
Correction: Sharp Park berm not “legally mandated” to be maintained 
 
This is a response to the Tribune’s My Turn on April 20. 
  
I would like to correct an error about the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
endangered species “biological opinion” for Sharp Park operations, 
regarding the maintenance of the earthen berm (“seawall”) and road top 
along the beach. 
  
The Biological Opinion is in effect a federal permit, with terms and 
conditions, that enables the City of San Francisco to operate Sharp Park 
despite adverse effects (“incidental take”) to endangered wildlife. The 
Biological Opinion includes a description of the project and the 
conservation measures proposed by the City of San Francisco. 
  
On page 19 of the Opinion, the Service lists as a description of the project 
one of those City-proposed conservation measures (31) which include a 
recommendation to maintain the road surface of the berm for 
maintenance vehicle access, but not repair or armoring of the berm itself. 
In fact, the City, quoted by the Service, states that SF Parks and 
Recreation “does not anticipate hardening or further armoring of the sides 
of the seawall”.  
  
None of the actual legally binding “terms and conditions” of the Opinion 
mention a seawall or berm, and none include a requirement to maintain 
the seawall as a flood control structure. San Francisco is not “legally 
mandated” by the Service to “maintain and repair the berm and the 
roadway”. San Francisco, not the Service, has proposed maintenance of 
the road surface only. 
  
The berm was not an engineered flood control structure, and was not 
originally constructed under any permits, or with any engineering 
standards or designs. Thus, its maintenance as a flood control structure 
by order of federal agencies is not possible. No federal agencies have 
legally mandated or even recommended its long-term maintenance. The 
U.S. Geological Survey has indicated the inevitability of shoreline retreat 
and erosion of the Pacifica shoreline under current conditions and future 
sea level rise. In reality, with sea level rise, over time Sharp Park Beach 
will disappear with continued maintenance of the berm. 
 
 



  
As for the sediment study, it offers four or five choices (based on benefit 
cost analysis, geology, etc.) for each section of Pacifica’s coastline. What 
it doesn’t offer are “favored options”. Local government will decide what 
is “favored”. The sediment study is actually interesting reading for those 
citizens who care about Pacifica’s future.   
 
Let readers draw their own conclusions about the accuracy of the 
remainder of the statements in the April 20 article. 
 
Stan Zeavin 
Linda Mar 
	


