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From: Sam Casillas <sam@pacifica-land-trust.org>
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2025 3:13 PM
To: Public Comment; Meagher, Monica; Martin, Kai; Barr, Maria; Finale, Kimberly; Meiman, 

Margo; Nahass, Rick; Plumb, Dave; Schwab, Carl; Tierney, Nancy; Boles, Christine; 
Espinosa, Mayra; Wright, Greg; Beckmeyer, Sue; Bier, Mary

Subject: Joint Study Session 2/24/2025: CITY COUNCIL AND CLIMATE ACTION & ADAPTATION 
TASK FORCE

[CAUTION: External Email] 

Dear City Council and CAAP Task Force, 

The Pacifica Land Trust understands the stated concerns of resource constraints of our City Staff 
where it relates to pursuing all viable opportunities for climate adaptation due to the global warming 
crisis.   

To this end the Pacifica Land Trust is excited to announce we have received a grant from the State 
Coastal Conservancy to undertake the Pacifica Coastal Resilience Opportunity Study, consisting of 
preparing studies, surveys and other reports, and conducting community engagement to identify 
opportunities for nature-based resiliency projects in the City of Pacifica.  Our goal is to identify sites 
where the implementation of Nature-Based Solutions would be viable for the restoration of natural 
habitats in order to protect people's existing homes and existing city Infrastructure while enhancing 
recreational and wildlife resources.  In the next year we plan to meet with city officials and conduct 
neighborhood meetings to educate our community on these potential solutions and the sites we will 
prioritize based on scientific rigor and community feedback.  We are grateful that the Conservancy has 
chosen the Pacifica Land Trust to conduct this critical study as we face global warming and the ensuing 
climate crisis.   

The Pacifica Coastal Resilience Opportunity Study will identify priority sites in Pacifica that will 
demonstrate to the community the benefits of nature-based solutions to increase coastal resilience to 
climate change (including storm surge, erosion, and sea level rise) and their value as an approach to 
building climate resiliency in the community.  

The Pacifica Coastal Resilience Opportunity Study does not replace adaptation programs the City of 
Pacifica is conducting or may conduct in the future.   

As part of the climate adaptation plan the CAAP task force is developing, the Pacifica Coastal Resilience 
Opportunity Study should be integrated into the CAAP climate resiliency planning task force report and 
plan when it is completed by the end of 2025.  Since the city is not currently planning to study Nature-
Based Solutions for climate adaptation, the city should collaborate with the PLT in order to expand its 
potential climate adaptation planning which would be supplemental to any current planning the city is 
conducting.   
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Sincerely, 
Samuel Casillas 
President, Pacifica Land Trust  
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the 
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.  
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From: Lawrence Bothen 
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2025 7:38 PM
To: Public Comment; _City Council
Cc: rmueller@smcgov.org
Subject: Electrifying Pacifica

[CAUTION: External Email] 

Mayor Beckmeyer, Council members, 

Once again, we are facing unfunded mandates on already overburdened taxpayers. I've been aware of the trend to force 
electrification on the Bay Area for several years now. The BAAQMD air quality district already mandated electric water 
heaters by 2025 and furnaces and stoves by 2027, but those deadlines were pushed back a couple years as public 
resistance mounted. Naturally, Berkeley was first to ban them, but courts forced them to rescind at least some of it when 
restaurants rebelled against giving up their gas stoves. It wasn't that long ago that natural gas was preferred as the clean 
alternative. 

You would do well to consider what would do the most good for the greatest number of people. A recommendation to 
replace gas with electric might be better received than an outright mandate. Incentives from the city, like rebates and 
waiving permit fees, with similar PG&E incentives could help that along. But new construction is cheaper to change and 
enforce than retrofits. Electrification costs for existing houses are out of reach for many homeowners. You could certainly 
mandate it on new construction, along with solar systems that would give homeowners the hope of a payback for their 
investment.  

Forcing electric retrofits when clean, low NOX gas alternatives exist, is an overreach.  For years Toyota Motors has 
resisted the switch to full electric cars, reasoning they could have a greater impact on the environment with fewer natural 
resources, with dozens of 60 mpg hybrids over one full electric car that people can't afford to buy. If you look around, you 
can see their hybrid cars everywhere. It's working. 

I have a good-sized solar array on my roof, but even that would not be sufficient to heat my house with electricity, and the 
cost of heat pumps and a new electric panel puts it out of reach. This entire push to electrify everything plays right into 
PG&E's greedy hands, as they are trying to offload their responsibility to supply natural gas and maintain that distribution 
infrastructure. They've demonstrated how adept they are at maintenance by burning down a good chunk of California.  

Of course, City Council could decide to drag Pacifica into the abyss to demonstrate its progressive virtue. It wouldn't be 
the first time they've ignored their constituents, and common sense, in favor of appeasing unaccountable state agencies. 
Maybe they'd rather stand on virtue than protect the citizens who put them in office. But they could demonstrate real 
leadership by adopting guidelines that bring a cleaner future without punishing homeowners who already struggle too 
much with affordability. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Bothen 
Rockaway 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the 
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.  
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From: Nancy Russell 
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2025 1:59 PM
To: Public Comment
Subject: Revised STR Ordinance on City Council Agenda 

[CAUTION: External Email] 

Dear Council Members 

I firmly support amending Pacifica’s STR ordinance. I strongly recommend these revisions: 
- limit to 60 nights/ year
- require a local person be responsible
- require inspecƟons of all STRs - hosted & unheated
- enforce with plaƞorm accountability

Sincerely 
Nancy Russell 

 
Pacifica CA 94044 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and 
know the content is safe, do not click links, open aƩachments or reply. 
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From: David Costa 
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2025 3:18 PM
To: Public Comment
Subject: Fw: STR ordinance

[CAUTION: External Email] 

From: David Costa  
Sent: Saturday, February 22, 2025 6:21 PM 
To: citycouncil@pacifica.gov <citycouncil@pacifica.gov> 
Subject: STR ordinance  

Councilmembers, 

I have not been actively involved with this issue, but I would like to take this opportunity to express my 
gratitude for the City Council taking up this long-neglected issue and also to offer a few suggestions. 

I have been a resident of Pacifica for nearly forty years. One of my next-door neighbors bought their property 
the year after I did. They have never lived in the house and, over the years, have rented it to good tenants, as 
well as bad tenants. One year in particular, they rented the house to two college students who, in turn sublet 
it to a variety of other individuals, some long term and some obviously short term. At one point there were as 
many as nine cars parked in the large car park area on a regular basis. These people purchased a large, multi-
person jacuzzi. In addition to loudly using it late into the night, they also hosted large parties which went well 
into the night. These parties were accompanied by music lasting after midnight and, on one occasion, had 
someone throwing flaming torches into the air (the trees on the property were full of dead branches). We 
complained to the property owners and were given apologies and promises to speak with the tenants, but the 
problem continued. I complained to the City's code enforcement department and was told that it didn't want 
to get involved with trying to "define what constitutes a family." 

I've recounted this horror story, because I feel that it is important that home owners should be allowed to 
enjoy their neighborhoods without enduring these kinds of disturbances which inevitably will happen with 
poorly regulated unhosted STRs. 

For the most part the proposed ordinance does an excellent job of addressing the worst of the problems 
created by STRs which are unhosted. However, even with hosted STRs, I would suggest that the ordinance 
include a requirement that the owner/operator of the property be onsite when renters are likely to be hosting 
parties (from 9pm until one or two in the morning). 

As for unhosted STRs, that person should be required to be available to answer a phone complaint and be 
willing to get to the property within a reasonable amount of time. With respect to the repeated problem we 
had, the owner would sometimes not be available until the following morning which necessitated a request 
for a police response. 
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Finally, it seems that a 60-day limit for unhosted nights per year would be more reasonable, as the proposed 
90-day limit would allow a property owner to have renters almost every weekend in a year. It is on weekends 
when parties are most likely to occur. 
 
In closing, please don't allow yourselves to be duped by out-of-town owners who claim to love Pacifica and 
want to live here but who, in reality, use the money earned to finance vacations and other items. 
 
Thank you, 
David Costa 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the 
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.  
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