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From: Jeri Dugan [

Sent: Thursday, May 7, 2026 9:23 PM

To: Public Comment

Cc: GHOLDEN@pacificasd.org; Jeri Dugan

Subject: Meeting Date: May 11, 2026 Agenda Item-Climate Change

[CAUTION: External Email]

To Whom it May Concern,

Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Jeri Dugan and my twin daughters are currently
attending Ingrid B. Lacy middle school and are in the 6th grade.

Please note that Jenna Duca and Jeri Duca have been given the opportunity to speak at the city council by
their 6th grade science teacher Ms. Holden. | have copied Ms. Holden in this email. The topic they will
be speaking about is Climate Change. They are putting together a poster and a script on the seriousness
of climate change.

Please provide any further instruction that we must take prior to the meeting.

Thank you in advance and kind regards,

Jeri

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Pacifica. Unless you recognize the
sender's email address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.



May 11, 2026
City Council Meeting

Public Comments
Item 10 - Strategic Plan

Written Comments Received By 12pm on 05/11/2026

M@ 1, 2026
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From: Gail Benton Shoemaker <gailbentshoe@igc.org>

Sent: Monday, May 11, 2026 7:01 AM

To: Boles, Christine; Wright, Greg; Beckmeyer, Sue; Bier, Mary; Espinosa, Mayra; Public
Comment

Cc: Charpentier, Sean; Coffey, Sarah

Subject: City Council Meeting 5/11/26 Item 10b Updated Strategic Plan Redline Version

[CAUTION: External Email]

Dear City Council,

In the Strategic Plan Update Redline version item 10B please change the wording from-
B. Continue the urban forestry plan, tree canopy goals, inventory, and projects, prioritizing
refinement of the tree ordinance “loophole” language.

to the following-
B. Adopt a 25% Urban Forest Canopy Goal, remove “loophole” language from tree ordinance, work
on urban forestry plan, inventory and projects.

I'm requesting this change in wording because currently there is not an urban forest plan nor
multiple tree canopy goals.

Also, At the April 27, 2026 City Council meeting during the discussion of the PB&R Work Plan, Council
requested that the PB&R Commission provide a draft for a resolution to remove the loophole
language from the tree ordinance. Per that request, below is a draft of an amendment to the tree
ordinance-

SUBJECT:

Adoption of an Ordinance of The City Council of The City of Pacifica to Amend Ordinance No. 884-C.S. Section 4-12.04e,
“Applications for Tree Removal Permits” and Section 4-14.06g, “Removal of City Trees”, to remove the loophole language
“otherwise healthy” in regard to planting a minimum of two replacement trees for every tree removed, and/or collection of

In Lieu fees.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Move to adopt the Ordinance of The City Council of The City of Pacifica To Amend Ordinance No. 884-C.S. Section 4-
12.04e, “Applications for Tree Removal Permits” and Section 4-14.06g, “Removal of City Trees”, to remove the loophole
language “otherwise healthy” in regard to planting a minimum of two replacement trees for every tree removed.

BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION:

When the City Council adopted Tree Ordinance No. 884-C.S. in September of 2022 their clear intention was to have two
replacement trees planted for every protected tree removed (or In-lieu fees paid). Unfortunately there was undetected
language in the ordinance that thwarts the planting of replacement trees or the collection of In-lieu fees. This “loophole
language” states that replacement trees will be planted for every “otherwise healthy” tree removed. Since anyone can
state that a tree is unhealthy this language circumvents the planting of replacement trees or collection of in-lieu fees. The
loophole language came to light when Public Works stated they were not planting replacement trees when city trees were
removed due to the “otherwise healthy” language in the ordinance. They have since committed to planting replacement
trees. This loophole language has worked against the city’s canopy goal and is becoming a problem in PB&R tree
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appeals. It is also detrimental to the City’s Tree Fund. In-Lieu fees may include the replacement value of the mature tree
which in some cases could be $30,000 per tree. In 2025 the City’s Tree In-Lieu Fund only had a couple thousand dollars
three years after the adoption of the ordinance. At the March 7, 2026 Goal Setting meeting Council agreed to the removal
of the loophole language from the tree ordinance. At the April 27, 2026 City Council meeting during the discussion of the
PB&R Work Plan, Council instructed the PB&R Commission to provide a draft for a resolution to amend the ordinance.

ANALYSIS:
To address these ongoing issues created by the loophole language, staff recommends an amendment to Tree Ordinance
No. 884-C.S.

Amendment to Section 4-12.04e:

Staff is recommending the following revisions to Section 4.12.04e, with subtractions struck out:

(e) To mitigate the adverse effects of tree removal, a tree removal permit shall include conditions that require relocation of
tree(s) on-site as recommended by a certified arborist and/or the replacement planting of a minimum of two (2)
replacement trees for every otherwise-healthy tree removed and may be required to pay the replacement value of the
mature protected tree minus the cost of the two replacement trees or payment of the full replacement value of a mature
tree or trees in lieu thereof if on-site replacement is not feasible.

Amendment to Section 4-14.06g:

Staff is recommending the following revisions to Section 4.14.06g, with subtractions struck out:

(e) To mitigate the adverse effects of tree removal, a tree removal permit shall include conditions that require relocation of tree(s)
on-site as recommended by a certified arborist and/or the replacement planting of a minimum of two (2) replacement trees for
every etherwise-healthytree removed and may be required to pay the replacement value of the mature protected tree minus the
cost of the two replacement trees or payment of the full replacement value of a mature tree or trees in lieu thereof if on-site
replacement is not feasible.

Thank you for your commitment to our urban forest!

Sincerely, Gail Benton Shoemaker

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.



From: Cindy Abbott _

Sent: Monday, May 11, 2026 8:56 AM

To: Boles, Christine; Wright, Greg; Bier, Mary; Beckmeyer, Sue; Espinosa, Mayra

Cc: Public Comment

Subject: Pacifica City Council Meeting, May 11, Item 10B: Specify Urban Forest Canopy Goal and

Agendize a Simple Revision to the Tree Ordinance

[CAUTION: External Email]

Dear Mayor Boles and City Councilmembers,

Thank you for, back in March during the Strategic Plan Update, indicating your interest to
move forward with critical steps regarding the adoption of an Urban Forest Canopy

Goal. And, for also recognizing at that meeting, and again during the recent Parks,
Beaches and Recreation (PBR) Commission work plan review, that a minor revision to the
language in the Tree Ordinance (No. 884-C.S., updated in 2022) is needed to meet the
intention of the City Council and requests by the community.

The Strategic Plan Update Redline version, Item 10B, reflects the following language that
lacks clarity:

B. Continue the urban forestry plan, tree canopy goals, inventory, and

projects, prioritizing refinement of the tree ordinance “loophole” language.

Please consider revising this statement as follows:
B. Adopt a 25% Urban Forest Canopy Goal; prioritize removal of the “loophole”
language from the tree ordinance; work on urban forestry plan, tree inventory and
related projects.

This rewording clarifies that the goal is to expand the Urban Forest Canopy and then
follows with the actions needed to move forward towards the goal. Specifically,

. the adoption of a 25% Canopy Goal that has been documented in both the Climate
Action and Resilience Plan (CARP) and discussions; and

« decoupling of the removal of the loophole language in the Tree Ordinance from
work to be conducted to develop an urban forestry plan and updated tree
inventory.

The Tree Ordinance loophole language is a simple revision to delete the

words: "otherwise healthy", when specifying the two to one tree replacement

requirement for both private and city trees. The loophole language has the negative

impact of not growing the Urban Canopy and conflicts with the intention of the Council
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and PBR Commission recommendations at the time of the 2022 Ordinance update. The
loophole language removal can be easily accomplished with the following proposed
Amendments brought before City Council at an upcoming meeting.

Proposed Amendment to Section 4-12.04e:

(e) To mitigate the adverse effects of tree removal, a tree removal permit shall
include conditions that require relocation of tree(s) on-site as recommended by a
certified arborist and/or the replacement planting of a minimum of two (2)
replacement trees for every otherwise-healthy tree removed and may be required to
pay the replacement value of the mature protected tree minus the cost of the two
replacement trees or payment of the full replacement value of a mature tree or trees
in lieu thereof if on-site replacement is not feasible.

Proposed Amendment to Section 4-14.06g:

Staff is recommending the following revisions to Section 4.14.06g, with subtractions
struck out:

(e) To mitigate the adverse effects of tree removal, a tree removal permit shall
include conditions that require relocation of tree(s) on-site as recommended by a
certified arborist and/or the replacement planting of a minimum of two (2)
replacement trees for every otherwise-healthytree removed and may be required to
pay the replacement value of the mature protected tree minus the cost of the two
replacement trees or payment of the full replacement value of a mature tree or trees
in lieu thereof if on-site replacement is not feasible.

Thank you for your consideration of these beneficial clarifications.
Cindy Abbott
Sharp Park

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.



From: Sue Digre [

Sent: Monday, May 11, 2026 9:19 AM
To: Public Comment
Subject: Fwd: City Council May 11,26 item 10

[CAUTION: External Email]

City Council
May 11 2026

Comments from
Sue Digre

Item 10
Strategic Plan update

Please, whenever you see the word

"Stake holders, ask for specifics

Who?

And be sure to state that the local PUBLIC voice at large is the primary ,fundamental stakeholder in
municipal governing.

Putting all our eggs in one basket is known to be foolish, even dangerous.
There is too much focus on housing as an econonic engine.

Tonights report shows that our infrastructure is already not only at risk of failure but in NEED of essential
repairs, upgrades, even changes to better sites.

AND

We can not afford it alone.

We need sustainable income

And now .

**We have incredible visitor & residennt serving assets:
..Natural environment, ocean, hills, trails and

..many types of
Recreational opportunities based on those.

..Incredible
Cultural assets:
Sanches Art Center.



Pacifica Historical sites and our museum in the Little Brown Church.
County historical sites.

..Whales!
..Steelhead trout.

..Music..all over the place including our Pacifica Performance Hall
..Sports! All kinds

..Small businesses!

**All above are willing to collaborate and help us bring in more
"Foot traffic"

We need visitors to enjoy us and spend money while they "re-create "

...We need convenidnt, robust public transportation all around town and in and out.
We need it for our residents and for visitors. Itis essential for our economy.

...One size fits all is known to be foolish, even harmful.

We must push against dismissing local wisdomfor RHNA mandates that actually PUNISH local citizens
and City Councils .

This is not reasonable, it is not ethical, yet we roll over and act like sheep.

Yes,our residents and City Councils have pushed for truly affordable,truly inclusionary housing and will!

**Truly affordable is essential. How to achieve itis a common sense priority.

****Robust outreach to engage and empower our residents is essential and not a strong enough
committment.

Thank you

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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