-Danmann





