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From: James Kremer 
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2026 4:08 PM
To: Public Comment
Cc: _City Council
Subject: CC Mtg. 1/12/26 Comment – For the record

[CAUTION: External Email] 

Jim Kremer, resident of Sharp Park. 

Council Meeting 1/12/26. Item 8.  BBIRP Phase 2A. 

I am submitting my Comments, somewhat clarified and augmented, for the record. 
______________________ 

        I’ve been involved in Pacifica’s long-term coastal planning since 2017. I appreciate all the work you 
all are doing – both Council and also staff and GHD – but I’m going push back again! 

 I remain skeptical of our city’s single-minded version of long-term coastal planning. Wouldn’t it 
be prudent to simultaneously develop alternatives to hard armor to protect infrastructure, in 
case IT proves untenable? I know this could yet happen, and I encourage that! It really should happen 
simultaneously. 

Whenever we reach a milestone like tonight, I am at a loss for what to comment on. Here is a smattering 
of my concerns after reading about Phase 2A: 

1. The forces threatening new wall failure do not all come from the ocean. Annual winter buildup of
hydraulic pressure from the land-side (rainfall driving groundwater in addition to surface runoff) has to go
somewhere. How well known are the possible pressure or flow outlets? Are some of them dire?

2. The Clarendon Gap is already a vulnerability. Is the vaguely described in the plan report as
“transition to the earthen levee” a weak link?

3. At a public workshop GHD staff agreed that even the S wall isn’t consistent with the
term nature based. (I noted that this was not mentioned in GHD’s presentation tonight!?) It’s not just
semantics – Artificial dunes on a hardened base seem unlikely to be self-sustaining – which is a big
reason natural solutions are desirable.

If these dunes DO prove transient, it adds to my next point – 
4. Sand nourishment is recurrent, expensive, of questionable efficacy, & not even essential for
protection, as Dr. Halloway emphasized just now.
I worry that this is only in this plan to avoid public objections if the exposed rock apron alone were
proposed.
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The wide beach in Fig. 8 (shown tonight in the Hybrid slide) is certainly fanciful. 

>> Engineers do the best they can, & I respect this. But there is always an element of uncertainty in
such plans, whether new or time-tested. 

        Let us remember when San Diego County spent 17.5 M$ to add sand to 12 beaches in 2001. Within 
5 years it failed when most sand moved offshore in one winter storm. So they tried again– at twice the 
cost. The second sand was also lost within 5 years. We can assume both these efforts 
used competent state-of-the-art engineering.  

[Note added after Monday’s meeting, FYI:  Surprisingly, since the North American Atlantic coastal shelf 
is wider and more gradual than our Pacifica borderlands, sand renourishment is fraught there as well – 
“FIMI,” a USACE mega sand nourishment project, was years in the planning, and completed a complete 
renovation/elevation  of sand dunes + beach + nearshore subtidal bathymetry along the much of Fire 
Island (Fire Island Inlet to Moriches Inlet along the south-facing Atlantic shore of Long Island NY) costing 
$200 Million. Approximately 5 years after completion, major losses of sand offshore from storms for 
some major reaches threatened homes in some communities, and the project was repeated (by prior 
commitment!) to repair the previously restored sand configuration. Q.E.D.] 

5. Lastly, within the lifetime of this wall or at the end of our Permit, state Coastal Regulatory Policy may
again reject armoring, precluding further maintenance.
Will this project have to be removed?
Will it just disintegrate in place?
Is either acceptable?
Will we wish we had other plans?

Thank you. 

 -- Jim Kremer, Ph.D. 

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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