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1300 DANMANN AVENUE– PROJECT LOCATION MAP
 City of Pacifica, San Mateo County 

Pacifica State Beach 

Project Site 

Shelter Cove
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1300 DANMANN AVENUE– SITE PHOTOS 
City of Pacifica, San Mateo County 

Project site as seen looking west from Danmann Avenue. 

Project site is on the left of Danmann Avenue, with Pacific Ocean to the North.
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NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL ACTION 

California Coastal Commission November 18, 2020 
Attn: Stephanie Rexing, District Supervisor 
Attn: Julia Koppman Norton 
455 Market Street, Suite 228 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

RE: Coastal Development Permit CDP-409-19; 1300 Danmann (APNs 023-013-010 & 023-013-020) 

Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603(d), Coastal Commission Regulations Section 13571, and Pacifica Municipal Code Section 9-
4.4304(n), this notice will serve to confirm that the City of Pacifica approved the above-referenced Coastal Development Permit, and 
to furnish the following additional information: 

APPLICANT NAME/ADDRESS: San Pedro Valley, LLC, 900 Rosita Road, Pacifica, CA 94044 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of a two-story mixed-use building (known as 1300 Danmann) consisting of 2,292 sf of 
ground floor commercial space and four residential apartments above with covered parking on a 14,551 sf site in Pacifica. 

DECISION:  The subject permit was approved by the City Council of the City of Pacifica on November 9, 2020, based on the 
required findings contained and adopted in the resolution of approval. 

APPEAL PROCEDURES:  The appeals process may involve the following: 
☐ The local appeal period ended on __________, and no appeal was filed; or,
☒ The permit was appealed to and decided by the City Council, exhausting the local appeals process.
☒ The project IS within the Appeals Zone and the permit IS appealable to the State of California Coastal Commission

if the appeal is made in writing to the Coastal Commission prior to the close of business on the 10th working day
from the date of receipt of this notice by the Executive Director of the Commission.  For additional information,
contact the California Coastal Commission, 455 Market Street, Suite 228, San Francisco, CA  94105, (415) 904-
5260; or,

☐ The project is NOT in the Appeals Zone and the permit is NOT appealable to the Coastal Commission.

Additional information may be obtained by contacting the Pacifica Planning Department at 1800 Francisco Boulevard, Pacifica, CA 
94044, (650) 738-7341, or permittech@ci.pacifica.ca.us. 

Tina Wehrmeister 
Planning Director 

Attachments:  ☒ Resolution of Approval with conditions  ☒ Staff Report(s)  ☒ Meeting Minutes  ☒ Project Plans 

CITY OF PACIFICA 
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 

1800 Francisco Blvd. • Pacifica, California 94044-2506 
(650) 738-7341 • www.cityofpacifica.org

MAYOR 
 Deirdre Martin 

MAYOR PRO TEM 
 Sue Beckmeyer   

COUNCIL 
 Sue Vaterlaus 

Mary Bier 
Mike O’Neill 

Scenic Pacifica 
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 

LOCAL 

STATE 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
45 ., SUITE 2
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
(415) 904-5260
NORTHCENTRALCOAST@COASTAL.CA.GOV

APPEAL FORM

Appeal of Local Government Coastal Development Permit

Filing Information (STAFF ONLY) 

District Office: North Central Coast 

Appeal Number: _______________________ 

Date Filed: ___________________________ 

Appellant Name(s): _________________________________________________ 

APPELLANTS 

IMPORTANT. Before you complete and submit this appeal form to appeal a coastal 
development permit (CDP) decision of a local government with a certified local coastal 
program (LCP) to the California Coastal Commission, please review the appeal
information sheet. The appeal information sheet describes who is eligible to appeal 
what types of local government CDP decisions, the proper grounds for appeal, and the 
procedures for submitting such appeals to the Commission. Appellants are responsible 
for submitting appeals that conform to the Commission law, including regulations.
Appeals that do not conform may not be accepted. If you have any questions about any 
aspect of the appeal process, please contact staff in the Commission district office with 
jurisdiction over the area in question (see the Commission’s contact page at 
https://coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/).

Note regarding emailed appeals. Please note that emailed appeals are accepted 
ONLY at the general email address for the Coastal Commission district office with 
jurisdiction over the local government in question. For the Coast district
office, the email address is NorthCentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov. An appeal emailed to 
some other email address, including a different district’s general email address or a
staff email address, will be rejected. It is the appellant’s responsibility to use the correct 
email address, and appellants are encouraged to contact Commission staff with any 
questions. For more information, see the Commission’s contact page at 
https://coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/).
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Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 2 

1. Appellant information1

Name: _____________________________________________________

Mailing address: _____________________________________________________

Phone number: _____________________________________________________

Email address: _____________________________________________________

How did you participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process?

Did not participate Submitted comment Testified at hearing Other 

Describe: ____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

If you did not participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process,
please identify why you should be allowed to appeal anyway (e.g., if you did not 
participate because you were not properly noticed).

Describe: ____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

Please identify how you exhausted all LCP CDP appeal processes or otherwise identify 
why you should be allowed to appeal (e.g., if the local government did not follow proper 
CDP notice and hearing procedures, or it charges a fee for local appellate CDP 
processes).

Describe: ____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation 
information. Please attach additional sheets as necessary.

Cherie Chan
324 San Pedro Avenue
(510) 703-3748
chan.cherie@gmail.com

I submitted written comments before the Pacifica Planning Commission,

before the City Council Meeting, and testified at the City Council meeting.

I submitted written comments before the Pacifica Planning Commission,

before the City Council Meeting, and testified at the City Council meeting.

I contributed to a neighbor's City Council Appeal.
The City of Pacifica also charges a $500 appeal fee.

✔ ✔

A-2-PAC-20-0073 
Exhibit 4 

Page 2 of 27



Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 3 

2. Local CDP decision being appealed2

Local government name: __________________________________

Local government approval body: __________________________________

Local government CDP application number: __________________________________

Local government CDP decision:      CDP approval       CDP denial3

Date of local government CDP decision: __________________________________

Please identify the location and description of the development that was approved or 
denied by the local government.

Describe: ____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

2 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the local government CDP decision, including a 
description of the development that was the subject of the CDP application and decision.

3 Very few local CDP denials are appealable, and those that are also require submittal of an appeal fee. 
Please see the appeal information sheet for more information.

City of Pacifica
City Council
CDP-409-19

2020-11-09

APN 016-011-190, CCC ID# 2-PAC-19-1022
1300 DANMANN AVENUE, PACIFICA, CA
Construction Of A New Mixed Use
Building With Approximately 2,292 Sf of
Commercial Space At the Ground Floor,
and (4) Residential Units ((2) 2-Bedroom
Units And (2) 1-Bedroom Units) At The
Second Level.

✔
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Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 4 

3. Identification of interested persons

On a separate page, please provide the names and contact information (i.e., mailing 
and email addresses) of all persons whom you know to be interested in the local CDP 
decision and/or the approved or denied development (e.g., the applicant, other persons 
who participated in the local CDP application and decision making process, etc.), and 
check this box to acknowledge that you have done so.  

Interested persons identified and provided on a separate attached sheet

4. Grounds for this appeal4

For appeals of a CDP approval, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that the 
approved development does not conform to the LCP or to Coastal Act public access 
provisions. For appeals of a CDP denial, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations 
that the development conforms to the LCP and to Coastal Act public access provisions.
Please clearly identify the ways in which the development meets or doesn’t meet, as 
applicable, the LCP and Coastal Act provisions, with citations to specific provisions as 
much as possible. Appellants are encouraged to be concise, and to arrange their 
appeals by topic area and by individual policies. 

Describe: ____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________

4 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the grounds for appeal.

See also Appeal to City of Pacifica CDP-413-19 for
277 Kent filed by Allison West.

See Attached docs:
A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal
B-2020.11.22.Drury_GeneralPlan.pdf
C-Interested Parties.xlsx

✔
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Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 5 

5. Appellant certification5

I attest that to the best of my knowledge, all information and facts in this appeal are 
correct and complete.

Print name_____________________________________________________________

Signature

Date of Signature _______________________ 

5. Representative authorization6

While not required, you may identify others to represent you in the appeal process. If 
you do, they must have the power to bind you in all matters concerning the appeal. To 
do so, please complete the representative authorization form below and check this box 
to acknowledge that you have done so.   

I have authorized representative, and I have provided authorization for them on
the representative authorization form attached

5 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own certification. Please attach 
additional sheets as necessary.

6 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own representative authorization form 
to identify others who represent them. Please attach additional sheets as necessary.

Cherie Chan

Cherie Chan

12/8/2020
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  1 

December 8, 2020 

California Coastal Commission 
North Central Coast District Office 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

 

Re:	 Appeal	of	Pacifica	City	Council	Decision	of	November	9,	2020	
	 CDP‐409‐19	at	1300	Danmann	(APN	016‐011‐190)		
	 CCC	ID#	2‐PAC‐19‐1022	

Dear Commission Staff: 

I am writing today to voice my opposition to the Pacifica City Council’s decision on 11/9/20 to 
approve the proposed development at 1300 Danmann Blvd, and request a more thorough review 
by the California Coastal Commission (CCC).  Based on the 1980 Local Coastal Land Use Plan 
(LCUP), Pacifica Hazard Policy in Pacifica’s new draft LCP, California Coastal Commission (CCC) Sea 
Level Rise Policy Guidance,1 and the CCC’s own concerns as expressed in their letters to the 
applicant on March 10, 2020 and July 9, 2020, it is our contention that the limited hazard studies 
included in this permit for new development must include modern erosion data (not stopping at the 
year 2000) and Sea Level Rise projections in accordance to State guidelines.  A deeper investigation 
and consideration into potential violations of the 1980 Local Coastal Land Use Plan must also be 
considered before any building is approved on this hazardous property. 

The proposed development at 1300 Danmann Blvd is inconsistent with the existing 1980 Pacifica 
General Plan (GP) and LCLUP as detailed below including: LCLUP	Policy	26 (items a and b): New 
developments shall minimize	risk	to	life	and	property,	and	assure	stability	and	structural	
integrity	for	the	life	of	the	project	through	inadequate analysis and risk assessment of the 
project site.  In addition, the applicant fails to meet the Net	Developable	Area criteria, support 
Coastal Recreational uses, and is inconsistent with the character of the neighborhood as described 
in the General Plan.   

This appeal provides an analysis researched and compiled by local community members and 
scientific professionals, including the appellant, with decades of observational experience at this 
location. There are numerous inconsistencies with the LCP/GP and substantial concerns for safety 
of life and property under the current proposal at this highly problematic coastal site.  

We request that the CCC deny CDP-409-19 based on the inconsistencies with the 1980 GP and 
LCLUP policy 26, Policies 7,8,9 regarding the protection of Coastal Recreational Reservation, and 
Neighborhood Fit.  along with the inadequate evaluation of a documented hazard zone in the 1980 
GP.  In addition, we ask the CCC to consider this permit on a different basis: California law is clear – 
a land use action such as approval of a development permit that is not consistent with a city’s 
current general plan, the charter for development, is invalid at the time it is passed. The general	

 
1California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance.  Chapter 6: Addressing Sea Level Rise in 
Coastal Development Permits.  
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/slr/guidance/August2015/6_Ch6_Adopted_Sea_Level_Rise_Policy_G
uidance.pdf 
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  2 

plan	must	be	adequate as a prerequisite to undertaking a land use approval. This is because for 
consistency to be found the city’s general plan must be legally adequate.  As noted in the attached 
letter, the City erred in approving projects in vulnerable areas because the City’s forty-year-old 
1980 General Plan (“General Plan”) is legally inadequate, fatally out of date, and fatally inconsistent. 
These legal deficiencies are directly relevant to the proposed Project. Until the General Plan is 
updated to comply with legal requirements, the City did not have the authority to approve the 
project. 

Analysis	

Policy	26,	Part	(a)	–	Risk	to	Life	and	Property	and	Coastal	Hazard	and	(b)	Assure	stability	
and	Structural	Integrity	

Parts (a) and (b) in policy 26 of the 1980 Pacifica LCP and Coastal Act Section 30253 (Minimization 
of adverse impacts) state:  

"New	development	shall:	

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

(b) Assure	stability	and	structural	integrity	and	neither	create	nor	contribute	
significantly	to	erosion,	geologic	instability,	or	destruction	of	the	site‐	or	
surrounding	area	or	in	any	way	require	the	construction	of	protective	devices	that	
would	substantially	alter	natural	landforms	along	bluffs	and	cliffs.	

This proposed new development lies in a known Coastal hazard zone according to the City’s own 
maps; yet, the applicants fail to fulfill the basic care required to ensure the safety and sustainability 
of this proposed project based on modern science and data. 

The	Proposed	Project	Fails	to	Meet	the	100‐Year	Design	Life	Requirement	of	the	LCP	
The City’s LCLUP defines the required Design Life of a project to assure stability and structural 
integrity as “the time span during which the designer expects the development to safely exist”2 for 
100 years.  In addition, “the City's Seismic Safety and Safety Element requires the bluff setback to be 
adequate to accommodate a minimum 100-year event, whether caused by seismic, geotechnical, or 
storm conditions.”3  So, any new development must be expected to remain standing through 2122.  
The Applicant fails to make this Case. 
	

The	Proposed	Project	is	in	a	Known	Hazard	Zone	

According to city’s own 1980 GP hazard zone maps, this property is subject to landslide hazards 
and therefore requires additional geotechnical evaluation.  Current erosion data extrapolates that 
much of the development site will give way to Coastal Erosion by 2100, if not sooner,4 as shown in 
the City’s own Local Coastal Land Use Plan as submitted to the CCC.      

 
2 City of Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  March 24, 1980.  At page C-16. 
3 City of Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  March 24, 1980.  Page C-19. 
4 City of Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan Consultation Draft, Submitted September 2019.   
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  3 

 

Figure	1:	The	City's	Maps	Indicate	the	project	is	within	the	Coastal	Vulnerability	Zone	subject	to	Coastal	Erosion	
by	2100	

Note that this document has not been accepted by the CCC precisely because it continues to 
underplay Coastal Erosion risk, as noted in the letter from the CCC to the City below.   

As	the	Coastal	Commission	has	routinely	stated,	clear,	proactive	
policies	for	addressing	sea	level	rise	are	critically	important.	This	is	
undoubtedly	true	in	Pacifica	where,	as	is	identified	in	the	City’s	Sea	
Level	Rise	Vulnerability	Assessment	(June	2018),	the	City	is	already	
vulnerable	to	storm	and	wave	impacts.	Such	impacts	are	evidenced	by	
the	loss	of	blufftop	residential	structures	in	recent	years…	
To	this	end,	we	are	concerned	that	both	the	removal	of	some	proposed	
policies	from	the	first	memo	and	the	addition	of	new	language	in	the	
second	memo	will	result	in	policies	that	do	not	clearly	state	the	need	to	
ensure	that	new	development	and	redevelopment	be	sited	and	
designed	to	be	safe	from	coastal	hazards.5	

The existing 1980 General Plan has also identified the area-in-question as a high-hazard zone. 

 
5 Letter from Jeannine Manna, North Central Coast District Manager, California Coastal Commission, to Tina 
Wehrmeister, Planning Director, City of Pacifica.  Subject: City of Pacifica Draft Land Use Plan (LUP) Hazard 
Policies.   October 19, 2018. 
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  4 

 

While City Planning staff assert that the use of a site-specific geologic analysis supersedes the CCC’s 
reliance on regional erosion studies and values,6 this reliance, if used, must be accompanied by a 
robust analysis based on current science, not by using a select subset of favorable information.  
Highlighting and acknowledging hazards adjacent to the development site--and thus denying a 
building permit on that basis--on a site which has been known to be hazardous since at least the 
1980 General Plan, cannot be construed to be a taking.  

The	Applicant’s	Hired	Geologist	Uses	Outdated	Methods:	20‐year‐old	Photos	Reviewed	Over	
10	Years	Ago	
The Applicant’s hired geologist asserts that “our ocean bluff retreat study has indicated that the rate 
of bluff retreat over the next 50 years is likely to be rather minimal, and not likely to cross Shelter 
Cove Road.”7  Their primary basis in this limited study for a compulsory requirement is historic 
black and white photos which they reviewed	for	a	different	project from Oakland back in 2008—
stopping at 2000--as the primary basis for their Cliff Retreat study which returns erosion rates 
from 0.1 to 0.35 feet per year, as opposed to other erosion estimates, which differ by an order of  

 
6 Pacifica City Council Meeting, November 09, 2020. 
7 Geotechnical Investigation for Proposed New Mixed-Use Building.  Attachment H - Geotechnical Hazard 
Analysis.  Page 4.   
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  5 

magnitude.  We include the entirety of their submitted analysis here: 

 
The record includes no evidence, no documentation, and no photos: merely the hired geologist’s 
recollection of a review back in 2008.  Using these historic aerial photographs (from 1955--2000) the 
geologist uses this rate on a going-forward basis from 2020 through presumably 2120. 
 
The California Coastal Commission has also noted issues with the hired geologist’s analysis, stating:  

While	the	applicant’s	consultant,	GeoForensics,	reported	historic	
erosion	rates	in	the	range	of	0.1	to	0.45	ft/yr,	other	sources	report	
much	higher	rates.	The	USGS	average	historical	retreat	rate	is	1.5	
ft/yr,	and	the	highest	historical	retreat	rate	for	this	area	that	we	have	
found	is	2.3	ft/yr.”8			

Using this higher rate of retreat, the cliff would erode 230 feet in the next 80 years, consistent with 
the City’s hazard map.  The diagram below highlights stark differences between the Applicant’s 
historic retreat estimates and the USGS documents. 
 

 
8 California Coastal Commission, Tuesday, April 28, 2020 2:45 PM. 
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  6 

 

Figure	2:	The	Wildly	Divergent	Erosion	Estimates	between	the	Applicant’s	Erosion	Estimate	and	the	CCC’s	Must	be	
Resolved	

The shortcomings in the application can partially resolved [though responsibility must be on the 
applicant, not the appellant] by including for meaningful review, relevant, timely erosion photos 
and studies.  Without this evidence, the applicant’s claims to have seen some photos in an Oakland 
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  7 

warehouse back in 2008 cannot be considered meaningful evidence.  Instead, we provide a time-
series of photos here which contradicts the Hired Engineer’s claims that the project site sits atop a 
stable cliff which has faced negligible erosion over the past 45 years, and is thus unlikely to result in 
erosion over the next 100 years. 

 

Figure	3:	Pedro	Point,	1979:	Shelter	Cove	Road	is	Easily	Passable	around	Pedro	Point.		Substantial	Undercuts	
already	exist.		Credit: Coastal Records Project 

 

Project 
Site
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  8 

	

Figure	4:	Pedro	Point	1987:	Profound	In	cut	Develops	almost	directly	seaward	from	Proposed	Development	Site.		
Credit: Coastal Records Project	
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  9 

 

Figure	5:	2002:	In	cut	further	restricts	road	just	seaward	of	project	site.		Credit: Coastal Records Project	
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  10 

 

Figure	6:		Pedro	Point,	2008.		Road	is	now	subject	to	overwash	and	severe	erosion,	just	250	feet	west	of	proposed	
project,	not	2100	feet	as	claimed	by	Applicant	Engineer.		Credit: Coastal Records Project 
 

Drone Footage from 2016 also highlights the dramatic erosion adjacent to the proposed project site, 
with screen shots for the record. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ws85ECrni8Q&list=PLeyOP16MFrdzdrxjVKn2bSui2burxuLfh
&index=7 
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A-2-PAC-20-0073 
Exhibit 4 

Page 18 of 27



A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  12 

Recent photos taken by neighbors taken this year demonstrate the profound, recent, and persistent 
erosion taken just seaward of the project site, as shown below.  This was accompanied by a letter 
from a concerned neighbor sent to the Planning Department. 

 
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.9	

 

 

Figure	7:	Figure	7:	Concrete	Slab	Falling	into	Ocean	20	feet	from	Proposed	Development	(bluff	view)	

 
9 Subject: Coastal Development Application CDP-409-19 proposed multiple building/unit mixed commercial 
proposal.   Public Comments of Samuel Casillas, sent May 4th, 2020. 
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A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  13 

The	Geology	Study	Fails	to	Consider	Sea	Level	Rise	
All Coastal Development Permits require that “locations currently subject to inundation, flooding, 
wave impacts, erosion, or saltwater intrusion will be exposed to increased risks from these coastal 
hazards with rising sea level and will	require	review	for	sea	level	rise	effects.”10 

As discussed earlier, this proposed site is in a notorious Erosion Zone, as known since the 1980 
Pacifica General Plan.  Despite this proposed project being in a known Erosion hazard zone, the 
appellant’s geotechnical engineer fails to include any reference, analysis, or acknowledgement of 
Sea Level rise, instead relying on decades-old photos, with a straight-line extrapolation (ending at 
2000) into the future.  It fails to consider that climate change is accelerating, and erosion will 
increase as sea levels rise.  Worse yet, the original appellants, and several public comments pointed 
out climate change; yet, the City flat-out denies any consideration of Climate Change and Sea Level 
Rise, boldly stating.”  

The	Appellant	does	not	provide	any	evidence	to	substantiate	the	claim	
that	there	are	new	climate	change	models	which	are	relevant	to	the	
City’s	review	of	the	proposed	Project.11 

The city’s claim that it does not need to consider climate change is disingenuous at best. In this case 
the City is eager to deny Sea Level Rise concerns to rubberstamp a project which brings in limited 
short-term development in exchange for a long-term public nuisance to be dealt with at taxpayer 
expense.  Yet, in the case of the Beach Boulevard Seawall project, which the same firm, 
GeoForensics, concluded:  

In	summary,	we	found	that	the	existing	sea	wall	is	in	excellent	
condition	at	this	time,	and	should	be	expected	to	last	well	into	the	
foreseeable	future	with	appropriate	maintenance."			

This, of course, is the same 
rapidly eroding seawall that the 
city is now seeking grants and 
Public Funding to rebuild north of 
the pier. 

In contrast, this Danmann project 
is not afforded the rights to erect 
any bluff erosion mitigation 
measures due to their lack of 
ownership of adjacent bluff 
properties.  In this case, where 
public funds and grants may be 

 
10 California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance.  Adopted August 12, 2015.  Chapter 6:  
Addressing Sea Level Rise in Coastal Development Permits 
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/slr/guidance/August2015/6_Ch6_Adopted_Sea_Level_Rise_Policy_G
uidance.pdf  Page 98. 
11 Staff Report Printout as posted on the Pacifica City Council Meeting Portal on November 11, 2020.  
https://pacificacityca.iqm2.com/Citizens/Detail_Meeting.aspx?ID=1334. 

Figure	8:	Figure	8:		City	Slides	from	Beach	Boulevard	Infrastructure	
Resiliency	Project:	Community	Workshop	#2.		December	3rd,	2020	

A-2-PAC-20-0073 
Exhibit 4 

Page 20 of 27



A-2020-12-08_Danmann_Pacifica_Coastal_Appeal  14 

leveraged, the City freely acknowledges a higher rate of erosion and various Sea Level Rise (SLR) 
scenarios. 

The	City	Has	Failed	to	Conduct	a	Peer	Review	of	the	Hired	Geologists’	Study.	
Despite the 85 pages of opposition letters, many citing Sea Level Rise for both this property and the 
adjacent project at 277 Kent, the City has failed to conduct its own engineering peer review, as was 
conducted by Daedalus and CS for the project at 1567 Beach Blvd, also in Pacifica, which was 
ultimately rejected by the CCC.   

LCLUP	Violation:	Hydrology	Has	Not	Been	Considered		
The applicants also fail to document or consider the known underground spring(s) located at the 
southern edge of the projects in question on Kent Street near the corner of Danmann.  

“As	with	all	bluff‐top	sites,	establishment	of	net	developable	area	must	
be	based	on	detailed	studies	of	the	geology	and	hydrology	of	
individual	sites	given	environmental	conditions,	including	potential	
seismic	activity.12	

On the Southern Border of the property in question is an ongoing water source, as documented in 
Appendix. This water source is from active underground spring activity that is active year around.  As 
documented in Appendix the city engineer acknowledged an active hazardous condition that was 
initially revealed during the city's sewer line replacement program.  During the sewer replacement work 
an underground spring was exposed and the city spent over eight months to determine how to mitigate 
the active hydrology issue adjacent to the proposed development.   The planning department and 
planning commission was made aware of this hydrology hazard during the appeal process, yet planning 
never requested input from the city's own engineer to understand the full scope of the potential hazard 
directly in front of the proposed development site.  
    
Furthermore, just 40 yards from the border was a historic well with water tower at 1276 Danmann Ave. 
that served as the main water source for Pedro Point during its agricultural era.    
 
The geotechnical engineer hired by the applicant was negligent by not conducting a boring study in the 
area of the hydrology activity and did so in order to avoid documenting the known hazard.   
  

The	Project	Incorrectly	Calculates	the	Net	Developable	Area	of	the	Project	
The LCLUP contains an explicit requirement on page C-20 that density shall be based on the “net 
developable” area in known hazard zones, and specifically calls out bluff-top areas, such as the 
project site in question.  In their density maps, the applicants fail to consider the “net developable 
area,” and instead calculate density on the total parcel size, which is explicitly barred in the certified 
LCLUP.  Rather, the density standards considered on this parcel must be based on the realistic 
erosion scenarios described above, including Sea Level Rise. 

Policy	7,	8,	and	9:	Coastal	Recreational	Reservation,		

The proposed project violates the following three components of the Certified LCLUP. 

7.	Oceanfront	land	suitable	for	recreational	use	shall	be	protected	for	
recreational	use	and	development	unless	present	and	foreseeable	

 
12 City of Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan.  March 24. 1980.  Page C-25. 
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future	demand	for	public	or	commercial	recreational	activities	that	
could	be	accommodated	on	the	property	is	already	adequately	
provided	for	in	the	area.	(LU)		

8.  The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial 
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for 
coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general 
industrial, or general commercial development, but not over 
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. (H, L~)	Key	Fishing	Area.		
See	Pacifica	Website.	

9. Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall 
be reserved for such uses, where feasible. (LU) 

From a human scale, the project in question lies at a critical intersection of a neighborhood’s social 
heart and visitor-serving gathering place, historic landmark, and recreational fishing access point.   
 
Directly to the East of the project in question is the historic Pedro Point Firehouse, at 1227 Danmann 
Avenue.  It is the home of countless neighborhood potlucks, and weddings, and life events for the 
surrounding community.13 Adjacent and directly to the north [across the private road] perched atop 
the ocean is the Tobin Station: 
 

It	is	one	of	the	few	'remaining	stations	of	the	short	lived	Ocean	Shore	
Railroad	and	is	an	important	local	historic	landmark.	Sited	on	the	bluff	
with	a	sweeping	view	of	San	Pedro	Beach	and	the	Headlands	and	the	
main	coast,	Tobin	Station	should	be	protected	as	a	historic	landmark.	
The	building	could	become	a	coastal	overlook	point	and	a	small	local	
railroad	museum	if	acquired	by	a	public	agency.14	

Just west of Tobin station along the private road is an access point to the well-established fishing 
area, which is described as an access point on page C-58 in 1980, and still highlighted in official 
visitor-serving Pacifica websites to date15. 
 

 

 
13 https://www.pedropoint.org/history 
14 LCLUP, page C-56 
15 Website of the Pacifica Chamber of Commerce and the Pacifica Business Improvement District 
https://visitpacifica.com/fishing-crabbing/ 
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Accordingly, the LCLUP proposed a Special Area Designation for this area, 
“in concert with visitor-oriented commercial uses and increased public 
access and recreational use of the area.”  Included among these criteria are 
protection of the existing marine resources from over use, protection of the 
special character of the neighborhood, and protection of the varied 
recreational opportunities now present.” 
 
The proposed project fulfills none of these required elements.  Visitors flock 
to this intersection to recreate, celebrate important milestones, and 
contemplate history.  This property lies at a key position which could tie the 
Pedro short-lived Point Firehouse, The Pedro Point Field, Pacifica State 
Beach16, and the Pedro Point Headlands into a visitor-serving coastal 
destination which is uniquely accessible to  
 
As noted in LCLUP Policy	19, “The maximum amount of prime agricultural 
land shall be maintained in agricultural production.” this property is still 
known locally as the Llama field, and priority should be afforded to 
agricultural uses if feasible, and to low-density visitor-serving uses at a minimum. 
This new project also fails to provide	public	access from the nearest public roadway (Kent Road) 
to the shoreline as required in new development project.  We ask that the CCC invoke its duty to 
enforce and prioritize the public’s right to access the shoreline (30210 to 30214) 

Policy	24:	Permitted	development	shall	be	Visually	Compatible	with	the	Character	of	the	
Surrounding	Areas	

This project is inconsistent with the 1980 LCP and General Plan regarding the character of the 
Pedro Point neighborhood and community scale, parking, beach parking and traffic circulation.  The 
Pedro Point neighborhood was specifically included in the GP Community Design Element for 
“visual characteristics” as shown in the 1980 GP:  

 
16 One of the most popular beginner surf breaks in the Bay Area.  https://visitpacifica.com/surfing/ 

Figure	9:	Appellant’s	
Daughter	outside	the	
Llama	Field,	2015.	
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This section of the 1980 GP specifically states: “In existing residential areas, where additional in-
filling will occur, new development should be compatible in scale and density with the existing 
neighborhood.” 

This proposed project is not 
compatible with the neighborhood.  
In order to retain the same 
neighborhood characteristics, the 
CCC could consider a compromise 
more in line with the design at 
1275 Danmann Ave which fulfills 
all the zoning requirements for this 
property and could feasibly divide 
the building into two dwellings 
along with a commercial space 
below.   Note that 1275 is 
significantly more set back from 
1330 Danmann, and does not fall 
within the  

Additionally, by proposing this footprint, the CCC could recommend placing this structure closer to 
the corner of Danmann and Kent, yet with an adequate setback from Kent where the 100 year 
erosion rate may cause the least amount of a hazard and potentially mitigate the inevitable public 
nuisance versus a 4 unit L-shaped building that does not belong in this neighborhood and will not 
come close to a 100 year design-life. 

As noted in the Surfline Travel Guide below, residents and visitors to Pedro Point are appealing to 
the California Coastal Commission to preserve this distinct and valuable natural resource of vital 
and enduring interest to all people. 

 

Figure	10:		1275	Danmann	Ave,	with	Pedro	Point	Creative	Public	Event	
Space	downstairs.		www.ppcreative.com	
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Appendix	

Known	Hydrology	
From: Dan Shugar 
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 2:27 PM 
To: 'Sam Bautista' <bautistas@ci.pacifica.ca.us> 
Subject: Hazardous conditions on Kent / Danmann roads 
Importance: High 
  
Sam, I hope you have been well.  Following my voicemail, we’ve had an ongoing safety and public works 
disrepair situation in the Danmann – Kent Road intersection area that has been especially acute since 
the sewer upgrade project that happened last summer.  
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The photos below, taken today, tell the story.  In summary, during the sewer project, an ongoing water 
source, draining on the street, was created. This area was capped by steel plates with City of Pacifica 
logos on them.  Danmann and the lower half of Kent Road was significantly degraded by the heavy 
equipment used in the sewer project.  Danmann is nothing more than a dirt road at places.  The water is 
coagulating on the street especially in the large pot holes that exist in Danmann.  
  
Directly across the street is the Firehouse which is the most active community centers at Pedro Point 
and one of the most active in the City, with hundreds of visitors many weeks.  The Firehouse brings 
significant economic benefits to the City in the form of visitors that spend money at local 
businesses.   Additionally there is a community constructed playground adjoining the Firehouse.   
  
The disrepair of the public road and water system has created a hazardous condition which is magnified 
by the extensive public use, especially with children.   The hazards are created by: 

1. Wet roads, which have significantly lower coefficient of friction (COF) than dry roads by a factor 
of 2 or more.  Please see below.  

2. Stagnant water, which allows bacteria and parasites, and algae – further reducing COF.  
3. The steel plates are not a proper road and also have a lower COF than asphalt.  
4. The present of very large pot holes, in which residents are taking “evasive action” around them, 

driving essential on the wrong side of the street to avoid them.  The photo below shows this 
happening.  

  
Coefficients of Friction 

Rubber  Dry Asphalt  0.9  (0.5 - 0.8)1)

Rubber  Wet Asphalt  0.25 - 0.751)

  
There have been a number of major residential construction projects on Kent Road and Danmann and 
large fees paid to the City.  In my case on top of fees, I actually repaved a large section of Kent Road, 
approximately 500% more than I was required to do.  
I have spoken to others active in the Pedro Point Community Association, and the community is aligned 
that we need the City to do its part.   Priority: 
 Stop the leak and repair Kent road without steel plates. 

1. Properly rebuild and repave the northern half of Danmann.  Not just fill pot holes with patches 
that will again disappear within a year. 

2. Properly repave the bottom half of Kent road, from 249 Kent to Danmann.  Given all the visitors 
to the Firehouse, a shoulder should be created on the bottom northern lots of Kent road to 
allow parking and reduce pedestrian hazards with automobiles.  

  
I would be appreciative if we could meet at the street to go over this situation.  I am available this Friday 
morning or next Wednesday.  
I look forward to your response and resolving these issues.  I am available at [Phone number redacted].  
Thank you, Dan 
  
Dan Shugar, P.E. 
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M [Phone number redacted] 

 

 

Response from City Engineer:  
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KoppmanNorton, Julia@Coastal

From: KoppmanNorton, Julia@Coastal
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 9:28 AM
To: Murdock, Christian; Gannon, Helen
Subject: 1300 Danmann - 10/12 City Council
Attachments: RE: Comments for City Council: 1300 Danmann

Hi Christian & Helen, 
  
Please add these comments to the record for the upcoming 10/12/2020 City Council hearing on CDP‐409‐19 for the 
appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision for the project at 1300 Danmann. These comments simply reiterate 
comments provided to City staff on April 28, 2020, prior to the Planning Commission hearing and prior to the scheduled 
July 13, 2020 City Council hearing. 
  
While the applicant’s consultant, GeoForensics, reported historic erosion rates in the range of 0.1 to 0.45 ft/yr, other 
sources (e.g. USGS) report much higher rates. The USGS average historical retreat rate is 1.5 ft/yr, and the highest 
historical retreat rate for this area that we have found is 2.3 ft/yr. Therefore, bluff erosion hazards through 2100 are 
largely dependent on which historic erosion rate is used. If higher historic erosion rates are used in the analysis, the 
setback of the proposed residence may not be adequate for the full design life of the project. 
  
As this project site faces some future hazard from bluff retreat depending on the path of future sea‐level rise, we 
strongly recommend that the City require conditions of approval to include: 1. No future shoreline or bluff protection for 
this residence, and removal of the structure if and when it is threatened, 2. A requirement for hazards disclosure, and 3. 
Recorded Deed restriction for the property owner to acknowledge and agree that: the development is located in a 
hazardous area, or an area that may become hazardous in the future, assumption of risks of injury and damage from 
such hazards in connection with the permitted development, to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability 
from such hazards, to indemnify and hold harmless the City against any injury or damage due to such hazards, that they 
have no rights to future shoreline armoring, that sea level rise could render it difficult to provide services to the site, that 
the boundary between public and private land could shift, and that the structure may eventually be located on public 
trust lands, which the development approval does not extend to, that any future encroachment on public trust lands 
must be removed, and that the structure may be required to be removed and relocated it if becomes unsafe. In the 
absence of these conditions, we strongly recommend increasing the setback from the northern end of the property 
closest to the bluff edge. 
  
If you have any questions, please feel free to reach out. 
  
Best, 
Julia 
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