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Exhibit 1 to Appeal Form 
concerning decision of the Planning Commission on May 5, 2014 adopting  “A RESOLUTION 

OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF PACIFICA CERTIFYING THAT 

THE PROPOSED 2014-2019 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM IS CONSISTENT 

WITH THE GENERAL PLAN.” 

 

The Decision being appealed: 

 

Appellants hereby appeal to the City Council the decision of the Planning Commission on May 

5, 2014 adopting  “A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF 

PACIFICA CERTIFYING THAT THE PROPOSED 2014-2019 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT 

PROGRAM IS CONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN.” 

 

Appellants: Pacificans for Highway 1 Alternatives, Peter Loeb and Stan Zeavin 

Contact Information:  Appellants are represented by Hal Bohner, Law Office of Hal Bohner, 115 

Angelita Avenue, Pacifica CA 94044, 650-359-4257 

 

Grounds for this Appeal: 

 

1. The Proposed 2014 -2019 Capital Improvement Program (hereinafter “CIP”) is not 

consistent with the Pacifica General Plan. 

2. The Planning Commission failed to make adequate findings as part of its decision. 

3. The Planning Commission based its decision on inaccurate and incomplete information. 

 

This Appeal is based on the information in this Appeal, the Exhibits accompanying this Appeal, 

any other documents which may be delivered before or during the City Council hearing on this 

matter and any oral statements and argument made to the City Council at its hearing on this 

matter. 

 

1. The Proposed 2014 -2019 Capital Improvement Program is not consistent with the 

Pacifica General Plan 

 

The Proposed 2014 -2019 Capital Improvement Program (hereinafter “CIP”) includes the Capital 

Improvement Program for the “Calera Parkway” project. pp. 12- 1 and 12-2 of the CIP.  

 

The Calera Parkway Project is not consistent with the Pacifica General Plan. 

 

A Pacifica citizen has sued the City of Pacifica alleging that the Calera Parkway Project is not 

consistent with the Pacifica General Plan.  The Case is Loeb v City of Pacifica,  San Mateo 

County Superior Court Case No. CIV522741.  Appellants in the present Appeal incorporate by 

reference all documents in that case and those documents are public record in the San Mateo 

Superior Court.  Appellants submit as Exhibit 2 with this Appeal the First Amended Complaint 

in Loeb v City of Pacifica.  Paragraphs 30-60 of the First Amended Complaint explain how the 

Calera Parkway project is not consistent with the Pacifica General Plan, and for the sake of 

brevity Appellants will not repeat those paragraphs here but will incorporate them by reference.   

Appellants also include as part of this Appeal Exhibit 3 which is the 1980 Pacifica General Plan 
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which is posted on the web site of the City of Pacifica, and Exhibit 4 which is the Pacifica Local 

Land Use Plan as it is posted on the web site of the City of Pacifica. 

 

II. The Planning Commission Failed to make adequate findings as part of its decision. 

 

The case of Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles, 11 Cal. 3d 506 

(1974) requires that decision making bodies such as the Planning Commission make findings to 

support their decisions.  The Topanga case requires that those findings be sufficiently detailed 

and informative to bridge the analytic gap between the raw evidence and the decision maker’s 

conclusion. 

 

In this case the Planning Commission rendered no findings at all and certainly no findings which 

explain how they reached their decision and which bridge the analytic gap between the raw 

evidence and their conclusion. 

 

III. The Planning Commission based its decision on inaccurate,  misleading and incomplete 

information. 

 

The basis for the Planning Commission’s decision concerning the Calera Parkway Project was 

seriously inaccurate and incomplete.  The following are some examples: 

 

Staff Report 
 

The staff report for the Planning Commissions decision is a Memorandum from Lee Diaz, 

Associate Planner, to the Planning Commission dated May 5, 2014 along with attachments.  The 

Memorandum states, “Each Planning Commissioner has a copy of the complete General Plan, 

but staff has attached a copy of the ‘Goals, policies and Action Programs’ section of the General 

Plan for Commission convenience.”   
 

The asserted copy of the “Goals, policies and Action Programs” section of the General Plan is 

confusing, inaccurate and misleading in at least the following respects.  There is a section headed 

“HOUSING ELEMENT” which is on the ninth page (unnumbered).  It states “See new goals and 

policies in Housing Element, adopted January 1987.”  However, the current housing element was 

adopted in 2012. Following the “Goals, policies and Action Programs” section there are pages 

98-113 titled “SEISMIC SAFETY AND ELEMENT (1983), which appear to be pages from the 

General Plan.  The significance of including these pages from the General Plan and not others is 

not clear. 
 

CIP 
 

The portion of the CIP concerning the Calera Parkway project is inaccurate and incomplete.  The 

following are some examples. 
 

Page 12-1 includes the Statement, “The San Mateo County Transportation Authority has taken 

over the project.”  However, this statement is unclear and misleading.  In fact the City of Pacifica 

has a major role in the project (See e.g.  ¶¶62-75 in Exhibit 2 )  Moreover, if the San Mateo 
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County Transportation Authority has taken over the project then one must wonder why the 

subject is included in the Capital Improvement Program of the City of Pacifica.   

Page 12-2 of the CIP states the cost estimate for the Calera Parkway Project to be $15 million.  

However current cost estimates for the project are far higher - some in the range of $50 million. 

On Page 12-2 under “Project Progress” it is indicated that “Final Plans/Specification” are 65% 

complete.  However, Appellants understand that the final design of the project has not yet begun. 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 2 
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HAL BOHNER, State Bar No. 70208

LAW OFFICE OF HAL BOHNER

115 Angelita Avenue

Pacifica, CA 94044

T: 650- 359 -4257

hbohner@earthlink.net

Attorney for Plaintiff Peter Loeb

XLEDTMSAN ,mkTEO COUNTY
JUL 3 0 2013

Clark of a for C00

Y

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

PETER LOEB, an individual, 

Plaintiff, 

V. 

CITY OF PACIFICA, CALIFORNIA, and

DOES I through X, inclusive, 

Defendants. 

Case No.: CIV522741

FIRST AMENDED VERIFIED

COMPLAINT FOR

DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE

RELIEF

Cal. Code of Civil Procedure § §1060

and 526a) 

INTRODUCTION

I . Plaintiff PETER LOEB brings this suit to prevent an ill- conceived, inadequately

studied, and environmentally - damaging highway construction project from being built in the

City of Pacifica. 

1
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2. Highway 1 extends the length of the Pacific coast of the United States and is

iconic for its beautiful views and its relationship to the coast. The, proposed construction project

would widen Highway 1 and would extend for about 1. 3 miles while more than doubling the

width of the existing highway. 

3. The project would be partially located in the California Coastal Zone which is

famed for its scenic beauty. 

4. The project has been designed without regard for the General Plan of the City of

Pacifica or the Local Coastal Plan of the City which were prepared based on considerable public

input and discussion. The Local Coastal Plan of the City has for the most part been certified by

the California Coastal Commission as consistent with the Coastal Act. 

General Plans

5. California cities are required by state law to create general plans which are

comprehensive, longterm general plan[ s] for the physical development of the county or city. . 

Government Code §65300. All decisions involving land use must be consistent with the

applicable general plan. " The general plan has been aptly described as the 'constitution for all

future developments' within the city or county... [ T] he propriety of virtually any local

decision affecting land use and development depends upon consistency with the applicable

general plan and its elements." Citizens ofGoleta Valley v. Board ofSupervisors ( 1990) 52 Cal. 

3d 553, 570 [ citations omitted]. 

Local Coastal Plans

6. The court in Yost v Thomas ( 1984) 36 Cal. 3d 561, 565 -567 summarized the

significance of the California Coastal Act as follows: " The Coastal Act of 1976 ( Pub. Resources

Code, § 30000 et seq.) was enacted by the Legislature as a comprehensive scheme to govern

2
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land use planning for the entire coastal zone of California. The Legislature found that' the

California coastal zone is a distinct and valuable natural resource of vital and enduring interest

all the people; that 'the permanent protection of the state' s natural and scenic resources is a

paramount concern; that ' it is necessary to protect the ecological balance of the coastal zone' and

that' existing developed uses, and future developments that are carefully planned and developed

consistent with the policies of this division, are essential to the economic and social well -being

of the people of this state ....' (§ 30001, subds. ( a) and (d))." 

7. The Yost v Thomas court also explained the roles of the state Coastal Commission

and local government in implementing the Coastal Act. " A combination of local land use

planning procedures and enforcement to achieve maximum responsiveness to local conditions, 

accountability, and public accessibility, as well as continued state coastal planning and

management through a state coastal commission are relied upon to insure conformity with the

provisions of the act (§ 30004, subds. ( a) and ( b)). Therefore, all local governments lying in

whole or in part within the coastal zone had to prepare and submit to the Commission a local

coastal plan ( LCP) (§ 30500, subd. ( a)). The LCP consists of a local government's '( a) land use

plans, (b) zoning ordinances, ( c) zoning district maps, and ( d) within sensitive coastal resources

areas, other implementing actions, ...' ( § 30108.6.) The precise content of each LCP is

determined by the local government in full consultation with the Commission (§ 30500, subd. 

c)) and must meet the requirements of, and implement the provisions and policies of [the act] at

the local level (§ 30108.6)." 

8. A Local Coastal Plan is part of a General Plan and is vested with the same

constitutional" authority as the General Plan. Citizens ofGoleta Valley v. Board ofSupervisors

1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553. 

3
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9. To determine whether a proposed project is consistent with the Coastal Act, 

special consideration must be given to protection of significant coastal resources. The Coastal

Act states, " The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between one

more policies of the division. The Legislature therefore declares that in carrying out the

provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner which on balance is the most

protective of significant coastal resources. In this context, the Legislature declares that broader

policies which, for example, serve to concentrate development in close proximity to urban and

employment centers may be more protective, overall, than specific wildlife habitat and other

similar resource policies." Public Resources Code § 30007.5. 

Environmental Impact Report

10. A Draft Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment

hereinafter DEIR or DEIR/ EA) has been prepared for the project. The title is " State Route

1 / Calera Parkway/Highway 1 Widening Project (from South of Fassler Avenue to North of

Reina Del Mar Avenue in the City of Pacifica) San Mateo County, California 04 -SM -1 PM

41. 7/ 43. 0 EA 04- 254600 Project ID: 040000071. DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT /State Clearinghouse Number 2010022042." 

The DEIIt/EA is dated August 2011 and includes a description of the project. 

11. The DEIR/EA describes the project as follows: " The California Department of

Transportation ( "Department" or "Caltrans "), in conjunction with the San Mateo County

Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica, proposes to widen Highway I /State

Route 1 / Calera Parkway (hereinafter referred to as " SR 1 ") in the city of Pacifica from four lanes

to six lanes through the project limits." 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

4
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12. . This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure

1060 and Code of Civil Procedure § 526a. 

13. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 394. 

PARTIES

14. Plaintiff PETER LOEB is a resident of Pacifica and lives near where the project

would be built. He travels on Highway 1 where the project would be built practically every day. 

15. Defendant CITY OF PACIFICA is a general law city located in San Mateo

County on the coast south of San Francisco. 

16. The true names and capacities, whether individual, corporate, or otherwise, of

fictitiously named Defendants DOES I through X sued herein are unknown to Plaintiff. Plaintiff

will amend this Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief to set forth the true names and

capacities of said Doe parties when they have been ascertained. Plaintiff alleges that Doe parties

I through X are at fault for the violations alleged herein. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The Pacifica General Plan

17. The majority of the General Plan of Pacifica is dated 1980. Pacifica has been

discussing amending the 1980 General Plan and has amended parts of it, but much of the 1980

General Plan remains unchanged. 

18. According to the General Plan, " Citizen participation was an integral part of the

development of the 1980 Pacifica General Plan. Three public workshops, a series of public

forums and joint Planning Commission -City Council study sessions were held. In addition, at

least two meetings were held with each of eleven neighborhood groups. From this widespread

participation evolved the first draft of the Plan which was reviewed by the Planning Commission

5
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and City Council." General Plan p. 2. 

The Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan

19. The original Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan ( hereinafter LCLUP or LUP) 

is dated March 24, 1980 and has been amended since that time. 

20. The LCLUP document describes its development as follows: " Through the Local

Coastal Land Use Plan, the City of Pacifica brings its land use planning into conformance with

the California Coastal Act of 1976. The Local Coastal Land Use Plan will serve as a land use

plan for the City of Pacifica's coastal zone and will be the basis for the Local Coastal

Implementation Program. An Implementation Plan, including a permit issuing procedure, zoninj

ordinance revisions and other implementation programs, will be prepared and submitted to the

Regional and State Coastal Commissions." LCLUP p. C -1. 

21. The document also explains the extent of public involvement with its preparation. 

Broad -based citizen participation was an integral part of the development of Pacifica's local

Coastal land Use Plan. A public workshop, a series of public forums and joint Planning

Commission -City Council study sessions were held. In addition, at least two meetings were held

with each of eleven neighborhood groups. From this widespread participation evolved the first

draft of the Local Coastal land Use Plan which was reviewed by the Planning Commission and

City Council." LCLUP p. C -3. 

22. There have been amendments to the LCLUP since 1980; however, much of the

document has not been changed to date. The California Coastal Commission has certified the

11980 LCLUP and certain amendments to it. 

The Calera Parkway Project

23. There are presently two alternative versions of the project under consideration by

6
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Caltrans and the City of Pacifica. They are called " Build Alternatives" and both are quite sim

to each other. They both meet the following general description: 

The California Department of Transportation ( "Department" or " Caltrans "), in conjunction with

the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (SMCTA) and the City of Pacifica, proposes to

widen Highway 1 / State Route I /Calera Parkway (hereinafter referred to as " SR I") in the city of

Pacifica from four lanes to six lanes through the project limits. The portion of SR 1 proposed for

widening is located between 400 feet and 3, 200 feet east of the Pacific Ocean within the city of

Pacifica and extends from approximately 1, 500 feet south of Fassler Avenue to approximately

2, 300 feet north of Reina Del Mar Avenue, a distance of approximately 1. 3 miles." DEIR/EA p. 

24. The two " Build Alternatives" are a " Narrow Median Build Alternative," and a

Landscaped Median Build Alternative." DEIR/EA p. 8. The City and Caltrans have not deci

which of the two alternatives to pursue. The two Build Alternatives are known as the Calera

Parkway project or the project. 

25. The City has not acknowledged that the Calera Parkway project is inconsistent

with the Pacifica General Plan or the Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan nor has the City

attempted to remedy such inconsistencies. 

26. The DEIR/EA states that the project is consistent with the Pacifica General Plan. 

DEIR/EA p. 46. The DEIR/EA also states that the project is consistent with the Pacifica Local

Coastal Land Use Plan. DEIR/ EA p. 45. 

27. However the project is not consistent with either the General Plan or the Local

Coastal Land Use Plan. The failure to correctly recognize the relationship between the project on

the one hand and the Pacifica General Plan and Local Coastal Land Use Plan on the other is a

7
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fundamental flaw in the project. 

28. The LCLUP explains that Highway 1 is the only north -south arterial roadway in

Pacifica. In the northern part of Pacifica, Highway 1 is a freeway while in the southern part of

Pacifica it is not a freeway, it is an arterial roadway. The LCLUP further explains that in 1980

when the LCLUP was originally written, improvements to the arterial section were under

consideration. LCLUP p. C -112. " The southern portion of the roadway is a substandard four - 

lane arterial with unlimited access. In their coastal corridor study, ABAG and MTC proposed

that safety and operational improvements be made to the arterial portion of Highway 1 in

Pacifica. These improvements would include such things as safety improvements to

intersections, widening the shoulders and moving lanes, providing a median strip, signalization

and turning lanes. The intention of these improvements is not to increase the capacity of

roadway." LCLUP p. C -112, emphasis added. This statement is from the 1980 LCLUP and

remains in the LCLUP today. However, now, over 30 years later, these improvements have not

been made. Instead the City and Caltrans are proposing the Calera Parkway project which is

dramatically different from the improvements contemplated by the General Plan and the LCLUP.1

29. The project is inconsistent with the General Plan and the LCLUP in a variety of

ways. Some of the inconsistencies involve the whole project while some are specific to

particular Pacifica neighborhoods. Those inconsistencies affecting the whole project will be

discussed first. 

Inconsistencies - Whole Project

30. The project would widen Highway 1 as it passes through two neighborhoods

which are identified in the General Plan and the LCLUP as 1) the Sharp Park Municipal Golf

Course -West Fairway Park -Mori Point- Rockaway Beach neighborhood and 2) the East Fairway

8
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Park- Vallemar- Rockaway neighborhood. 

31. The General Plan and the Local Coastal Land Use Plan both state that

improvements to Highway 1 in the vicinity of the Sharp Park Municipal Golf Course -West

Fairway Park -Mori Point- Rockaway Beach neighborhood and the East Fairway Park- Vallemar- 

Rockaway neighborhood will not increase the capacity of the highway. However, the Calera

Parkway project is specifically designed and intended to increase the capacity of the highway. 

32. As another example of the dramatic difference between the highway

improvements contemplated by the General Plan and the LCLUP on the one hand and the Calera

Parkway project on the other, the General Plan and the LCLUP provide for a frontage road to be

built to the west of Highway 1 connecting Francisco - Bradford Way in Fairway Park to Old

County Road in West Rockaway. This proposed frontage road would run through the Sharp Park

Municipal Golf Course -West Fairway Park -Mori Point- Rockaway Beach neighborhood. 

However, the Calera Parkway project does not include a frontage road, and the project is clearly

intended to be built instead of such a frontage road. 

33. As yet another example of inconsistencies the General Plan and LCLUP discuss

Pacifica' s north -south pedestrian - bicycle pathway and state that the pathway should be placed on

the frontage road. However, the Calera Parkway project includes locating the pathway on Calera

Parkway. 

34. As another example of the dramatic difference between the improvements

contemplated by the General Plan and the LCLUP on the one hand and the Calera Parkway

project on the other, the General Plan and the Local Coastal Land Use Plan provide for a

frontage road to be built to the east of Highway 1. However, the Calera Parkway project does not

include such a frontage road, and the project is clearly intended to be built instead of such a

9
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frontage road. 

Inconsistencies by Neighborhood Areas

35. Within certain areas of the two affected neighborhoods the Calera Parkway

project is inconsistent with the General Plan and LCLUP in different ways depending on the area

of the neighborhood. " 

West Fairway Park and the North Slopes of Mori Point

36. The General Plan and the LCLUP identify an area as the West Fairway Park and

the North Slopes of Mori Point (hereinafter " WFPNSMP ") area which is part of the Sharp Park

Municipal Golf Course -West Fairway Park -Mori Point- Rockaway Beach neighborhood. 

37. The WFPNSMP area is designated in the General Plan and the LCLUP as a

Special Area. 

38. Because of its designation as a Special Area the WFPNSMP area must be planned

and developed as a unit. Before there can be any development in a Special Area a comprehensive

plan for developing the site must be prepared and approved. 

39. The Calera Parkway project would include development of part of the

WFPNSMP Special Area but not the complete Special Area. However, the Calera Parkway

project is not planned for development with the rest of the Special Area as a unit. There is no

comprehensive plan for developing the site. 

40. Because of its designation as a Special Area, the General Plan and the LCLUP

require that before there is any development in the WFPNSMP area there must bean

Environmental Impact Report for the entire site. 

41. Neither Caltrans nor the City of Pacifica have prepared an Environmental Impact

Report for the entire WFPNSMP Special Area. 

10
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42. Based on information and belief Plaintiff alleges that neither Caltrans nor the City

of Pacifica intend to prepare an Environmental Impact Report for the entire WFPNSMP Special

Area before constructing the Calera Parkway project. 

43. Pacifica Municipal Code Title 9, Chapter 4 includes Article 45 titled " Special

Area Combining Districts" which comprises Sections 9- 4.4501 through 9 -4522. Section 9- 

4.4505 defines Special Area SA -1 as the WFPNSMP area designated in the General Plan and the

LCLUP and names SA -1 the Mori Point District. 

44. Pursuant to Pacifica Municipal Code Title 9, Chapter 4, Article 45 prior to or

concurrent with approval of any development proposal for the Mori Point District, SA -1 the area

must be rezoned to its applicable SA District and to the Planned Development District (P -D). 

However, Pacifica has not rezoned the Mori Point District, SA -1 to either its applicable SA

District or to the Planned Development District. 

45. On information and belief Plaintiff alleges that the City does not intend to rezone

the Mori Point District, SA -1 to either its applicable SA District or to the Planned Development

District prior to constructing the Calera Parkway Project. 

46. Pursuant to Pacifica Municipal Code Title 9, Chapter 4, Article 45 prior to or

concurrent with approval of any development of the Mori Point District, SA -1 a development

plan must be prepared and approved by the City. This plan must reflect a well- integrated, 

comprehensive approach to developing a site. However, Pacifica has not created or approved a

development plan for the Mori Point District. 

47. On information and belief Plaintiff alleges that the City does not intend to

prepare a development plan for the Mori Point District, SA -1 prior to constructing the Calera

Parkway Project. 
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Mori Point Area

48. The General Plan and the LCLUP identify an area as Mori Point which is a part of

the Sharp Park Municipal Golf Course -West Fairway Park -Mori Point- Rockaway Beach

neighborhood. 

49. The Mori Point area is designated in the General Plan and the LCLUP as a

Special Area. The Mori Point area designated in the General Plan and the LCLUP is different

from the Mori Point Special Area, SA -1. The Mori Point area designated in the General Plan

and the LCLUP is located to the south of the Mori Point Special Area, SA -1. For clarity, the

Mori Point Special Area, SA -1 will hereinafter be called the SA -1 Special Area or SA -1 whereas

the Mori Point area identified in the General Plan and LCLUP will be called the Mori Point

Area. 

50. Because of its designation as a Special Area the Mori Point Area must be planned

and developed as a unit. Before there can be any development in a Special Area a comprehensive

plan for developing the site must be prepared and approved. 

51. The Calera Parkway project would include development of parts of the Mori Point

Area but not the complete area. However, the Calera Parkway project is not planned for

development with the rest of the Mori Point Area as a unit. There is no comprehensive plan for

developing the site. 

52. Because of its designation as a Special Area, the General Plan and the LCLUP

require that before there is any development in the Mori Point Area there must be an

Environmental Impact Report for the entire site. 

53. Neither Caltrans nor the City of Pacifica have prepared an Environmental Impact

Report for the entire Mori Point site. 
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54. Based on information and belief Plaintiff alleges that neither Caltrans nor the City

of Pacifica intend to prepare an Environmental Impact Report for the entire Mori Point Area

before constructing the Calera Parkway project. 

55. Pacifica Municipal Code Title 9, Chapter 4 contains Article 45 titled " Special

Area Combining Districts" which comprises Sections 9- 4.4501 through 9 -4522. Article 45

identifies all Special Areas in Pacifica except the Mori Point Area. For that reason Article 45 is

inconsistent with the Pacifica General Plan and LCLUP which both identify the Mori Point Area

as a Special Area. 

Rockaway Beach

56. The Rockaway Beach area is part of the Sharp Park Municipal Golf Course -West

Fairway Park -Mori Point- Rockaway Beach neighborhood. The Calera Parkway project would

develop part of the Rockaway Beach area. The LCLUP calls for development of the Rockaway

Beach area to be as described in a Specific Plan for the area, and the Specific Plan identifies part

of the area as Open Space/ Recreation. However, the Calera Parkway project would locate the

roadway in the area designated as Open Space/Recreation. 

57. Furthermore, the Specific Plan calls for part of San Mario Way adjacent to

Highway 1 to be abandoned. However, the Calera Parkway Project includes constructing an

interconnection between Highway 1 and San Mario Way where the Specific Plan calls for

abandonment of San Mario Way. 

East Fairway Park - Vallemar- Rockaway neighborhood

58. The East Fairway Park - Vallemar- Rockaway neighborhood is immediately to the

13
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east of the Calera Parkway project. Part of this neighborhood is not in the coastal zone. 

59. The General Plan for this neighborhood includes the following statement: " On th

east side of Highway 1, between the Vallemar and Rockaway Valleys, there is a flat parcel

backed by a steeper slope with highway frontage. The future widening of Highway 1 in this arei

may have some impact on the amount of land available for development. A frontage road

between Rockaway and Vallemar is planned, however, the timing for the anticipated

improvements is not certain." General Plan p. 43. However, the Calera Parkway project does not

include this frontage road, and the Calera Parkway project is clearly intended to be built instead

of such a frontage road. 

60. Included in the East Fairway Park - Vallemar- Rockaway neighborhood is an 1I- 

acre area called Shell Dance in the LCLUP, and the area is in the Coastal Zone. It is described in

the General Plan as follows: " The roadway on the ridge between East Fairway Park and

Vallemar presents a particular access problem at Highway 1. Because of high traffic volumes, 

limited capacity, and the characters [ sic] of the existing four -lane road, CalTrans is reluctant to

permit additional access to Highway 1. Several possible alternatives should receive detailed

study before an intersection decision is made." General Plan p. 45. However, contrary to this

requirement in the General Plan the planning for the Calera Parkway project has not included

study of possible alternatives for this intersection, and in some designs for the Calera Parkway

project no access is indicated. 

61. There is presently no local coastal land use plan for the Shell Dance area. It is a

logical impossibility. for the Calera Parkway project to be consistent with a nonexistent local

coastal land use plan. In other words, the project is inconsistent. 

City Actions Supporting and Advancing the Project
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62. The City has taken a number of actions in support of and as part of the project, 

and it is apparent that the City is planning to take further such actions. 

63. The City is a sponsor of the project. 

64. The City Engineer, representing the City, is a member of the Project Develof

Team for the project. The Project Development Team has met over 30 times since 2007 to

discuss the project and make decisions concerning the project, and the Project Development

Team continues to meet. 

65. The City proposes to build the project, along with other government agencies. 

66. At a City Council meeting June 25 2012,-the Council acted to nominate the

project to the San Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA) for Measure A funds. The

Council also moved to direct staff to encourage the selection of the wider landscaped median

alternative as opposed to the narrower median design. 

67. On July 23, 2012 the City Council adopted a resolution intended to support and

advance the project. 

68. The July 23, 2012 resolution stated that the San Mateo County Transportation

Authority has the authority to collect certain taxes from San Mateo County residents and to

distribute those funds for transportation projects. 

69. The July 23, 2012 Resolution further stated that the City wishes to sponsor the

implementation of the design phase of the project. The resolution also stated that the City seeks

4 million from the San Mateo County Transportation Authority for implementation of the

design phase. The resolution directed staff to submit an application for $4 million for the design

phase of the project. 

70. During the public hearing on June 25, 2012 the City Manager advised the City
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Council that even if the City would submit to the TA an application for $ 4 million for design

the project the City would nevertheless have the opportunity to decide not to proceed with the

project after Caltrans approved the final environmental documents for the project . 

71. Plaintiff is informed and believes and on that basis alleges that Caltrans has not

yet approved the final environmental documents for the project. 

72. During a City Council meeting March 25, 2013 the City Manager delivered a staff

report to the City Council. In his report the City Manager stated: " In terms of background, the

selection of the preferred project alternative and nomination for funding to the San Mateo

County Transportation Authority (TA) was on the Council agenda on June 25, 2012. The staff

report presented at the meeting included a statement that `... the Council has made it clear that it

will not make a decision on the approval of the project until the EIR has been finalized.' The

motion adopted by the Council for selecting the preferred alternative was ` Give direction to staff

to participate in the project development team to encourage the selection of the landscape

alternate but reserve the final decision until after the FEIR is issued.' " 

73. Plaintiff is informed and believes and on that basis alleges that unless restrained

the City is intending to take further actions in support of and advancing the Calera Parkway

project. 

74. Plaintiff sent a letter dated June 4, 2013 to the Pacifica City Council discussing

inconsistencies between the Calera Parkway project and the Pacifica General Plan and LCLUP

and asking them to provide Plaintiff their assurance that they would immediately cease all

actions concerning the project. However, as of the date of filing of the original complaint, July

10, 2013, the City Council had not responded to Plaintiffs letter. 
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75. Plaintiff is informed and believes and based thereon makes the following

allegations in this paragraph. Caltrans is the lead agency for the project under the California

Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act and as such will decide

whether to 1) certify the Draft Environmental Impact Report so that it becomes a Final

Environmental Impact Report for the project, and 2) issue a Finding of No Significant

Environmental Impact ( FONSI). After Caltrans certifies a Final Environmental Impact Report

and issues a FONSI the City will decide whether to request funding from the San Mateo County

Transportation Authority to enable Caltrans and the City to complete the final design of the

project. Caltrans and the City plan for construction of the project to begin as early as 2014. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

Declaratory and Injunctive Relief - Inconsistency with
the Pacifica General Plan) 

76. Plaintiff re- alleges, as if fully set forth herein, each and every allegation

in the preceding paragraphs. 

77. The Calera Parkway Project is inconsistent with the Pacifica General Plan. 

78. Due to inconsistency between the Calera Parkway Project and the Pacifica

General Plan all actions which the City of Pacifica has taken as part of or in support of the

project are void. 

79. Due to inconsistency between the Calera Parkway Project and the Pacifica

General Plan the City of Pacifica must be prohibited from taking any further actions concerning

or related to the Calera Parkway project. 

80. There is a present and actual controversy between Plaintiff and Defendant as to

the inconsistency of the Calera Parkway project with the Pacifica General Plan. 
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81. Plaintiff desires a judicial determination of the rights and obligations of the

respective parties concerning the allegations in this Complaint. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

Declaratory and Injunctive Relief - Inconsistency with
the Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan) 

82. Plaintiff re- alleges, as if fully set forth herein, each and every allegation contained

in the preceding paragraphs. 

83. The Calera Parkway Project is inconsistent with the Pacifica Local Coastal Land

Use Plan. 

84. Due to inconsistency between the Calera Parkway Project and the Pacifica Local

Coastal Land Use Plan all actions which the City of Pacifica has taken as part of or in support of

the project are void. 

85. Due to inconsistency between the Calera Parkway Project and the Pacifica Local

Coastal Land Use Plan the City of Pacifica must be prohibited from taking any further actions

concerning or related to the Calera Parkway project. 

86. There is a present and actual controversy between Plaintiff and Defendant as to

the inconsistency of the Calera Parkway project with the Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan. 

87. Plaintiff desires a judicial determination of the rights and obligations of the

respective parties concerning the allegations in this Complaint. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

Declaratory and Injunctive Relief - Failure to Rezone) 

88. Plaintiff re- alleges, as if fully set forth herein, each and every allegation contained

in the preceding paragraphs. 
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89. Defendant has failed to rezone the Mori Point Special Area, SA -1 to its appli

SA district or to the Planned Development District, and Defendant intends to construct the

Calera Parkway and to allow Caltrans to construct the Calera Parkway without first

accomplishing such rezoning. 

90. Defendant has failed to rezone the Mori Point Area to its applicable SA district or

to the Planned Development District, and Defendant intends to construct the Calera Parkway and

to allow Caltrans to construct the Calera Parkway without first accomplishing such rezoning. 

91. There is a present and actual controversy between Plaintiff and Defendant as to

Defendant' s duty to rezone the Mori Point District, SA -1 and the Mori Point Area. 

92. Plaintiff desires a judicial determination of the rights and obligations of the

respective parties concerning the allegations in this Complaint. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION

Declaratory and Injunctive Relief - Failure to Prepare
an Environmental Impact Report) 

93. Plaintiff re- alleges, as if fully set forth herein, each and every allegation contained

in the preceding paragraphs. 

94. Defendant has failed to prepare an Environmental Impact Report for the Mori

Point Special Area, SA -1, and Defendant intends to construct the Calera Parkway and allow

Caltrans to construct the Calera Parkway without first preparing an EIR. 

95. Defendant has failed to prepare an Environmental Impact Report for the Mori

Point Area and Defendant intends to construct the Calera Parkway and allow Caltrans to

construct the Calera Parkway without first preparing an EIR. 

96. There is a present and actual controversy between Plaintiff and Defendant as to
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Defendant' s duty to prepare an Environmental Impact Report for the Mori Point District, SA -1

and the Mori Point Area. 

97. Plaintiff desires a judicial determination of the rights and obligations of the

respective parties concerning the allegations in this Complaint. 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

Declaratory and Injunctive Relief - Inconsistency
between General Plan and Zoning Ordinance) 

98. Plaintiff re- alleges, as if fully set forth herein, each and every allegation contained

in the preceding paragraphs. 

99. Pacifica Municipal Code Title 9, Chapter 4, Article 45 is inconsistent with the

Pacifica General Plan and the Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan in that Article 45 fails to

include the Mori Point Area as a Special Area. 

100. The City of Pacifica does not intend to correct this inconsistency prior to

constructing the Calera Parkway or allowing Caltrans to construct the Calera Parkway. 

101. There is a present and actual controversy between Plaintiff and Defendant as to

Defendant' s duty to amend Article 45. 

102. Plaintiff desires a judicial determination of the rights and obligations of the

respective parties concerning the allegations in this Complaint. 

REQUEST FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests relief as follows: 

1. For a declaratory judgment that the Calera Parkway project is inconsistent with

the Pacifica General Plan and the Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan. 

2. For a declaratory judgment that all actions taken by Defendant concerning, in
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support of, or as part of the Calera Parkway project are void. 

3. For a declaratory judgment that Defendant must rezone the Mori Point Special

Area SA -1 and the Mori Point Area to their applicable SA Districts and to Planned Development

Districts prior to building or allowing Caltrans to build the Calera Parkway project. 

4. For an injunction prohibiting Defendant from building or allowing Caltrans to

build the Calera Parkway project prior to rezoning the Mori Point Special Area SA -1 and the

Mori Point Area to their applicable SA Districts and to Planned Development Districts. 

5. For a declaratory judgment that Defendant must prepare an Environmental Impact

Report for the Mori Point Special Area, SA -1, and the Mori Point Area. 

6. For a declaratory judgment that Defendant must amend Pacifica Municipal Code

Title 9, Chapter 4, Article 45 to include the Mori Point Area as a Special Area. 

7. For preliminary or permanent injunctive relief or both prohibiting Defendant and

its agents and officers from taking any and all actions concerning, in support of, or as part of the

Calera Parkway project. 

8. For Plaintiffs fees and costs incurred herein, including reasonable attorneys' fees, 

pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 1021. 5 and other provisions of law; and

9. For such other equitable or legal relief that the Court considers just and proper. 

IDATED: Jl.' 2- , 
2013

21

Respectfully Submitted, 

4  
HAL BOHNER

LAW OFFICE OF HAL BOHNER

115 Angel ita Avenue

Pacifica, CA 94044

T: (650) 359 -4257
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hbohner@earthlink.net

Attorney for Plaintiff Peter Loeb
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VERIFICATION

I, PETER LOEB, am the Plaintiff in this action and I hereby declare: 

The facts alleged in the above First Amended Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive

Relief are true to my personal knowledge and belief, with the exception of allegations made on

information and belief. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above

is true and correct and that this verification is executed on this 2..4 day of S VJ

z-() k 3 at Pacifica, California. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL

Hal Bohner certifies

I am an active member of the State Bar of California and am not a party to this action. My
business address is Law Office of Hal Bohner, 115 Angelita Avenue, Pacifica, CA 94044. On

July 27, 2013, I deposited in the United States mail at Pacifica, CA a copy of the attached FIRST
AMENDED VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF in

a sealed envelope, with postage fully prepaid, addressed to: 

Michelle Marchetta Kenyon

Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP

1901 Harrison Street - Suite 900

Oakland, CA 94612 -3501

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct. 

Date: July 27, 2013
Hal Bohner
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CIRCULATION ELEMENT

Policies

1. Encourage development of a more efficient and safe east-west lateral
road. (55)

2. Encourage residents to use 5amTrans.
3. Encourage off-street parking of oversized vehicles and provide

convenient parking areas for such vehicles. (LU)
4. Provide access which i~ safe and consistent with the level of

development. (55) (LU)
5. The City shall place a priority on parking enforcement and signing of

public visitor parking areas.
6. Encourage alternatives to motor vehicle transportation. (CF)
7. Encourage 5amTrans and other public transportat ion to provide improved

transit and street maintenance of their routes. (CF)
8. Encourage CalTrans to provide a safe alternat ive to the Devil's 51 ide

route. (LU)
9. Develop safe and efficient bicycle, hiking, equestrian and pedestrian

access within Pacifica and to local points of interest. (H5) (LU)
*10. Provide recreational access in keeping with the recreational area's

natural environment and the quality of the recreational experience
offered. (05)

11. 5afety shall be a primary objective in street planning and traffic
regulations. (55) (LU)

12. Employ individualized street improvement standards without violating
the safety or character of the eXisting neighborhood. (S5) (CD) (LU)

13. Maintain and upgrade local streets. (55)
14. Ensure adequate off-street parking in all development. (LU)
15. Promote orderly growth in land uses and circulation. (LU)

Action Programs

Short Tenn

1. Encourage CalTrans to make operational and"s~fety improvements on 5harp
Park Road as soon as possible. (55)

2. Saf ety and operati ona1 improvement p1a~ s shou1d inc1ude either
improving the San Pedro Avenue-Highway 1 access or real ignment of the
Linda Mar intersection to include access to Pedro Point.

3. Encourage subsidized regional bus 'service to beaches in Pacifica and
elsewhere along the 5an Mateo Coast.

4. Encourage funding agencies, such as MTC, to provide bus shelters along
Pacifica's north-south pedestrian/bicycle routes for inter-modal use.

*5. 5eek financial assistance t.o rebuild streets damaged by intensive mass
transit use. .

6. Complete the City's proposed north-south pedestrian/bicycle access.
5eek out participation in this program from MTC and San Mateo County,
as well as appropriate Federal and 5tate programs.

7. Encourage CalTrans to provide a separated pedestrian/bicycle pathway
along Highway 1 from 5harp Park Golf Course to the southern City
boundary. (05)
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8. Encourage CalTrans to include in plans for Sharp Park Road a separated
pedestrian/bicycle facility. (OS)

9. Encourage the Chamber of Commerce or other 1oca1 group to pub1ish a
trail system and beach access map.

*10. Develop parking at City recreation facilities where safe access and
adequate operation and maintenance can be provided. (CF)

*11. Develop a directional signing program for recreational access points
and commuter parking. (LU)

*12. Seek funding from the State Department of Fish and Game for fishermen
access parking. (CT)

13. Require reverse frontage and/or limited access in future development
along arterial streets. (LU)

14. Encourage CalTrans to make necessary intersection studies and
improvements to increase safe travel along Highway i, south of Sharp
Park Golf Course.

*15. Improve intersection, mid-block sightline and other physical problems
in areas where accident rates are high. (55) (CF)

*16. Revise the City Zoning Ordinance to require a Use Permit for
development on lots with unimproved streets. (LU)

17. Require developers to incorporate emergency access needs as necessary
in their developments. (55) (CF)

18. Require that all new streets be developed to modern neighborhood
standards as part of development.

*19. Encourage CalTrans to develop its properties on Linda Mar Boulevard and
Crespi Drive for free commuter-beach parking. .

20. A Citywide program should be undertaken for posting and enforcing
parking time limits in areas heavily used by recreationists.

21. A Citywide program for signing public visitor-serving parking should be
undertaken.

Long Tenn

1. Request MTC to re-evaluate the impact of recreation traffic on Highway
1 resulting from planning which concentrates beach recreation
activities on North San Mateo Coast beaches between Pacifica and Half
Moon Bay. Determine the phasing of beach facility development, and
project in-season daily use and peak day use. Determine if the
capacity of the four-lane portion of Highway 1 in Pacifica will be
exceeded before MTC is ready to reconsider its current planning
decision in 1990. (LU)

*2. Develop a system of internal pedestrian/bicycle pathways connecting all
neighborhoods to the City's north-south pathway.

*3. Use Community Redevelopment Act powers to replat and provide public
improvements in previously poorly subdivided areas. (LU)

*4. Undertake a neighborhood-by-neighborhood study of parking to determine
the off-street parking necessary to protect the safety and character of
the area. (55) (CD)

SAFETY AND SEISMIC SAFETY ELEMENT - 5ee new Element for amended policies
and programs.
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SCENIC HIGHWAYS ELEMENT

Policies

1. Encourage the designation and protection of scenic corridors which are
essential links in the State and County highway systems. (CD)

2. Encourage the designation and protection of scenic corridors which
provide access to locations of significant scenic quality, recreation,
historic and cultural importance in Pacifica. (CD)

3. Ensure that proposed roads or modification to existing roads which
traverse ridgelines and other scenic areas are reviewed for their
potential as official scenic highways or local scenic routes. (C) (CD)

4. Encourage appropriate multiple recreational and transportation uses
along scenic highways and routes other than auto. (C) (OS) (CD)

Action Programs

Short Tem

*1. The City should establish a review procedure for all proposed roads or
modification to existing roads which traverse scenic areas. Where

. possible, the physical form of structures, grading and alignment should
be integrated into the natural setting. Views to and from ridges
should be protected. (CD) (LU)

*2. Promote hiking, riding, and biking trails along roadway with State,
County, or local scenic highway/route designation. (C)

Long Tem

*1. The City should work with the State and County to develop acceptable
scenic corridor plans for the Cabrillo (Coast) Highway (Route 1), Sharp
Park Road, Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35) and Fassler from Coast
Highway to Skyline.

*2. The City should work closely with citizens to establish a Local Scenic
Route, such as the Linda Mar Boulevard - Oddstad Boulevard - Terra Nova
Boulevard - Fassler Avenue route described in the Scenic Highways
Element.

*3. A program should be developed to enhance the visual quality of the
scenic corridor by establishing landscaped screens for unsightly areas
within the corridors, but outside the public rights-of-way and
undergrounding utility lines. (CD) (CF)

*4. Scenic easements should be obtained wherever necessary to protect views
and vista points along scenic roads.

*5. Pacifica should develop a program for defining permanent scenic
corridors.

*6. Scenic turnouts, rest stops, picnic areas, access to parks, beaches and
other recreation areas should be provided in appropriate locations and
properly signed. (CD)

7. Where possible, when locating or relocating overhead utility lines
within scenic corridors, lines should be placed underground or located
so they do not break the viewline of a roadway vista, i.e., utility
poles and lines should be located opposite the view side of the road
and should not zigzag above the roadway. To keep the visual impact of
utilities to a minimum, poles and other structures should be finished
to blend with the surrounding environment. (CD) (LU)
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CONSERVATION ELEMENT

Policies

1. Conserve trees and encourage native forestation. (OS) (CD)
2. Require the protection and conservation of indigenous rare and

endangered species. (LU)
3. Protect significant trees of neighborhood or area importance and

encourage planting of appropriate trees and vegetation. (CD) (LU)
4. Protect and conserve the coastal environment, sand dunes, habitats,

unique and endangered species and other natural resources and features
which contribute to the coastal character. (OS) (CD)

5. Local year-round creeks and their riparian habitats shall be
protected. (CF) (LU)

6. Develop policies and ordinances directed to energy conservation. (CD)
7. Promote the conservation of all water, soil, wildlife, vegetation,

energy, minerals and other natural resources. (OS)

Action Programs

Short Term

*1. Seek outside assistance to study and correct the infiltration problem
in the Linda Mar sewage collection system. (CD)

*2. Develop regulations which will protect watershed areas and control
erosion. (OS)

*3. Cooperate with the City and County of San Francisco in protecting the
San Andreas Lake watershed. (OS) (LU)

4. Request the Regional Air" Quality Control Office to establish a simple
method of regularly monitoring air quality in Pacifica.

*5. Evaluate the volunteer recycling program. Work with the volunteers to
expand this effort communitywide. (CF)

*6. Amend the Uniform Sui lding Code to include appropriate energy-saving
building requirements.

*7. Continue the 1ife-cost cycle method of determining what equipment to
purchase for City operation. (CF)

*8. Develop a tree plant i ng "p1an and a pract i ca 1 tree ordi nance whi ch
preserves the forested .char-act.er of the neighborhoods now planted,
identifies moderate height species, and encourages forestation.
Provide City assistance where possible.

Long Tenn

*1. Identify and meet, to the extent possible, the community indoor
recreation needs. (CF)

*2. Evaluate the overall energy-saving effectiveness of the existing City
programs, particularly those identified in the Conservation Element.
Decrease energy consumption where possible.

*3. Review" the Subdlv is ton : Ordinance to consider modification of street
standards and require as many lots as possible to have direct
north-south orientations.

*4. Study the problems and costs of using solar heating in Pacifica and
develop incentives to encourage its use.

*5. Encourage citizen input into City decisions affecting consumption and
conservation.
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OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Policies

1. Reta i n open space which preserves natural resources, protects vi sua 1
amenities, prevents inappropriate development, provides for the managed
use of resources, and protects the public health and safety. (SS) (CN)
(OS) (CD) (LU)

2. Provide outdoor recreation in local parks, open space, and school
playgrounds in keeping with the need, scale and character of the City
and of each neighborhood. (CF) (LU)

3. Encourage development plans which protect or provide generous open
space appropriately landscaped. Balance open space, development and
public safety, particularly in the hillside areas. (55) (CD) (LU)

4. Promote communitywide 1inks to open space and recreation facil it ies
which do not abuse the open space resource or threaten public safety.
(C) (SS) (CD) (LU)

5. Seek financial assistance to acquire land for permanent open space
within financial constraints of the City. (CF) (LU)

6. Where open space is a condition of development, the City should require
that it be clearly designated as permanent open space.

Action Programs

- Short Tern

*1. Where natural environment would benefit, develop controlled points of
public access to various open spaces, beaches, hillsides, and
ridgelines. (CT) (LU) (CN)

*2. The City should continue to seek funding for the acquisition of all
beach frontage within the City. In the interim, regulations should be
developed to assure that suitable public access is provided by all who
own and develop in the coastal area. (LU) (CT)

3. Views of open space are as important as access to open space.
Viewsheds should be identified (See Community Design Element, Scenic
Highways Element) and protected. (SH) (CD)

*4. Establish priorities for developing new recreation facilities, focusing
on the specific needs of each neighborhood. (CF)

*5. Local business and neighborhood associations should be encouraged to
provide landscaping. Native vegetation which requires little
maintenance, little water, makes good wildlife habitat, and is fire
resistant should be emphasized.

*6. City ordinances should restrict off-road vehicles to designated areas
and prohibit and severely penalize their use elsewhere. (CF)

7. Development regulations should encourage density-open space trade offs,
such as clustering development, transferring development rights from
sensitive to less sensitive land, and dedication of open space. (LU)
(CN)

*8. Work out an agreement and program with the school district to ensure
that neighborhood recreation facilities located on school grounds
continue to be available, or are suitably relocated should the
educational use of the school be discontinued. (CF) (LU)

9. Investigate use of util ity rights-of-way and easements for trails for
hiking and riding. (LU) (CN) (CT)
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- Long Teno

*1. Areas of particular concern are the steep, barren hillsides remaining
after the rapid residential development of the native vegetation which
offers wildlife cover. The City should develop a program of providing
plants to individuals or groups who have an interest in planting such
areas. (LU)

'*2. Develop and implement revegetation and reforestation programs on the
City·s greenbelts to reduce erosion potential and enhance the visual
quality of these areas for adjacent neighborhoods. Local volunteer or
community service organizations might assist the City with this
program. (CN) (SH)

*3. Promote bicycle-pedestrian trails as links between open spaces. Each
valley neighborhood should be connected to the linking trail system to
make open space and recreation facilities available to all. (C) (CF)

OOISE ELEMENT

Policies

1. Work with other agenci es, airports and juri sdi ct ions to reduce noi se
levels in Pacifica created by their operations. (CN)

2. Establish and enforce noise emission standards for Pacifica which are
consistent with the residential character of the City and
environmental, health and safety needs of the residents. (55) (CN)

Action Programs

- Short Teno

1. Encourage 5amTrans to try and reduce noise generated by its roll ing
stock. Bus stops should be located 150 feet or more beyond noise
sensitive locations, such as schools, convalescent homes, etc. (LU) (C)

*2. City should encourage the airport to cooperate in requiring stricter
noise mitigation in aircraft, and discourage use of equipment or
measures which would increase the noise levels from flights over
Pacifica. (CF)

3. Encourage CalTrans to build noise barriers along Highway 1 ang Route 35
(Skyline Boulevard) in Pacifica in locations where excessive noise
levels affect noise sensitive land uses. (LU) (CN)

*4. Develop noise criteria for new equipment purchased by. the City.
Criteria should also be established to be used in determining when
equipment needs replacement. (CF)

5. The noise impact on land uses should be considered when development
plans are reviewed and approved. Where existing ambient noise levels
are high, or where the proposed use will create additional noise, the
builder should be required to mitigate the noise. (LU)

*6. To reduce noise levels and promote health and safety, truck traffic
should be kept off local and collector residential streets. The City
should designate truck routes for internal service and for through
traffic. Permits should be required for use of streets other than
those designated. (C) (55)
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Long Tenn

*1. One City department should be assigned to coordinate and oversee an
overall noise control effort throughout the City. Departments involved
in noise control would be Engineering, Planning, Police and Building.
(CF)

*2. Establish a Noise Abatement Unit made up of members of the police and
other departments to enforce the noise regulations of the Motor Vehicle
Code and City Noise Ordinance. (CF)

*3. Adopt a noise ordinance which would establish acceptable community
noise levels and provide authority for issuing permits to temporary
activities which would exceed these established levels. This ordinance
should include items, such as required setbacks in noisy areas,
defining truck routes, criteria for requiring structural noise buffers,
and noise criteria for City vehicles. (C) (CN) (LU) (CF)

*4. A City staff person should be trained to periodically survey the noise
environment of the City, particularly in noise sensitive areas, where
noi se is a cause of pub1i c nui sance, or comp 1ai nt, or where noi se
levels violate the established standards for the City. This staff
person should keep abreast of effective noise abatement techniques and
changes in the State noise control guidelines. (55)

*5. Adopt an insulation ordinance which would require builders in noise
sensitive areas of the City to adequately Insu lat.e their buildings to
reduce noise to acceptable levels. (CN)

*6. Local building regulations should provide for· noise-generating
appliances serving apartment buildings to be located or adequately
insulated to protect residents from the noise. (LU) (CN)

HOUSING ELEMENT - See new goals and policies in Housing Element,
adopted January 1987.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT

Policies

1. Conserve historic and cultural sites and structures which define the
past and present character of Pacifica. (CD) (LU)

2. Consider creative alternatives, which may include uses other than the
original use, to protect and preserve historic sites and structures.
(LU) (CT)

3. Public awareness and education programs shall be considered essential
for historic conservation. .

4. Encourage all pub1i c agenci es to continue and increase thei r support
for local historic sites of County, State and National significance in
Pacifica.

Act ion Programs

- Short Tenn

*1. City Council should adopt a Historic Preservation Ordinance and appoint
a Pacifica Historic Sites Advisory Committee for its implementation.
(CN) (CT)

*2. The City should publish the results of the preliminary survey and
deve1opmenta1 history to promote a sense of commun i ty ident i ty and
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pride and to promote citizen involvement in historic preservation in
Pacifica.

*3. The Pacifica Historic Sites Advisory Committee should be encouraged to
conduct a demonstration program (such. as acquiring, restoring, and
establishing a historic site for public use, etc.). (CD)

*4. Continue to public and/or conduct historic tours, public education
programs, and deve 1op more spec i a1 events for recreat i ng and
commemorating past events. (CF)

- Long Tenn

*1. To ensure adequate protection and/or as a requirement to obtain funding
for preservation, a detailed comprehensive survey should be conducted
for specific historic or cultural sites and structures. (CN)

*2. The City should examine its development policies and regulations to
ensure that the use and development of nearby property will not have an
adverse effect on a historic site or structures.

*3. The Pacifica Historic Sites Advisory Committee should develop criteria
for reviewing use or reuse of historic sites and structures.

COfMJNIlY DESIGN ELEMENT

Policies

1. 'Preserve the unique qualities of the City's neighborhoods. (LU) (CT)
(SH)

2. Encourage the upgrading and maintenance of existing neighborhoods.
(LU) (CT)

3. Protect the City's irreplaceable scenic and visual amenities. (LU) (CT)
4. Estab1i sh deve 1opment standards that wou 1d keep open the steep slopes

and visually prominent ridgelines. (LU) (CT) (SH)
5. Require underground utilities in all new development. (F) (SH)
6. Establish design review standards to be employed early in the planning

process. (LU)
7. When determining level of development, the City shall consider views of

the ridgelines from the Bay side of the Peninsula, as well as from the
Pacifica side. (LU)

Act ion Programs

- Short Tenn

1. Designate formal planning districts within the City and design
criteria which will preserve the character of each. (LU) (HS)

2. Promote the preservat i on of open space and natura1 1andforms whi ch
define the City's residential and commercial areas. (OS) (LU) (CN)

*3. Develop special standards and review procedures for all areas of the
City which present unique design problems. (CN) (CT)

*4. Establ ish planning and design criteria for use in conjunction with
existing building codes to ensure the compatibility of new multi-family
residential, commercial, and planned unit development. (LU) (CT)

*5. Encourage commercial vitalization in older, but potentially viable,
commercial districts. (LU) (CT)

*6. Coordinate with CalTrans in an effort to ensure that f~ture changes to
the Coast Highway will also upgrade the appearance of the right-of-way.
(C) (SH) (CN) (CT)
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COASTAL ZONE LAND USE PLAN POLICIES

The California Coastal Act of 1976 included 35 coastal policies which were
intended to form the parameters for planning the State's Coastal Zone.
Unlike the General Plan where the policies evolved from the public input
(primarily workshops) and then formed the basis for land use decisions, in
coastal planning the policies are given. These policies are used to justify
the various proposed land uses (See Local Coastal Land Use Plan
Description). The coastal policies are included here.

It is important to note that these policies are binding on the coastal
portion of Pacifica's Plan; and can be amended only with the State Coastal
Commi ss ion's approval. However, although they supplement the mandatory
elements of the General Plan, the policies are not binding on the portion of
the City outside the 1979 Coastal Zone (the area east of Highway 1).

Most of the coastal policies are applicable to particular General Plan
elements. Where appropriate, references to the elements are noted. Listed
below is a key to the symbols used.

SYMBOLS

C - Circulation Element
SS - Seismic Safety and Safety Element
SH - Scenic Highways Element
CN - Conservation Element
OS - Open Space Element
N - Noise Element
H - Housing Element
CD - Community Design Element
HS - Historic Element
CF Community Facilities Element
LU - Land Use Element
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9. Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreat i ona1 uses shall be
reserved for such uses, where feasible. (LU)

10. Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be
encouraged, in accordance with this subdivision, by developing dry
storage areas, increasing public launching facilities, providing
additional berthing space in existing harbors, limiting non-water
dependent land uses that congest access corridors and preclude boating
support facilities in natural harbors, new protected water area, and in
areas dredged from dry land. (CF) (LU)

11. Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible,
restored. Speci a1 protection sha 11 be gi ven to areas and speci es of
special biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine
environment shall be carried out in a manner that wi11 sustain the
biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain
healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for
long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational
purposes.

12. The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams,
wet1ands, estuari es, and 1akes appropri ate to rna i nta in optimum
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health
shaJl be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other
mean's" minimizing adverse effects of wastewater di scharge and
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference with surface waterflow,
encouraging wastewater reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation
buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration
of natural streams. (CN) (CF) (LU)

13. Protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas, petroleum products,
or hazardous substances shall be provided in relation to any
development of transportation of such materials. Effective containment
and cleanup facilities and procedures shall be provided for accidental
spills that do occur.

14. The diking, filling or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other
applicable provisions of this policy, where there is no feasible, less
environmentally damaging, alternative and where feasible mitigation
measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects,
and shall be limited to the following:

(a) New or expanded port, energy and coastal-dependent industrial
facilities, including commercial fishing facilities.

(b) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in
existing navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing
and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps.

(c) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded
boating facilities; and in a degraded wetland, identified by the
Department of Fish and Game for boating facilities if, in
conjunction with such boating facilities, a substantial portion of
degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically
productive wetland; provided, however, that in no event shall the
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size of the wetland area be used for such boating facility,
including berthing space, turning basins, necessary navigational
channels, and any necessary support service facilities, be greater
than 25 percent of the total wetland area to be restored.

(d) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams,
estuaries and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities.

(e) Incidental public services purposes, including, but not limited
to, burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and
maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines.

(f) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except
in environmentally sensitive areas.

Restoration purposes.(g)

(h) Nature study,
activities.

aquaculture, or s imil ar resource-dependent

(1) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out
to avoid significant disruption to marine and wildlife
habitats and water circulation. Dredge spoils suitable for
beach replenishment should be transported for such purposes
to appropriate beaches, or into suitable longshore current
systems.

(2) In addition to the other prOV1Slons of this section, diking,
filling, or dredging in existing estuaries and wetlands shall
maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the wetland or

. estuary. Any alteration of coastal ·wetlands identified by
the Department of Fi sh and Game sha 1.1 be 1imited to very
minor incidental public facilities, restorative measures and
nature study. (CN) (CF) (OS) (LU) .

15. Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recreational boating
industries shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded. Existing
commercial fishing and recreational boating harbor space shall not be
reduced unless the demand for those facilities. no longer exists or
adequate substitute space has been provided ... Proposed recreational
boating facilities shall, where feasible, be designed and located in
such a fashion as not to interfere with the needs of the commercial
fish industry.

16. Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff
retaining walls, and other such construction that alters natural
shore 1ine processes shall be permitted when required to serve
coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public
beaches in danger from erosion and when designed to eliminate or
mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. Existing
marine structures causing water stagnation cont.r tbut tnq to pollution
problems and fishkills should be phased out or upgraded where
feasible. (55) (CF) (LU)

17. Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and
streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be
limited to: (1) necessary water supply projects; (2) flood control
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projects where no other method for protecting existing structures in
the flood plain is feasible and where such protection is necessary for
public safety or to protect existing development, or; (3)
developments where the primary function is the improvement of fish and
wildlife habitat. (55) (CN) (N) (CF) (LU)

18. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on
such resources shall be allowed within such areas. Development in
areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks and
recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade such areas and shall be compatible with the
continuance of such habitat areas. (CN) (OS) (CD) (LU)

19. The maximum
agricultural
agricultural
agricultural

amount of prime agri cultura 1 1and shall be rna i nta i ned in
production to assure the protection of the areas'
economy, and confl i cts shall be mi nimized between

and urban land uses through the following:

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural
areas, including, where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to
minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses.

(b) By limiting conversions of agricultQral lands around the periphery
of urban areas to the land where .the viability of existing
agricultural use is already sever-e lv t l imited by conflicts with
urban uses and where the conversion of the lands would complete a
logical and viable neighborhood and contribute to the
establishment of a stable limit to urban development.

(c) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture prior to
the conversion of agricultural lands.

(d) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and
non-agricultural development do not impair agricultural viability,
either through increased assessment costs or degraded air and
water quality.

(e) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands and all
development adjacent to prime agricultural lands shall not
diminish the productivity of such prime agricultural lands. (CN)
(CF) (LU)

20. All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to
non-agricultural use unless: (1) continued or renewed agricultural
use is not feasible, or; (2) such conversion would preserve prime
agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with Policy
23. Any such permitted conversion shall be compatible with continued
agricultural use on surrounding lands. (LU)

21. The long-term productivity of soils and timberlands shall be protected,
and conversions of coastal commercial timberlands in units of
commercial size to other uses of their division into units of
noncommercial s ize shall be limited to providing for necessary timber
processing and related facilities. (CN)
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22. Where development would adversely impact
paleontological resources as identified by
Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation
required. (OS) (HS)

archaeo1ogi ca1 or
the State Hi stor i c
measures shall be

23. New development, except as otherwise provided in this policy, shall be
located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing
developed areas able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate
public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects,
either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In
addition, land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses,
outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only where 50
percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the
created parcels would be no smaller than the average size. of
surrounding parcels. Where feasible, new hazardous industrial
development shall be located away from existing developed areas.
Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing
developed areas shall be located in existing isolated developments or
at selected points of attraction for visitors. (LU)

24. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered
and protected as a resource of publ ic 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 landforms, 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 California Department
of Parks and Recreation and by local government, shall be subordinate
to the character of its setting. (CN) (OS) (CD) (LU)

25. The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance
public access to the coast by: (1) facilitating the provision or
extension of transit services; (2) providing commercial facilities
within or adjoining residential development, or in other areas that
will minimize the use of coastal access roads; (3) providing
non-automobile circulation within the development; (4) providing
adequate parking facil it ies or providing substitute means of serving
the development with public transportation; (5) assuring the
potential for public transit for high intensity uses, such as high-rise
office buildings, and by; (6) assuring that the recreational needs of
new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by
correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and
development plans with the provision of on-site recreational facilities
to serve the new development. (C) (LU)

26. New development shall:

(a) Minimize ri sks to 1ife 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 areas or in any way require
the construct ion of protective devices that would substant ia lly
alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
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(c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution
control district or the State Air Resources Control Board as to

. each particular development.

(d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled.

(e) Where appropr i ate, protect
which, because of their
visitor destination points
(CN) (CD) (LU)

special communities and neighborhoods
unique characteristics, are popular
for recreational uses. (C) (55)

27. New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited
to accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted
consistent with the provisions of this policy; provided, however, that
it is the intent of the Legislature that State Highway Route 1 in rural
areas of the Coastal Zone remain a scenic two-lane road. Special
districts shall not be formed or expanded except where assessment for,
and provision of, the service would not induce new development
inconsistent with this policy. Where existing or planned public works
facil it ies can accommodate only a 1imited amount of new development,
services to coastal-dependent land use, essential public services and
basic industries vital to the economic health of the region, State or
Nation, public recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving
land uses shall not be precluded by other development. (C) (SH)
(CF) (LU)

28. Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other
developments on or near the shoreline. Except as provided elsewhere in
this policy, coastal-dependent developments shall not be sited in a
wetland. (LU).

29. Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged to locate
or expand within existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable
long-term growth where consistent with this policy. However, where new
or expanded coastal-dependent industrial facilities cannot feasibly be
accommodated consistent with other policies of this policy, they may
nonetheless be permitted in accordance with this section if:
(1) alternative locations are infeasible or more environmentally
damaging; (2) to do otherwise would adversely affect the public
welfare, and;" "(3) adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the
maximum extent feasible. (LU)

30. Multi-company use of existing and new tanker facilities shall be
encouraged to the maximum extent feasible and legally permissible,
except where to do so would result in increased tanker operations and
associated on-shore development incompatible with the land use and
environmenta1 goals for the area. New tanker termi na1s outside of
existing terminal areas shall be situated as to avoid risk to
environmentally sensitive areas and shall use a monobuoy system, unless
an alternative type of system can be shown to be environmentally
preferable for a specific site. Tanker facilities shall be designed
to: (1) minimize the total volume of oil spilled; (2) minimize the
risk of collision from movement of other vessels; (3) have ready
access to the most effective feasible containment and recovery
equipment for oil spills, and; (4) have on-shore deballasting
facilities to receive any fouled ballast water from tankers where
operationally or legally required.
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The south side of Sharp Park Road should be designated Open Space
Residential. Between the quarry and Sharp Park is an area in private
ownership now used as a rifle range and farm. The future use of this area
is important because of its potential impact on the City and County of San
Francisco's Sharp Park and on the views from Sharp Park Road. The frontage
on Sharp Park Road is proposed for open space residential uses. The area
now being farmed is proposed for agricultural uses.

A major vacant parcel is in East Fairway Park, on the east side of existing
development on the lower slopes of the ridge dividing the area from
Va 11 emar. Potent i a1 geotechnical problems, slope, visibility, a limited
amount of flat area, and the provisions of the Hillside Preservation
Distri ct overlay zone restrict the development potential of thi s parcel.
Very low density residential development would be compatible with the
neighborhood and consistent with the constraints of the property. Because
the property serves as a highly visible transition area between existing
development and the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, development should
be clustered on the lower, flatter areas with density decreasing as the
slope increases and moves farther from existing development. The upper
slopes should remain undeveloped in order to maintain the continuity of the
slope and open space. Access could be at Ridgeway Drive and the ball
diamonds should remain to serve the recreation needs of this area and the
community.

Only three areas with slopes less than 35 percent remain in Vallemar. One
of these is at the front of the valley on the north side, above Vallemar
School. Problems of access, slope, visibility, and the limitations of the
Hillside Preservation District overlay zone indicate that development in the
lower quarter of the Very Low Density Residential range is most
appropriate. The transitional nature of the area requires that development
be concentrated in the lower, flatter areas of the site with density
decreasing as the slope increases. Development must be sensitive to
potential physical and visual impacts, and must be carefully designed to
avoid over-impacting neighborhood streets.

At the back of Vallemar are two fingers of the valley which still contain
some developable land less than 35 percent slope. Because they are a part
of the very steep unstable and highly visible face of the coastal ridge,
these sites have been included in the coastal ridges Special Area
designation on the Land Use Map. For a detailed discussion of their use see
Park Pacifica Neighborhood description section on Coastal Ridge Special Area.

At the front of Vallemar is an open green area now occupied by a motel
composed of a number of small cottages. This area is partially in the
Calera Creek flood plain. A popular stopping place in the 1920s, this site
should' continue in its highway oriented commercial use. Appearance and
recognition of the flood plain should be considered in any future reuse of
the site.

There is vacant 1and in the southwest portion of Va 11 emar on Franz Court.
The property contains a 1imited amount of flat area and it is backed by
steep slopes. Visibility from Highway 1 should be considered during project
review. Parking is limited on the cul-de-sac. Due to these constraints,
future projects should only be submitted at the Very Low Density Residential
range.



On the east side of Highway 1, between the Vallemar and Rockaway Valleys,
there is a flat parcel backed by a steeper slope with highway frontage. The
future widening of Highway 1 in this area may have some impact on the amount
of land available for development. A frontage road between Rockaway and
Vallemar is planned, however, the timing for the anticipated improvements is
not certain. Retail commercial uses are suggested for the flat highway
frontage if enough remains, and low density residential use for the moderate
slopes behind. In order to minimize grading and the use of retaining walls,
and because of geotechnical safety, access, and visibility concerns,
development should be confined to the lower area of the site, leaving the
prominent ridge and steep slopes open. Problems of access and geotechnical
conditions, along with the' constraints of the Hillside Preservation
District, indic~te that development should be within the lowest quarter of
the Low Density Residential range. Design should be a prime consideration
since this location will be highly visible from Highway 1 and the future
proposed visitor-oriented commercial development at the quarry. A GGNRA
access trail should be incorporated into the design of future development.

On both the north and south sides of the Rockaway Vall ey are undeveloped
areas under 35 percent slope. In some cases, they were previously
subdivided, based on standards no longer acceptable. Because of soils and
geologic problems, visual impacts, as well as public safety hazards, such as
limited emergency access and high potential for grass fires, very low
density residential development is recommended for these remaining hillside
areas. Again, the sizes of lots or number of units should be determined on
a site-by-site basis. .

At the end of Rockaway is a box canyon which is part of a larger,
topographically complex parcel in single ownership. This parcel should be
considered as a unit for 'development purposes. Access via Fassler Avenue or
Estella Drive is discouraged due to potential traffic impacts on Fassler
Avenue and the extensive cut and fill required. Access will, therefore, be
limited to Rockaway Beach Avenue. Due to the narrowness of the street and
potential traffic impacts, the box canyon area is best suited for Very Low
Density Residential development. Development of the entire parcel will also
be limited by Hillside Preservation District zoning and the potential for
visual, geotechnical, and hydrological impacts. In order to minimize these
potential impacts, development should be concentrated in the flat areas to
the maximum extent poss tbIe . As called for in the Open Space and Recreation
Element of the General' Pian, a park designed to meet the needs of the
Rockaway Beach neighborhood should be establ i shed on the flat area at the
front of the box canyon area to serve as a buffer between new development
and the existing neighborhood. In addition, a secondary access to Sweeney
Ridge should be provided at the end of Fassler Avenue. The access should
include atrai 1 head and s i gnage. An appropriate location for parking
should be determined after receiving input from the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area. Public purchase of the entire parcel for inclusion in the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area is encouraged by the National Park
Service.

Between the Rockaway Beach neighborhood and the box canyon is just over an
acre of relatively flat vacant land. This area is designated Low Density
Residential and should be developed with single-family detached dwell ings
which are consistent with the developing pattern of the neighborhood.

Much of the acreage of the Rockaway area includes steep, unbuildable slopes
of the coastal ridges. However, there are locations where slope, soil
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conditions, geology and access makes possible a house or a small cluster of
houses unobtrusively placed on the hillside, or in a hidden valley. Because
this area requires special treatment and necessari ly very low resident i a1
densities, if they are possible at all, it has been designated Open Space
Residential on the Land Use Map. The minimum lot size here would have to be
more than five acres and, given the constraints of the difficult terrain,
may be substantially more.

The most scenic of the City's east-west ridges are al so located in thi s
neighborhood. Beca~se of their visual importance to the City, these ridges
have been specially designated "Prominent Ridgel ines". The intent ion of
this designation is to limit development on these ridges as much as
possible. Owners are encourages to focus development on suitable portions
of their property off these ridges.

The north side of Fassler Ridge, including the vacant land fronting on
Fassler Avenue, is also within this neighborhood. This long, narrow area
should be carefully developed with low density residential use with limited
access to Fassler Avenue in order to minimize conflicts with this
heavily-travelled arterial. Immediately west of the low density residential
area is a narrow vacant area with a limited amount of flat land. Potential
traffic impacts on Fassler Avenue, possible geotechnical problems, and the
limitations of the Hillside Preservation District overlay zone indicate that
Open Space Residential is the most~ appropriate use of this area.

On the south side of Fas s1er, between Fass1er Avenue and Coast Lane is a
vacant hill which, because of its location and adjacent uses, is suitable
for highway-oriented, visitor-serving commercial uses, such as a motel,
restaurant, etc. Preparation of this site for any use will require
substantial grading, and site development plans should include erosion
control, revegetation of graded areas with native or low-maintenance
materials and landscaping.

Roadways providing access to the north-south ridge (see Park Pacifica
section) could be permitted to traverse the prominent ridgelines. These
roadways should be as inconspicuous as possible when viewed from the north.
The ridgeline areas fronting these roadways should be free from development
to the extent possible.

Circulation within the East Fairway-Vallemar-Rockaway Neighborhood presents
some serious problems. Each neighborhood depends on access from Highway 1
which, at this point, is a four-lane arterial. During peak commute hours,
Highway 1 reaches its capacity delaying motorists and presenting access
problems for emergency equipment. For this reason, each neighborhood should
have a second access, preferably other than Highway 1. The proposed
frontage road on the west side of Highway 1 (see West Fairway Park-Rockaway
Beach section in the Local Coastal Neighborhood Descriptions) would relieve
the problem. Nonetheless, a frontage road on the east side, if possible,
after improvements to Highway 1 would also facilitate emergency access.

Access to the ridgelines areas of Pacifica is a critical issue .. The ridges
make a major contribution to the basic visual character of the City.
Whether the primary north-south ridge, known as Sweeney Ridge, becomes a
park or low density residential use (see section on Park Pacifica), there
will be a need for public access by automobile. To maintain visual quality,
it will be necessary to restrict development adjacent to the east-west
ridge-top roads. The character of the access roadway would depend upon the
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use of Sweeney Ridge. Should the ridge be purchased for park use, a
two-lane road along the ridge between East Fairway Park and Vallemar would
be adequate. Shou 1d res i dent i a1 deve 1opment occur on Sweeney Ridge, then
both the suggested park access road and an additional road from the end of
Fassler to Sweeney Ridge would be preferable. The roadway on the ridge
between East Fairway Park and Vallemar presents a particular access problem
at Highway 1. Because of high traffic volumes, limited capacity, and the
characters of the existing four-lane road, CalTrans is reluctant to permit
additional access to Highway 1. Several possible alternatives should
receive detailed study before an intersection decision is made.

WEST LUIJA MAR

Although West Linda Mar has access to cOnsiderable beach frontage, its
orientation is clearly inland. Residents of the neighborhood are served by
Pedro Valley and Linda Mar Schools and their playgrounds. A branch post
office is located at the Linda Mar Shopping Center. The primary land use is
Low Density Residential. The southeast corner of Linda Mar Boulevard and
Highway 1 is the site of Linda Mar Shopping Center which serves both the
neighborhood and the entire community. A SamTrans commuter bus stop is .on
the north side of Linda Mar Boulevard, opposite the shopping center.
Commercial uses interspersed with homes and vacant land are also located
between Highway 1 and Cabrillo School on the north side of Crespi Drive. A
convalescent home is located in the neighborhood adjacent to the San Ped~o
Creek floodplain.

Since this area was developed at about the same time, the existing
residential uses in this area should be the subject of housing conservation
in order t.o' avoid mass deterioration. The programs might include voluntary
inspection, clean-up, paint-up and planting of street trees.

There are several major vacant parcels in this area. Properties on Highway
I, south of Crespi, and on the north side of Linda Mar Boulevard (opposite
the Linda Mar Shopping Center and adjacent to the commuter bus stop), are
idea lly suited for parking to serve both commuters and beach users. Both
parcels are owned by CalTrans. The Linda Mar site was acquired years ago
and was never developed. The Crespi site was purchased when CalTrans
anticipated- converting the southern half of Highway 1 to a freeway.
CalTrans is working with SamTrans to develop the Linda Mar site for
commuter-beach parking. SamTrans will maintain the lot. Part of the Crespi
site wi11 -be used for proposed improvements to Highway 1. These
improvements wi11 al so correct drainage problems on the site and make the
remaining land better suited for parking. Unless the State provides
additional funding for beach and/or commuter parking, the City will have to
seek funding to develop and maintain this lot.

Vacant land opposite Roberts Road on Crespi is recommended for commercial
uses to strengthen the existing commercial uses in the area. This is an
appropriate location for a variety of general commercial uses.

In the southwest corner of the neighborhood, two large vacant parce 1sare
almost completely within the designated San Pedro Creek flood plain. Future
use of these sites a l so would be affected by the Highway lIDevil's Sl ide
bypass. HUD's flood zone requirements and the environmental impact on the
San Pedro Creek habitat should be factors to consider with development

- 4tl-



















COASTAL NEIGHBORHOODS

Pacifica's Coastal Zone extends from the eastern edge of Highway 1 to the
Pacific Ocean. There are six coastal neighborhoods. Together, they
represent a wide variety of land uses, including intensely used public
recreation areas, substantial quantities of low and moderate-income housing,
visitor-serving and neighborhood commercial development, and highly
sensitive wildlife habitats. The Fairmont West, West Edgemar-Pacific Manor
and West Sharp Park neighborhoods are predominantly low and moderate income
residential areas. The Rockaway Beach neighborhood is developed with
visitor-oriented uses and some general commercial and residential uses. The
Headlands-San Pedro Beach is scenic and undeveloped. Pedro Point-Shelter
Cove, the remaining neighborhood, is a mix of visitor and neighborhood
commercial uses and has a strong residential base.

Before examining the detail of the individual neighborhoods, it is important
to recognize the diverse pattern of development along the coast in
Pacifica. The varied types of development of each coastal neighborhood and
their geographic relationships are an inherent and vital part of the
character of the City. Thus, the intent of the Local Coastal Land Use Plan
will designate land uses and intensities which are suitable to the unique
circumstances of each coastal neighborhood, will adequately meet the needs
of the City's residents and visitors, and will be consistent with State
Coastal Act policies.

Though the Coastal Act gives priority to specific land uses of undeveloped
ocean front parcels, the need for additional housing in Pacifica's Coastal
Zone, the potential incompatibility of mixing public and private uses, and
the adequacy of existing and proposed visitor-serving uses in other parts of
the City's coastline indicate that it may be desirable and consistent with
the Act to develop certain remaining vacant ocean front lots in residential
uses. In other areas, in order to reinforce coastal recreation uses and
assist the City's economic base, it is important to set aside 'land for
coasta11y-dependent and vis i tor-or i ented commerc i a1 deve 1opment . The goa1
is to ensure that the Local Coastal Land Use Plan for Pacifica's Coastal
Zone will, as a whole, meet the intent of the Coastal Act while allowing the
various neighborhoods to retain their individual characteristics and provide
for 'realistic development consistent with existing land use patterns and
geographic constraints of the City. The Neighborhood Land Use Descriptions
and Maps included here represent both the City's approved General Plan, as
well as its certified Local Coastal Land Use Plan.

FAIRKJNT WEST

The Fairmont West neighborhood is an established residential area located in
the northwestern portion of Pacifica between the Daly City boundary and the
"Ilo.l l ar Radio" site. Highway One and the Pacific Ocean form the east and
west boundaries of this coastal neighborhood.

The City of
Neighborhood

Pacifica participated
Statistics Program.

in the Bureau
Fairmont West
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SHARP PARK MUNICIPAL GOLF COURSE - WEST FAIRWAY PARK 
foIlRI POINT - ROCKAWAY.BEACH

One of the most varied in Pacifica, this neighborhood extends from the north
edge of Sharp Park Municipal Golf Course to the south edge of Rockaway Beach
where it meets the steep slopes of the Head1 ands. Within thi s area is the
largest undeveloped area in the Coastal Zone, Mori Point, including Rockaway
Quarry, and the most intensively developed visitor-destination area,
Rockaway Beach. Single-family residential uses mark West Fairway Park,
between the golf course and the open slopes of Mori Point. Sharp Park
Municipal Golf Course, owned and operated by the City and County of San
Francisco, provides residents and passersby with views of a well-manicured
foreground and the ocean beyond. Laguna Salada and its marsh, located on
the western side of the golf course, provide an important habitat area for
the San Francisco garter snake.

Mori Point, which dominates the coastal landscape in this neighborhood, is
covered with moderately sensitive coastal vegetation. This area waS
identified in the California Coastal Plan as an "immediate acquisition
point".

Informa 1 beach access to the privately owned beaches of thi s neighborhood
exist at several points: on Clarendon in West Sharp Park, on the top of
Mori Point, at the mouth of Calera Creek, and at the south end of Rockaway
Beach. Developed beach access is located only at the west end of Rockaway
Beach Avenue, across an existing seawall. North of Mori Point, the primary
beach use is surf-fishing. Rock-fishing and limited tide-pooling occur
along the coastline off Mori Point. Rockaway Beach is popular for surfing,
sunbathing, walking, picnicking and surf-fishing.

The public road access is Highway 1. Just south of the golf course, Highway
1 changes from a freeway to a four-lane arterial. Ca1Trans recognizes that,
at peak commute hours, this portion of the highway is at capacity.
Fortunately, peak beach-use periods in Pacifica rarely coincide with
commuter peaks. Therefore, the highway is almost never at capacity now for
coastal visitors.

Primary coastal issues of concern in this neighborhood are:

1. The identification and protection of the highly sensitive San
Francisco garter snake habitat, the coastal vegetative habitat,
which is Very sens it.tve to·liuman·trampling, and the inter-tidal
zone. Each of these envi ronments presents its own p1anni ng and
management problems which will be discussed with each affected
land use;

2. The future use of the Mori Point area, including the
prominentridge1ine, and the ~90 acres of the quarry site;

3. Associated with the future use of the quarry is the potential of a
marina in Pacifica;
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4. The future role of low and moderate income housing also is an
issue in both the residential portion of this neighborhood and in
the future uses of the Rockaway Beach commercial area;

5. The issue of roadway acces s, both north and south and east and
west, is important to the future of this neighborhood and will be
di scussed in re1at i on to coastal access. The nei ghborhood has
been divided into the following sub-areas:

Sharp Park Municipal Golf Course

A deed restrict ion ensures continued publ ic ownership of the highly scenic
golf course, designed and built under the direction of John McLaren. The
golf course and entire Sharp Park area, including the portion to the east,
drains into what remains of the old Laguna Salada, now a freshwater marsh.
A 50 foot berm. protects the golf course and marsh from intrusion of salt
water and humans, and ensures perpetuation of the freshwater marsh habitat
which supports one of the largest known San Francisco garter snake
habitats. This is also one of the few snake habitats located on public
property. The San Francisco garter snake is on Federal and State Endangered
Species lists. Its protection is the responsibility of the California
Department of Fish and Game.

The outlet of the marsh is on the south end of the golf course and is
currently crossed by surf fishermen wishing to use the adjacent beach
frontage. In the past, the City and County of·. San Francisco regularly
dredged the marsh to maintain its depth to protect the golf course from
flooding. Since about 1940 this practice has been discontinued on a regular
basis and the marsh has been silting. Poorly timed dredging could be
hazardous to the garter snake.

Because of the sensitivity of the habitat, the need for dredging and berm
protection, and the need to protect the snake population, the California
Department of Fish and Game should undertake management of the garter snake
habitat. Alterations .in the operations of the golf course should be
consi stent with the requirements of the Department of Fi sh and Game. The
criteria identified for the protection of the garter snake and its habitat
and the continuation of the golf course use are consistent with the
following policies of the Coastal Act: 30210 (Maximum Public Access), 30221
(Reserve Coastal Areas), 30231 (Habitats), 30233 (Dredging), 30240
(Sensitive Habitats), and 30251 (Scenic Resources).

West Fairway Park and the North Slopes of Mori Point (NOTE: The City of
Pacifica approved amendments to the narrative regarding Mori Point in July
1988, however, the LUP amendments have not yet been submitted to the Coastal
Commission for approval).

West Fairway Park is almost fully developed with low and moderate-income
homes. A few duplexes front Bradford Way on the east side, the remainder of
the existing units are detached single-family. Vacant property includes the
west end of Fairway Park and the vacant slopes of Mori Point, to and
including the ridgel ine. These areas are served by Mori Point Road, an
unimproved private road, primarily used by surf fishermen. The view is
outstanding from the west end of this site. Beach parking on the west end
of Mori Point Road and grazing on the north slopes of Mori Point has damaged
the coastal vegetative habitat and led to serious erosion of the thin
soils. The erosion has contributed to silting of Laguna Salada marsh.







A few rock fishermen gain access to the beach by climbing down from the top
of Mori Point. The Special Area designation will not preclude this informal
use, but because of the risk involved, the use is not proposed to be
expanded,nor the access improved.

The quarry at the inner area of Mori Poi nt is about 120 acres. About 90
acres are less than 35 percent slope and about 20 acres are in the Calera
Creek flood plain. The quarry is one of the few remaining large vacant
sites suitable for commercial development in the Coastal Zone and City.
Because of its location, the quarry's future is critical to the coastal
image of the City. The area is proposed as a Special Area to promote
integrated, planned and well designed use of the site. The most accessible,
level and visible portions of the site, including the Calera Creek flood
plain, should be developed in commercial uses attractive to, and serving
visitors. A substantial proportion of these commercial uses should be
coastally oriented visitor destinations, including restaurants, small shops,
sporting goods and other water-oriented shops, and a marina. Offices and
neighborhood-serving commercial activities should also be included to add
balance and attract off-season users. City offices could be included as
well. Economic studies of Pacifica indicate that the short, split beach
season make survival difficult for visitor-serving uses which are not also
attractive to local residents. Well planned and designed activities are
needed which ~ill draw local and nearby residents during the off season.

Inves t l qat lonvof a marina site in Pacifica was undertaken. The conclusion
of that study is-that in order to meet landslide requirements, a marina most
feasibly could be located in the Calera Creek flood plain. (See Access
Component Report, Marina Analysis). This is the only site that is large
enough. Plans to develop the quarry should include study of the marina
potential. The Army Corps of Engineers has been requested to study
potential for marinas along the coast, but it is not known when the study
will be undertaken. Their study will determine the off-shore feasibility of
this site. If the marina is not feasible, then a developed public beach
access and public beach parking near the north end of Rockaway Beach should
be designed into the commercial portion of the development.

To fortify the commercial area, upper slopes less than 35 percent not
suitable for commercial development would be developed in high density
res i dent i a 1 uses, the 1ocat i on dependent upon geotechn i ca1 studi es. Thi s
designation is intended to reinforce commercial and employment
opportunities. The new residential development shall provide units of
outstanding design affordable to both moderate and upper income persons.
The quarry neighborhood should reflect Pacifica's diverse social and
economic mix by containing a range of housing sizes, types, and tenancies.
If necessary t.o : assure such a mix, the developer wi 11 be encouraged to
reduce the cost of a portion (5 percent) of the units to prices affordable
to persons of moderate income. High visibility of this housing will require
careful site design and contouring into the hillside. Because of geology,
soils, coastal vegetation and erosion, and views, the portion of the Special
Area steeper than 35 percent slope should not be developed. A minimum of
50% of the developable area shall be in commercial uses.

Because of the needs for well designed visitor-serving commercial
destinations, further investigation of a marina, market-valued housing and
the importance of this site for the future image of Pacifica, the Special
Area planning designation, with the criteria suggested above, is consistent
with the following Coastal Act policies: 30212 (New Development Shall
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;HE FOLLOWING AMENDMENTS TO THE MORI POINT LAND USE PLAN NARRATIVE HAVE"BEEN
CPPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL, BUT HAVE NOT YET BEEN SUBMITTED TO THE COASTAL
O~~~~SSION FOR APPROVAL. THE AMENDED LANGUAGE AND MAP IS INCLUDED FOR INFOR~1ATION

PORI POINT - PROPOSED LAND USE PLAN AMEt-UMENTS

() Indicates language proposed to be deleted
_______Indicates language proposed to be added

LUP - Page C-40

West Fairway Park and the North Slopes ofMori Point

West Fairway Park is almost fully developed 'With 10'W and moderate income
homes. " A few duplexes front Bradford Way on the east side, the
remainder of the existing units are detached single-family. Vacant
property includes the 'West end of Fai Nay Park. and the vacant slopes of
Mori Pofnt, to and including the ridgeline. These areas are served by
Mori I s Pofnt Road. an unimproved private road, prinaarily used by
surf-fishermen. The vie'W is outstanding from the west end of this
site. Beach parking on the west end of Mori1s Point Road and grazing on
the north slopes of Mori Point has damaged the coastal vegetative
habitat and let to serious erosion of the thin soils. The erosion has
contributed to silting of Laguna Salada marsh. Beach access is gained
across the outlet of the marsh. Human abuse 'Which has increased
erosion, the problems associated 'With beach access crossing a sensitive
habitat area, the views at the west end of the site, and the proximity··
of the existing residential area have resulted designating this area- aO.
Special Area. This designation means that :any dev~loprilent of this area
should be planned as a unit, considering the geoteChnical, slope and
environmental limitations of the site as 'Well as to preserve the scenic
qualities of the natural landform. Appropriate land uses in this
Special Area include vfstor-serving coomercial uses, .suCh as an inn
and/or restaurant on the highly scenic west end, (neighborhood
commercial on the east end and meduim density residential clustered off
the steeper;slopes in between.) . commercial development on the east
end and low;density residential development located off. the steeper
slopes in between. . .

The residential development s~ould be compatible but not necessarily·
identical in scale with nearby existing .Flomes. The proposed
(neighborhood) corrrnercial uses" should be (small scale and limited to
those needed to serve the neighborhood.) complementary to the visitor
serving commercial development on the west end of the site. The
Visitor-serving uses proposed on the west end of the site should be
designed to.be subordinate to the landform and not sited on a
prominent ridgeline. No development should occur on slopes in excess
of 35 percent or on the prominent ridgeline. A minimum of 30 percent of
the total developable area should be in commercial uses. unless it is
determined through geotechnical and environmental studies that the west
portion of the site is not suitable for development. In that case, less
than 30 percent of the developable area may be in commercial uses.
Beach access and beach parking are not appropriate because of the
rotential imracts on the adjacent habitat of the San Francisco Garter
Snake.
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Page 3

on an undeveloped City street right-of-~ay adjacent to the sea~all.

Ho~ever, this on-street parking will be eliminated ~hen a
pedestrain-oriented promenade is constructed. Two additional accesses
are proposed for Rockaway Beach, one at Calera Creek and one south of
existing development. The Calera Creek access ~ill be developed if a
marina is determined not to be feasible at the quan-y sfte. Suitable
parking for beach access will be provided. The amount of parking will
be determined when development occurs. Access to the south end of the
beach will be from the prOposed parking area. At least thirty (30)
parking spaces for beach users will also be available there.

Trail access is provided this neighborhood by the County's inter-City
bicycl e trail and the City's north-south pedestrian-bicycle pathway
system, both of which parallel Highway 1. The City's north-south
pathway should be taken off Highway L·and placed on the frontage road
proposed for the west side of Highway 1 after the frontage road is
developed.

Highway access to" this neighborhood is from the Coast Highw~.

Operational and safety, but not capacity-increasing, improvements are
proposed. In this area, the highway is now at capacity during
commuter's peak-use hours. This congestion hampers emergency access.
To resolve these important community issues. (a) local service road~

on the east and west side~ of Highway 1 (is) may be proposed~

(to connect Francisco-Bradford Way). The ~esterly frontage road
would connect the Mori Point property.to (Old County Road) Doodee
Way and Rockaway Beach Avenue. (This) These roadway~ \t'Ould
improve commercial access by providing (an) alternative access to and
from (Sharp Park Road in this congested area.) the Coast Highway.
Because the proposed frontage road~ would be (a) part of several
separate developments and also help meet City needs,· the City should
draw up a specific plan which establishes criteria-and uniform standards
for the roadway_ Among these criteria should be standards for the.
roadway. Among these criteria should be standards: two-lane width; (no
development between the frontage road and Highway 1 to the east;)
adequate landscaping; provision for a bicycle path or trail; and proper
design to provide for public safety and emergency vehicle. use if
necessary. Included in CalTrqns planing should be removal of the
stockpiled dirt placed along the highway. by CalTrans during the previous
roadway construction. This dirt obstructs views pf the coast from
Highway 1.

Care should be taken in widening the highway along the Rockaway Beach
frontage to ensure that nonconforming lots and substandard uses are not
left_ CalTrans should purchase entire parcels to establish right-of-way
and provide improved sight lines and parking on portions of the frontage
lots to enhance safety and operation of the road~ay. landscaping along
the high~~y should be negotiated between CalTrans arid the City as the
highway improvements are planned and designed. The proposed highway
improvements should also increase the safety of the existing
intersections along Highway I, including access to the quarry and
Rocka .....ay Beach Avenue.
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Mori Point Proposed Land Use Plan Amendments
February 9, 1988
Page 4

Several alternatives have been proposed for roadway access to the inland
ridgeline area. One option would include a local roadway on an overpass
of Highway 1 at the Mari Point cut. This roadway would curve at
acceptable' grade down to the proposed frontage road. This alternative
and other possibilities need more stuQy. ShOUld the overpass option be
pursued, it is important to the future development of the quan-y site.
that the roadway be d~veloped so that it reduces traffic conflicts and
facilitates visitor and resident use of the quarry commercial area.

.\
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Provide Public Access), 30212.5 (Distribute Public Facilities), 30213
(Consistency with Housing Elements), 30220 (Reserve Coastal Areas,
Water-Ori ented), 30221 (Reserve Coastal Land Areas, Land-Ori ented), 30222
(Priority of Coastal Development), 30224 (Recreational Boating), 30233
(Dredging Criteria), 30234 (Commercial and Recreational Boating), 30235
(Shoreline Structures), 30236 (Alterations to Waterways), 30250
(Concentration of Development), 30252 (Parking), 30253 (Geologic Stability),
and 30254 (Public Works Facilities).

Rockaway Beach

Rockaway Beach has developed into the City's principal hotel and restaurant
area over the years because of its setting and location. With the Pacific
Ocean and the Headlands forming the neighborhood's western and southern
boundaries, the small area (13.5 acres) is separated from nearby residential
neighborhoods by the Cabrillo Highway and the quarry. Although little
activity has occurred, the Rockaway Beach area should develop into a
commercial center. The City anticipates Rockaway Beach becoming one of the
City's principal commercial areas emphasizing visitor-serving retail
development.

In 1980, the City's Redevelopment Agency designated West Rockaway Beach as
part of the Survey Area for future redevelopment due to this area's small
parcelization, need for residential and commercial rehabilitation and need
f or the City to take a more act ive ro 1e to promote commerc i a1 deve 1opment.
The quarry property and the Headlands were also included in the
redevelopment area. Since that time, the City acquired several parcels in
the neighborhood to achieve some control over future development. The City
al so. participated in the sale and trade of municipally owned property to
facilitate development of an inn at the corner of Rockaway Beach Avenue and
Maitland Road.

The City's Commercial Development Task Force cited Rockaway Beach as a prime
area for increased commercial development and designated it as an economic
development area in its "Action Plan to Promote Commercial Development in
Pacifica". It was recommended that the City plan an active role in
encouraging the commercial development of the area through redevelopment or
formation of a local development corporation. A future Specific Plan,
Redevelopment Plan, and an Environmental Impact Report will 0 provide more
detai led planning direct ion to promote and control deve l opment,: -_0

There has been little commercial and visitor-serving development in this
area. A 3D-room inn was approved on seven vacant lots, prominently located
at the southeast corner of Rockaway Beach Avenue and Maitland Road. There
is a 92-unit beach-front hate lwhich has been under construction for more
than ten years. The unfini shed structure has been an eyesore and its
completion or demolition is necessary for the remainder of the neighborhood
to develop to its full potential. If the hotel is not completed within a
reasonable period of time, the City should take whatever action is necessary
to resolve the problem.

The focus for future development in Rockaway Beach should be commercial
development emphasizing visitor-serving commercial uses, such as hotels,
restaurants, and retail shops, that wi11 take advantage of the
neighborhood's coastal location. Although visitor-serving uses should
predominate, a mixture of some local-serving businesses, such as offices and
personal service establishments will complement the area and meet community
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needs. Industrial or auto-related uses, however, should not be allowed
because of the importance of compatibility with visitor-related development
in this small neighborhood. There are some existing auto-related uses in
Rockaway that are. incompatible with the visitor-serving commercial
development desired for this area. The City should provide assistance in
helping these businesses to relocate to a more suitable area in Pacifica.
There are also some commercial structures that should either be
significantly rehabilitated or rebuilt as part of a new commercial
development.

Rockaway Beach has had a mixture of residential and commercial uses for many
years. This area is more suitable for commercial or mixed residential use
than for residential development. Existing residential units will become
increasingly incompatible in this area as the commercial uses expand. It is
anticipated that many of the existing residential units will be replaced
with commercial development as property is sold. The City should be
sensitive to providing a reasonable transition period for residential units
in this area. Any City initiated action to promote a commercial development
project in Rockaway Beach should endeavor to impact as few residences as
possible.

Many of the existing residential units serve low and moderate-income
persons. If affordable housing is lost, every effort should be made to
replace such housing, either in the neighborhood, or elsewhere in the City.
It may be possible to provide replacement housing in the neighborhood by
developing mixed use projects. Residential units located above commerc la l
uses wouid add to the vitality of the area and provide housing as needed.

Consolidation of small parcels is important to achieve well planned,
integrated development. Construct ion of small commercial shops on
substandard parcels would create inappropriate spot development without
adequate. parking or integrated design. Future plans for Rockaway Beach
should require property consolidation.

The specifics of future development in Rockaway Beach will be determined by
Specific and Redevelopment Plans to be prepared. Height of buildings should
generally be limited to two to three stories, consistent with the City·s
35-foot height 1imit. Additional height along Rockaway Beach Avenue could
be incorporated into the Specific Plan if compatible with the overall
development theme and design for this area.

Rockaway Beach Avenue should become the focus for the area because of its
central location and since it is the primary entry point. Existing and
planned development for Rockaway Beach· Avenue should reflect this focus.
The City·s initial development efforts in Rockaway Beach should reflect this
focus. The City·s initial development efforts in Rockaway Beach should also
concentrate on this corridor to maximize its commercial development with an
integrated plan. Provision of a public plaza area on, or close to, Rockaway
Beach Avenue would add to the character of the area, as would prohibition of
additional private parking lots directly adjacent to the street.

New projects and plans should emphasize provision of pedestrian amenities.
Businesses can be oriented for pedestrian use by providing arcades or
outdoor seating areas. Circulation and parking improvements are needed to
faci 1itate vi sitor use and to take best advantage of the proximity of the
beach and ocean. The local road and pedestrian systems should be designed
to encourage foot traffic and to eventually tie into the quarry property.
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Construction of shared parking facilities will also encourage a pedestrian
orientation and is vital to integrated development of the. neighborhood. The
alternative, scattered parking for each business on individual sites, would
divide the neighborhood, limit commercial potential, and unnecessarily add
paved areas.

The City-owned property on Old County Road, north of Rockaway Beach Avenue,
could be used for an area parking faci 1ity to serve new projects. The
number of parking spaces needed will depend on the eventual intensity. of
development. A parking structure may be needed to provide adequate
parking. Since the City owns land in the area, costs may be lower than
other locations. The area south of Romano's Restaurant, between Old County
Road and Maitland, could also be used for an area parking facility as well
as other potential areas. Parking improvement costs could be funded through
an assessment district and through additional contributions from newly
approved development projects which would not be required to meet on-site
parking requirements.

Other public improvements are also needed in Rockaway Beach to serve
exi st i ng and future businesses. Street improvements may include provi sion
of pedestrian amenities on Rockaway Beach Avenue and improving and widening
of Old County Road to provide landscaping and parking. Consideration should
be given to the future vacation of Dondee Way or the northern section of
Maitland Road to add to developable area for commercial businesses and to

. '. add a plaza area. Genera1 street improvements are needed in the ent i re
neighborhood. Additional public improvements which are needed include
water, sewer, storm drainage improvements and undergrounding of utilities.

Proposed improvements in Rockaway Beach will facilitate visitor use of the
coastal neighborhood. The southern cove and beach should be planned for
visitor use and should be integrated into the development of the area.
Public access should be promoted and limited beach parking may be
appropriate, provided that development would not adversely affect the
sensitive site. The number of spaces which can be provided on the site will
depend on its design and environmental conditions. If beach parking can be
provided elsewhere, the cove site could provide open space for the
neighborhood entirely for beach and park use.

A unifying design, theme, and improved appearance are needed to successfully
promote and develop Rockaway Beach. Existing businesses should be
encouraged to rehabi 1itate and upgrade their bui ldings. The City should
investigate funding sources for rehabilitation assistance. The Specific
Plan process should be used to determine design standards to be used. View
corridor standards contained within the "Plan Conclusion" section of the LUP
should bein~orporated in the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan, zoning, and
a City design review process can then be used to implement the approved
concept.

South of Rockaway Beach and below the ridge of the Headlands is designated
for visitor-serving commercial uses and recreational use. Development of
this highly visible site should be consistent with the geotechnical, visual
and access policies of the plan. These proposals are consistent with the
following pol icies of the Coastal Act: 30210 (Maximize Publ ic Access),
30211 (Publ ic Access) , 30212.5 (Distribute Parking), 30222 (Priority of
Coasta1 Development), 30252 (Park i ng), and 30255 (Coasta 1 Dependent
Deve1opment) .
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Coastal Access (NOTE: Minor changes to this section were approved by the
City in 1988, however, have not yet been submitted to the Coastal Commission
for approva 1) .

There are five beach accesses along the ~ 7,320 feet of shoreline in this
coastal neighborhood. It is proposed that three be developed. Because of
the erosion problems and hazards associated with reaching it, no proposal is
made to develop access to the pocket beach on Mori Point. For publ ic
safetY,use of this area should not be encouraged. There should be no signs
or other indications of its presence. In addition, since beach access
required crossing the primary habitat of the San Francisco garter snake,
access at the north end of Mori Point should not be developed.

Of the three remaining access points, the west end of Rockaway Beach Avenue
is the only one improved. Parking for 20 to 40 cars is available on an
undeveloped City street right-of-way adjacent to the seawall. Two
additional accesses are proposed for Rockaway Beach, one at Calera Creek and
one south of existing development. The Calera Creek access will be
developed if a marina is determined not to be feasible at the quarry site.
Suitable parking for beach access will be provided. The amount of parking
will be determined when development occurs. Access to the south end of the
beach and adequate beach parking should be specified in the Specific Plan
for Rockaway Beach.

Trail access is provided this neighborhood by the County's inter~City

bicycle trail and the City's north-south pedestrian-bicycle pathway system,
both of which parallel Highway 1. The City's north-south pathway should be
taken off Hi ghway 1 and placed on the frontage road proposed for the west
side of Highway 1 after the frontage road is developed.

Highway access to this neighborhood is from the Coast Highway. Operational
and safety, but not capacity-increasing, improvements are proposed. In this
area, the highway is now at capacity during commuter peak-use hours. This
congest ion hampers emergency access. To resolve these important comaun lty '
issues, a local service road on the west side of Highway 1 is proposed to
connect Francisco-Bradford Way to Old County Road and Rockaway Beach
Avenue. This roadway would improve commercial access by providing an
a lternat ive access to and from Sharp Park Road in thi s congested area.
Because the proposed frontage road would be a part of several separate
developments, the City should draw up a Specific Plan which establishes
criteria and uniform standards for the roadway. Among these criteria should
be standards: two-lane width; no development between the frontage road and
Highway 1 to the east; adequate landscaping; provision for a bicycle path or
trail; and proper design to provide for public safety and emergency vehicle
use if necessary. Included in CalTrans planning should be removal of the
stockpiled dirt placed along the highway by CalTrans dur.ing the previous
roadway construction. This dirt obstructs views of the coast from Highway 1.

Care should be taken in widening the highway along the Rockaway Beach
frontage to ensure that nonconforming lots and substandard uses are not
left. CalTrans should purchase entire parcels to establish right-of-way and
provide improved sight lines and parking on portions of the frontage lots to
enhance safety and operation of the roadway. Landscaping along the highway
should be negotiated between CalTrans and the City as the highway
improvements are planned and designed. The proposed highway improvements
should also increase the safety of the existing intersections along Highway
1, including access to the quarry and Rockaway Beach Avenue.
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Highway 1 provides the regional and local vehicular access to this
neighborhood and its beach activities. In this area, Highway 1 is a
four-lane arterial which approaches· capacity during peak hour-s of the
weekday commute. The beach use season in Pacifica is split (spring and
fall) and beach activity peaks on in-season weekends and holidays. As a
result, the capacity problems of the highway on weekday hours rarely, if
ever, affect the coastal visitors. Planning is underway for safety and
operational improvements to this section of Highway 1. These changes would
include intersection improvement and improving the safe flow of traffic.
Construct i on is not intended to increase capacity. Pl anned improvements
would handle traffic expected on this stretch of road to 1990. After 1990,
the needs of the highway, including its capacity, will be re-evaluated at
the regional level. One factor not included in previous planning for
Highway 1 is the State Department of Parks and Recreation1s policy to focus
San Mateo County developed coastside recreation activity in the area north
of Half Moon Bay. Implementation of adjacent coastal plans may require the
City to request regional re-evaluation of the needs of this vital stretch of
Highway 1 before 1990.

The capacity of the four-lane section of Highway 1 in Pacifica affects the
volume of traffic on the highway to 'the south. Future decisions relating to
the proposed Devil .Slide bypass will also affect the highway. Construction
of the bypass, probably a decade or more in the future, will require
realignment of Highway 1 from Linda Mar Boulevard south. This realignment
should be designed to protect the beach side of the roadway as much as
possible. Nonconforming, substandard lots should not.vba created in this
realignment. CalTrans should purchase the entire property and dedicate the
unused portions for public beach use.

San Pedro Avenue is proposed to cross San Pedro Creek to connect to the west
side of Linda Mar in order to provide safe access to Highway 1 from San
Pedro Point. Careful biological and geotechnical studies should precede
construction of the portion of the roadway across San Pedro Creek. Care
should be taken to protect the mouth of the creek from erosion, run-off, or
other impacts which would affect the resident fish population.

PBJRO POINT - SHELTER COVE

West of Highway 1 and south of San Pedro Beach, Pedro Point-Shelter Cove is
the southernmost coastal neighborhood in Pacifica. Access to this
neighborhood is from Highway 1 via San Pedro Avenue. The narrow coastal
beach rising to the prominent east-west ridgeline and forested quality of
this area provide an at.t'ract tve setting for the low to high income homes
perched on the less steep portions of the hillside. Neighborhood shopping
and auto sales occupy the level land adjacent to the highway. This
commercial area, like others in Pacifica, has little landscaping to relieve
the low blocks of buildings and expanse of asphalt. Although located very
near the shorel ine, neither the buildings nor the uses orient to their
coastal setting.

Access to the shoreline is limited in this neighborhood. Those wishing
access to the south end of San Pedro Beach1s swimming, picnicking and
surfing opportunities must cross the old Oceanshore Railroad berm or walk
through the shopping center. West of San Pedro Beach, access to the
shoreline is more difficult because of the vertical cliffs and narrow beach
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The San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans) provides bus service to
Pacifica. Because of the high cost of operating County-wide bus service,
SamTrans has adopted a policy that the fare box of local lines must generate
at least 25 percent of the cost of operation. Only five lines in the County
now meet this criteria; one is the Linda Mar-Daly City BART tation line.
For fi nanci a1 reasons, SamTrans increased the time between buses in the
off-peak hours and moved from the smaller to larger buses. This latter move
appears to have caused rapid deteriorat ion of City streets used by buses.
The City is seeking financial assistance to rebuild the affected streets.
Since this problem was not anticipated when the Federal government became
involved in funding and promoting mass transit, there are no existing grants
available to repair streets damaged by mass transit use. SamTrans has
indicated that, if the City wishes, they would stop service on City
streets. Since so many City residents are dependent upon the bus service,
the City is reluctant to take this step.

SamTrans provides no bus service for coastal vi sitors. On the basi s that
there appears to be no demand for such service and no transportation agency
has offered funding, mass transit for recreational access is unlikely
without substantial subsidy. Pacifica would promote those lines which
provide both local transit and beach access.

Local street problems include limited access to some neighborhoods, the
design and use of existing roadways, and the old subdivisions with
inappropriate street grades and alignments. Some of : the valley
neighborhoods have only a single access. If there were a neighborhood-wide
emergency, there could be a serious access problem for emergency equipment.
For this reason, additional access roads are proposed for Vallemar and
Rockaway Va 11 eys , and an exten si on of the Franci sco-Bradford Way frontage
road on the west side of Highway 1 through the quarry to Rockaway Beach.
Development of Sweeney Ridge either as a park or for homes will require
access. Should the area be used for residential development, depending upon
the number of units, a loop road is recommended extending from the end of
Fassler, north along the ridge westerly to the Coast Highway. A connection
to Highway 1 could be made by bridging the highway to the proposed frontage
road or directly to the highway on the east side.

Several intersections at Highway 1 need improvement and regulation.
CalTrans' plans for safety and operational improvements should consider
these needs. The San Pedro Avenue intersect i on cou1d be improved by a
real ignment to connect with the regulated intersection of Highway 1 and
Linda Mar Avenue. This realignment would also simplify improvements
required for the Devil's Slide bypass.

Many of ·the ···older nelqhborhoods : in Pactf tca have roadways which are
substandard by current standards. However, the residents of these areas
feel adequately served and indicate that the existing street widths lend a
unique character to their neighborhoods. For this reason, the City should
continue its policy of individual neighborhood street standards, focusing on
public safety requirements and preservation of neighborhood character.

Paper streets created as a part of old subdivisions, filed when less
stringent standards existed, were often laid without regard for topography.
These streets are a problem in Pacifica's older neighborhoods. Resolution
of these problems will require ordinance revisions and creative use of the
City's governmental powers.
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SCENIC HIGHWAYS ELEMENT

Required by Section 65302(h) of the Government Code, the Scenic Highways
Element provides for the development, establishment and protection of scenic
highways. The basic parameters for Pacifica's Scenic Highways Element are
stated in the two goals of preserving, maintaining, and enhancing the visual
qualities of the City's scenic corridors and making the residents of the
City more aware of the City's scenic resources.

Local criteria developed for selected eligible scenic roadways in Pacifica
are:

1. Arterial streets designated on the City's Select Street System Map or
in the General Plan.

2. Scenic quality and ability to connect areas of recreational or historic
interest.

3. Generally provide a continuous flow of traffic.

4. Bicycle/pedestrian routes should be provided along the roadways
wherever possible.

The scenic roadway proposals are:

1. Reaffirmation of the highways proposed by the State and County on their
respective plans: the Cabrillo or Coast Highway (State Route 1) and
Sharp Park Road between Skyline Boulevard and Highway 1.

2. The Linda Mar Boulevard-Oddstad-Terra Nova Boulevard-Fassler Avenue
loop, providing spectacular views of the coastal ridge and ocean and
connecting major recreation areas (San Pedro Valley County Park,
Sanchez Adobe, and the Discovery Trail at the end of Fassler) and
points of historic interest and scenic beauty.

3. The ridgeline access roadway to the Portola Discovery Site, whether the
road provides access to a park or residential development.

Local . scenic roadway designation requires a corridor study, a program to
protect and enhance the scenic qualities from the proposed roadway and
adoption of the rqadway with its protection program. The City may choose to
mark the roadway with signs identifying it as a scenic corridor and/or
indicate the designation on local street maps. The study, program
preparat i on; and adoption of local scenic roadways is exclusively a local
responsibility. State and County roadway designations are made by the State
and County, but the study and program are prepared locally with local
initiative. Citizen participation is essential in preparation of local
roadway programs. The City may submit its local scenic highway designations
to the State for inclusion in their plan.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT

The Historic Preservation Element of Pacifica's General Plan was prepared by
a group of knowledgeable citizens who volunteered, out of their concern for
conserving remnants of Pacifica's past, to add depth to the human experience
today and in the future. The element includes a list and map of all of the
sites and structures felt to be of historic significance in Pacifica.

The element would be implemented by an Historic Ordinance which would
estab1ish a Pacifica Historic Sites Advi sory Committee to revi ew proposed
changes to sites and structures designated on the Historic Sites Map and
advise the Planning Commission and City Council of the appropriateness of
the proposal. The Committee would also spearhead local civic activity, such
as local history programs for schools and civic organizations, seeking
funding for historic conservation projects, and seeking assistance for
further documentation on the Historic Sites list.

The Historic Element
used by those who
additional planning
educational and civic

text is also published separately so that it may be
participated in its creation to seek funding for
conservation activities, as well as for promoting
awareness of Pacifica's colorful past.
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Conclusion:

Due to the variety and adequacy of park and recreation facilities to
accommodate both City and resident needs, no new park areas are necessary.
Parking and access for both coastal and inland recreation areas and
facilities is a critical problem to be resolved by the City in cooperation
with State and County agencies.

FAIRWAY PARK

This neighborhood contains one recreation area, located along Cullen Drive
within East Fairway Park. Thi s facil ity is currently owned by the Laguna
Salada School District and leased by the City. Informal pedestrian access
from West to East Fa irway Park is avail ab 1e from Bradford Way to Lundy Way
via the underpass serving the Sharp Park Golf Course. Formal access across
Coast Highway between the areas is presently extremely difficult. A
pedestrian overpass should be provided over the highway at Westport Drive .

. Due to the limited accessibility of other active play areas in the vicinity
of Fairway Park, the existing play area along Cullen Drive should be
maintained and improved as the primary City recreation facility for this
neighborhood. The acreage behind this play area is one of the areas
excluded from purchase by the GGNRA. Publ ic purchase should be encouraged
to ansura the visual integrity of the area. If developed, .accass to this
sloping land should be located and designed to avoid traffic 'safety impacts
on the park. Development on this property should be designed with
appropri ate access and 1andscaped buffer areas between ups lope developed
areas and the park.

CalTrans property currently 1eased as a nursery south of Fairway Park may
provide a convenient and accessible 1ink to Sweeney Ridge. Use of thi s
property for this purpose may be appropriate, provided safe access from
Highway 1 and parking are also established. A portion of undeveloped
property adjacent to Lundy Way should be reserved for parking and/or access
to Sweeney Ridge if this alternative is chosen.

Conclusion:

Although the neighborhood has only one recreation area, it is surrounded by
parkland and open space. The one available recreation area is necessary to
meet neighborhood needs.

VALLEMAR

A variety of existing and potential park and recreation resources exist in
Vallemar. The first of these is Vallemar School, containing play equipment
and sports field. Park and recreational amenities are available for public
use through a cooperat ive agreement between the Laguna Salada Union School
District and the City of Pacifica.

The school site should continue to be maintained and improved as the primary
recreat ion resource within the neighborhood. Any proposed change by the
School District should be studied very carefully by the City to determine
future park and recreation impacts. The site is suitably located for
administrative uses considering parking, access and location relative to the
rest of the community and surrounding uses. Should the School District

























5. Existing neighborhood plans; wherever possible land uses and building
types should be reviewed for their overall relationship to, and
compatibility with neighborhood development plans.

The other major concern which affects most· of Pacifica's residential
communities is future commercial development. Future development should be
carried out in a manner which is sympathetic to the residential character of
the community and supportive of the City's present shopping areas. New
commercial development should be restricted to the vicinity of already
developed commercial areas, thus strengthening the viability of these
areas. By focusing commercial development to meet the needs in specific
areas, such as the planning districts, local merchants benefit from
increased numbers of shoppers, while local residents benefit from the
convenience of a centrally located shopping center.

For most of its route through Pacifica, the coastal highway is also the
City's "Main Street", serving as the primary link between Pacifica's
residential and commercial areas. For this reason, that portion of Pacifica
which is most visible from the Coast Highway has a large influence on the
image of the City. The appearance of the Coast Highway right-of-way should
be improved by additional landscaping along the adjoining access roads. Any
future development along this right:-of-way, and the right-of-way itself,
will have a potential influence on the Coastal Zone and the scenic qualities
of the corridor.

To protect important viewsheds and the sometimes rather delicate terrain of
hillside areas, while at the same time ensuring that the interests of local
property owners and residents are represented, consideratlon should be given
to the development of hillside design criteria and regulatory procedures
which are responsive to the unusual problems of hillside areas. In most
cases, it will be possible, since parcels are large, to direct development
toward less prominent portions of the property and thereby preserve the
visually important ridgelines. Where this is not possible, construction
techniques and screening should be employed to preserve, to the extent
possible, the perception of openness along the designated, prominent
ridgelines.

Guidelines which can be applied to hillside development to mf nlmf ze its
impact on the terrain and to ensure the safety of residents. include:

1. Preserve "visually significant" slopes and ridgel ines , "maintain natural
open space between areas of development, set aside and preserve natural
features.

2. Allocate areas not suited to development to open space and recreation.

3. Fit development to the topography; place man-made structures to
complement the natural environment.

4. Minimize grading;
construction pads.

discourage mass' grading and terracing for

5. Shape the grading that is required to conform with natural landforms.

6. Landscape developed areas to blend with the natural landscape and
require minimum maintenance and water.
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