
MINUTES 

City Council Regular Meeting             June 25,2012 
2212 Beach Boulevard Pacifica, CA 
94044 

Mayor DeJarnatt called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

Present: Councilmembers: Jaquith, Nihart, Digre, Stone and DeJarnatt. 
Excused: Councilmembers: None. 

Staff Present:    Steve Rhodes, City Manager; Michael Guinea, Acting City Attorney; Ann Ritzma, Admin. Ser. 
Director; Van Ocampo, Director of Public Works/City Engineer; Jim Tasa, Police Chief; 
Aren Clark, Parks Superintendent; Ray Biagini, Field Ser. Manager; Kathy O'Connell, City 
Clerk. 

Councilmember Jaquith led the Salute to the Flag. 

Commission Liaison:    Planning Commissioner Evans. Chamber Liaison:
 None. 

CLOSED SESSION; 

None. 

CONSENT CALENDAR: 

Councilmember Digre referred to page 21 where it stated that she would "like" the creek ordinance, and she 
asked that it be clarified that she "requested" that the creek ordinance be agendized. She also asked that the City 
Manager explain the amendment change. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that the issue was the restated agreement for JPA Fire Authority. He explained that they 
were doing a new restated agreement because the JPA Agreement came together over two separate occasions and 
didn't match. The literal reading of the agreement went far beyond what the JPA was actually doing. He stated that it 
was rewritten by the Brisbane City Attorney and presented to each Council for consideration and hopefully adoption 
to reconstitute the JPA according to the way it was now operated. 

Councilmember Digre stated that was one reason she was constantly asking for reevaluation. 

Mayor pro Tern Stone stated that, when he was running the meeting, he mentioned that Mayor DeJarnatt abstained 
from the items on which they were voting but he should have stated that he was absent. 

Mayor DeJarnatt thought it was probably not an issue. 

Mayor pro Tern Stone agreed, but stated that he just wanted to be sure. 

Mayor pro Tern Stone moved approval of the Consent Calendar, as amended, as follows:  
Approval of disbursements will be on the July 9, 2012 agenda, as set forth in Item #1; Approval of Minutes of 
regular City Council meeting of June 11, 2012, as set forth in Item #2; Approval of 
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Cancellation of the August 27, 2012 City Council Meeting, as set forth in Item #3; Approval of Renewal of 
Street Light Maintenance Agreement with Republic Intelligent Transportation Service (Republic ITS) for theAmount 
of $33,280.50 and Street Sweeping Services Agreement with Clean Street Company for the Amount of$111,711.60 
Budget Authority Previous Approved with the Adoption of the Fiscal Year 2012-2013 Budget in Account Nos. 
10.860782.52800.0000.000 for Street Light Maintenance, 10.860751.52800.0000.000 and 
16.867130.52800.0000.000 for Street Sweeping, as set forth in Item #4; Approval of Contract with HF&H to 
Conduct Rate Review of Recology of the Coast's 2012 Rate Application, as set forth in Item #5; Adoption of a 
Resolution Approving the Amended JPA Agreement for the North County Fire Authority, as set forth in Item #6; 
Authorization to Enter Into Change Order No. 1 in the Amount $45,000 with Stoloski & Gonzalez, Inc., for the 
Collection System Capacity Improvement Projects; Palmetto Mainline Capacity Upgrade [Sewer Facility 
Construction Fund 34, Account No. 34.9000000.52800.C032.000 - Collection System Capacity Improvement 
Projects], as set forth in Item #7; Nomination of Route 1, San Pedro Creek Bridge Replacement Project to the San 
Mateo County Transportation Authority Call for Projects for Measure A Highway Program and Adoption of 
Resolution Supporting its Nomination. No Budget Authority required, as set forth in Item #8; seconded by 
Councilmember Nihart. 

Councilmember Nihart stated that she was glad they took the time with the JPA to adjust the agreement as she 
felt it was a good adjustment. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 
Ayes:   Councilmembers: Jaquith Nihart, Digre, Stone and DeJarnatt. Noes:   Councilmembers: None. 
Motion carried: 5-0. 

SPECIAL PRESENTATION: 

Mayor DeJarnatt read a proclamation recognizing Nick's Seashore Restaurant 85th anniversary. 

Nick Gust accepted the proclamation and made brief remarks on the history of the restaurant, stating that his father 
had worked for the Ocean Shore Railroad prior to starting the business. He then introduced his son, who has been 
running the place for the last 10-15 years. 

Chuck Gust mentioned that he had brought gifts for the Council. He thanked the Council, stating that it was an 
honor. He stated that the tradition of good service and good quality food was started by his grandfather. 

Councilmember Nihart commented on her personal introduction to the restaurant and its influence in 
h^rlh^ihlfto"Pacirlc^ for the city and all the non- 
profits in town. 

Mayor pro Tern Stone stated that he loved the 85 years, in addition to being in existence before the Sharp Park Golf 
Course and Golden Gate Bridge. He commented that everyone in the Bay Area knows Nick's. He felt they did an 
excellent job every day, furthering their business and Pacifica, as well as giving back to the community. 

Councilmember Digre thanked the Gust family for being there. She commented that she didn't know about their 
connection with the Ocean Shore Railroad and would like to talk to him about that. 

 City Council meeting     2    June 25, 2012 
Councilmember Jaquith stated that she has had the pleasure of knowing the Gust family for many years and she thought all the 
comments were true. She added that Nick and Lorraine Gust were recently given Pacifica's People Who Care Award for all the 
wonderful work they have done in the community. 



Mayor DeJarnatt stated that they would like to get a photo, and mentioned that Mr. Gust could take as much time as he would 
like with his comments. 

Nick Gust stated that he wanted to add that his wife, Lorraine, has been the backbone of the business since the day they 
were married. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

None. 

COUNCIL COMMUNICATIONS: 

Councilmember Digre heard on the news that you should check on the assessment of your home because, in some areas, the 
assessment was not correct. 

Mayor pro Tern Stone congratulated the Surf Spot on their opening and wished them luck. He thought it was a unique place 
and would be a destination location, adding that the food was amazing. He asked staff about taking a look to see if GGNRA 
had come out with a report on the tasing incident in Montara about six months ago. He felt that, with Pacifica having so much 
GGNRA land, it was important to know what happened and if we needed to advocate for changes in their procedure. 

Councilmember Nihart reported that Mayor pro Tern Stone attended CCAG on her behalf and, to her knowledge, the shuttle 
funding will be reviewed again in August. 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

Mayor DeJarnatt opened Oral Communications. 

Todd Bray, Pacifica, stated that someone recently made complaints about the signs on Highway 1 and the city was in the 
process of asking them to be taken down. He thought it had to happen. He stated that he had made a sign for the Boys and Girls 
Club to replace the old one but he was told that there wasn't anywhere in the ordinance which allowed them to permit the sign. 
He was asking that the Council get together with him and the Planning Commission to work out some =language^to^hange^hew 

Therese Dyer, 1408 Crespi Drive, stated that she was using her three minutes under Public Access Television, referring to an 
article that was published in the Tribune by Ian Butler, asking for a retraction because it was entirely false. She had spoken to 
him about doing a forum for Beta Sigma Phi, her sorority, which did their part in Pacifica through Pacificans Care, Resource 
Center, etc., and it had nothing to do with Mayor DeJarnatt's recall. She added that residents of Pacifica are all subscribers of 
Comcast and pay for the service through their franchise. She stated that she could go to the FCC and demand her fair share of 
time. 

Anna Boothe, Pacifica, stated that she was thanking the Council on behalf of POPS for approving the pier contract for design 
at the last meeting. She stated that it was meant for Jim 
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Vreeland who has put in a lot of effort, as well as Councilmember Jaquith. She also thanked them for their constant support of the pier. She 
also thanked the Engineering Department because she felt they went beyond the call of duty in the last grant from the Wildlife Conservation 
Board, by volunteering to do the prep work which allowed them to qualify for the grant. They were working at maintaining and beautifying 
the pier. She mentioned their T-Shirt fundraiser and invited everyone to come and buy them and enjoy the pier. 

Clorinda Campagna, 1 Gypsy Hill, stated that she would be going home with one of the Nick's hats, but she had one that was "hope" which 
was unstoppable. She was present to talk about the Relay for Life of Pacifica which was a city wide event on July 14-15 at Terra Nova High 
School to honor those who are suffering with cancer and remember those who have died. She stated that most of the funds go for research. She 
mentioned that, in America, we have over 300,000 survivors living with cancer, which was greater than years ago. She briefly mentioned the 
scheduled events, as well as the achievements for Pacifica in raising $1 million. 

Mayor DeJarnatt closed Oral Communications. 

CONSIDERATION 

9. Selection of Preferred Project Alternative and Nomination of Highway 1, 

Westport Drive to Fassler Avenue Calera Parkway Project to the San Mateo County Transportation 
Authority (TA) Call for Projects for Measure A Highway Program. No Budget Authority Required. 

Public Works Director Ocampo presented the staff report. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that he would like to give a summary. Before council and in the back of the room was a letter 
dated June 20th from California Department of Transportation which states in order to finalize the process an environmental 
review process with a preferred alternative must be identified and will be identified by the project development team, Caltrans, 
the Transportation Authority and the City of Pacifica staff. He stated that two decisions are before the council tonight one 
being the designation of a preferred alternative and two, was getting into the funding cue for future projects. The two are 
independent of each other and are not tied to each other you can do one without doing the other. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that there was confusion regarding CEQA not requiring designation 
of a preferred alternative but just identifying alternatives. Under NEPA (National Environmental 
Protection Act) which is a federal agency requires the selection of preferred alternatives, most 
projects go through both but, for federal funding agencies must comply with NEPA as well. It is __________________  

the same for the Route 1 San Pedro Creek Bridge project. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that council was not to view either decision as final decision by council or staff those decisions 
will come once we have the final environmental document which includes all responses that have been raised through the 
process. 

Mayor DeJarnatt stated to sum up what the City Manager said if Council hypothetically did not choose an alternative tonight 
then Caltrans would make that decision. 

City Manager Rhodes responded affirmatively.   
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Mayor Pro Tern Stone stated for clarification that council was being asked to give direction to staff on an alternative so that 
staff can enter into conversation with the project development team. 

City Manager Rhodes responded affirmatively. 

Mayor Pro Tern Stone stated it doesn't constitute approval of the project but is the next step in the process to see the EIR. 

City Manager Rhodes responded affirmatively and stated that when NEPA is involved that is the next step that has to be 
taken to finalize the document. 

Councilmember Nihart asked Public Works Director Ocampo to summarize how we got to the two choices since he has 
been attending all the meetings. 

Public Works Director Ocampo responded that initially there was a scoping meeting where the project team took comments 
from the public and a subsequent meeting was held with all the alternatives assessed and discussed.   Following that another 
meeting was held on September 22nd with stations for each alternative and the DEER, was to be circulated to the public and 
comments were received by Caltrans which were due on October 7th, the deadline was extended by Caltrans due to increased 
public interest. 

Councilmember Nihart commented on the last meeting having the stations around the room with various choices. She asked 
Dir. Ocampo how that happened within the EIR process. 

Dir. Ocampo responded that when the DEIR was put together all identified alternatives were equally evaluated and 
considered and the most feasible alternatives were further studied. 

Councilmember Nihart stated that for a variety of reasons certain alternatives went away because of land being unavailable. 

Dir. Ocampo responded that other reasons for alternatives being eliminated were impact, environment and footprint. 

Councilmember Nihart asked if the City was the permitting agency. 

Dir. Ocampo responded affirmatively that the City is the permitting agency for the construction and partners with the 
Transportation Authority. 

Councilmember Jaquith stated that there were 213 comments after the DEIR and asked if 
^a~n^amlysis^fallcomments7altem^ 

Dir. Ocampo responded affirmatively and all comments would be incorporated in the final EIR. 

Council Jaquith that there were three alternatives proposed; one being no project; a standard highway project and one with 
landscaping included. She asked how two of the alternatives came about. 

Dir. Ocampo responded that as part of the process for the EIR Caltrans evaluated all the alternatives and these were the ones 
that address the issues of congestion given environmental issues and funding issues. 
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City Manager Rhodes stated that it was something they advocated for and got included in the document, adding that it was not 
an original alternative presented. 

Councilmember Jaquith stated that it took her a bit of time to understand that it was a Caltrans project, not a City project.   She 
recalled that there have been discussions as far back as the 1970s about improvement to the highway and, at one point, the City 
was proposing some changes and had proposed the present concrete barrier. 

Public Works Director Ocampo responded that the City was the one to put this on the ballot as part of the original measure. 

Councilmember Jaquith thought that it was not these alternatives, but just the improvement to the highway. 

Public Works Director Ocampo clarified that at that point it was a project proposed to alleviate the congestion. 

Councilmember Jaquith stated that it was her understanding that, after the City did that, Caltrans came back stating that the City 
could not do that because it was a Caltrans project on a state highway. 

Public Works Director Ocampo stated that Caltrans asserted their right as the owner/operator of the facility to be the lead 
agency in terms of the CEQA process. 

Councilmember Jaquith asked if that included the construction as well. 

Public Works Director Ocampo stated that anything constructed within the highway would have to go through a permit process 
with Caltrans and they would oversee the project. 

Councilmember Jaquith stated that she was wondering what kind of clout the City had, asking for a clarification on permits and 
the final EIR. She asked if the public or the Council can agree or object to anything. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that Caltrans has stated that they would not go forward if the City didn't agree to the project, 
adding that the City has to issue the land use permits for projects within the City and it was Measure A funding that the City has 
to apply for, not Caltrans. 

Councilmember Jaquith concluded that he was saying that the City could choose not to fund the 

project: ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ =    ==    = --------------- =—= -------------  

City Manager Rhodes agreed, explaining that the City could either not apply for money for the project or the money shows up 
but the City has to issue the land use project. 

Councilmember Jaquith asked, if the Council provides direction to the staff for a specific alternative and the final EER comes 
back for that project, can the City look at it and possibly say it was not acceptable as is and suggest any changes. She asked what 
would happen at that point. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that, because the City holds the purse strings and permit strings, theproject can only go forward 
if they were in agreement. 
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Councilmember Jaquith understood that, but asked, if they went through the final EIR, what would happen if 
the City asked for some changes at that point. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that it would be difficult to speculate because they would be scrambling at that point. 
He stated that, if it was a variant in the draft EIR that the City wanted to pursue such as traffic circles, they would 
have to work towards a supplemental EIR to go back and look at that. He reminded them that, while the City has 
to permit it, Caltrans has to agree to it as well because it was their facility. He thought that would cause issues. 
They could try to do that, which has been done in projects where they change the direction on the project. He 
thought they would find themselves trying to do a supplemental EIR. Because of much of the material already 
done for the EIR, they wouldn't have to start over but they could end up spending another year or more working 
through a supplemental review as well as scrambling to hang on to the funding. He felt they would still be further 
ahead at that point because they have a leg into the funding queue and at least a lot of the environmental work 
completed. He wasn't characterizing that it was simple or could happen, adding that it would be a difficult struggle 
to go through but it was not impossible if that was where they were once they see the final EIR. 

Councilmember Jaquith understood the concern expressed that, if they select one of the alternatives at this 
meeting and wanted to make any changes in the future, Caltrans could say that the City had selected the project 
and they can't change their mind. She reiterated that they could provide direction now, but it still would not be the 
recommendation that comes out of the project development team. She concluded that the question was to what 
degree Caltrans could hold the City's feet to the fire based on any decision made at this time. 

City Manager Rhodes reiterated that, since the City had the funding and permitting within the City's jurisdiction, 
Caltrans cannot hold the City's feet to the fire.   He thought the most likely outcome would be that the City would 
not get any project and we would have to fight to overcome that, but they can't force us to take the project because 
they can't make land use decisions for us and they can't get into line for the funding from Measure A since that has 
to come through a jurisdiction in San Mateo County. 

Councilmember Digre stated that they haven't mentioned TA, which was one of the three. She stated that the City 
and Caltrans has permitting, and she asked where TA was in that. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that it was the funding since they administer the Measure A funds. 

Councilmember Digre asked what we were talking about in regard to permits, eminent domain or 
something elser—   

"CifyTvIanager Rhodes stated THartHey need'construcfiorTpermits, approval of land use. 

Councilmember Digre asked what land use. 

Public Works Director Ocampo stated that they need a LCP for the portion of the highway in the City's 
jurisdiction.  Councilmember Digre asked if they were talking about the shoulders.Public Works Director Ocampo 
stated that it was the jurisdiction of the City with regard to permitting, specifically it zigzags with a portion with 
the Coastal Commission and a portion with the City which was why we have to issue a permit for that particular 
one for this to proceed. 
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Councilmember Digre assumes they have permitting over what was in the middle of the street. She thought it was 
confusing as to where the two delineate themselves. She referred to the explanation of the various alternatives, and 
assumed that was only in the setting of going to the different booths, not with an audience and a presentation. 

Public Works Director Ocampo reminded her that there were stations at the beginning of the meeting and, when 
the formal meeting started, the speakers spoke about the individual projects. After the formal presentation, it went 
back to the booths where they could answer questions. 

Mayor DeJarnatt opened public comments. 

City Clerk O'Connell stated that written comments were received from Mitch Reid which will be attached to the 
minutes. 

Charles Lavery, Pacifica, stated he was a representative of the International Union of Operating Engineers and the 
San Mateo Building Trades Council. He felt this was a project that would put members back to work, many of 
whom live in Pacifica. He didn't know if they would be directly hired to work on this type of project, but these jobs 
would improve their opportunities across the county. They were in support of this project, adding that every dollar 
spent on infrastructure was a dollar saved as the projects will get more expensive. 

Bill Collins, Pacifica, stated that there was a false premise that all the alternatives have been studied. He asked if 
the Council knew why they weren't talking about a flex lane which provides quicker traffic relief, less waiting time 
and would not cost $60 million. He questioned why people wanting traffic relief want this project which won't give 
any traffic relief for at least five years, adding that during construction there will backups on Highway 1 because of 
closed lanes. He asked about carpooling, then added that Pacificans are very car dependent and a friend told him 
that Pacificans won't go there. He felt they should promote it and make better use of the highway space we have, 
and wondered if we would have a problem then. He felt this was a traffic light problem and, in the areas where 
there are no traffic lights on Highway 1, we don't have a problem. He asked why adjusting the traffic lights was not 
on the table. He concluded that, if they don't know, they weren't prepared to vote. He felt they were trying to 
backdoor them into support of a controversial project which would change the character of Pacifica forever without 
a full vetted public hearing. He stated that we have not seen the final EIR or public comments. He mentioned that 
our Assemblyman has written a comment and asked if they would like to hear what he has to say or be backdoored 
into choosing the build options. He felt those were not the only options and being told they were the only options 
was not true. He felt they were given half the facts and it was the Council's job to demand all the information to 
make an informed^decisionr^Hefeltsorry forsomeone^whorean't drive for various reasons and felt the City needed 
to invest in helping them get around. He stated that we all pay the sales tax but we don't all benefit by widening 
Highway 1. He felt there were better options with lower impacts and lower costs, and he questioned why we would 
not want to do that. 

Courtney Conlon, CEO of Pacifica Chamber of Commerce, stated that she was present on behalf of the board 
to urge the City Council to nominate the Highway 1 project to the San Mateo County Transportation Authority. 
She felt the City needed to plan ahead and get the project in line for various funding. She stated that the City 
Council will have future hearings, etc., concerning the EIR and project approval. She felt it made sense to get in 
line for funding now so the project doesn't drag on forever and, according to the City Manager, we will have at 
least one leg up if we get the project nominated and secure funding. Failure to get in line will result in 
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other towns getting their project in and Pacifica will be left not getting our share of the County's money. She felt that, 
once the EIR was complete, the Council owed the residents a full and transparent hearing on the improvement and gains this 
project will provide. The Chamber of Commerce believes in the merits of the project which speaks for itself. She felt the 
Council must not support requests for unnecessary delays that will cost Pacifica the ability to improve the choke points that 
are dangerous and economically inhibiting to the City and which will be more noticeable after the Devil's Slide tunnel 
opens.   She stated that it will be very difficult to attract businesses to Pacifica if we have horrific traffic problems and we 
need to act now. She urged the Council to approve this item at this meeting. 

Therese Dyer, 1408 Crespi Drive, stated that she takes the route every day. She sympathizes with the people involved. She 
stated that, if the Council has not gone to enough meetings to be informed on this project, it was a little late now. She stated 
that, with Mr. Ocampo and the City Manager who have attended the meetings, she had confidence in them and she 
encouraged them to go ahead with it. She did not want to lose the Measure A funds to San Carlos or any other city on the 
Peninsula. 

Todd Bray, Pacifica, stated that he had some questions regarding permitting this project, but first he stated that he had been in 
communication with Caltrans' project manager who was adamant that he was not asking the City Council to make a 
decision about this at all. He stated that it was purely for the project development team. He understood staff was asking for 
direction but the City was not being asked by Caltrans or any other agency to make a decision about an alternative for the 
project. Regarding the permitting aspect, he mentioned that City has a local coastal program in the California Coastal Act 
and the city issues coastal development permits. There were two permits for which the project would have to apply, one from 
the City and one is from Caltrans itself. He stated that, as a permitting agency under the Coastal Act, the City had a 
tremendous amount of leverage but what guides the local coastal program was that the City has to make decisions within the 
bounds of the Coastal Act and it takes the politics out of their decision with their decisions determined by law. He didn't 
think this was being stressed enough by staff. He encouraged them to apply for the funds but felt that keeping their leverage 
open by not specifically giving staff direction was the best course because, in the future, under the local Coastal Development 
Permit, they can make the project anything they wanted it to be, not locked into one or two build alternatives. 

Peter Loeb, Rockaway Beach, supported applying for the Measure A funds because they would be stopping the project and 
they shouldn't do that without a public hearing. He also felt they shouldn't make a decision about a preferred alternative. He 
stated that people came to them months ago after the DEIR was released and Caltrans was taking comments and asked that 
the City have a public hearing. He stated that the response was that they couldn't do it because the 
=City=wasn'Hhe=lead=ageneyf=Hefeltfifyou^are"goingtotake=a"voteabout apreferred alternatives you have to have a public 
hearing with access to all the information that several members were specifically asking about earlier. He knew that people 
were raising legitimate issues about the options and he felt that Council only has the draft EIR. He felt that, if they were 
going to make a decision about a preferred alternative, they needed more information or they were making a selection blindly. 
He agreed that they could have a discussion and give some direction, but as soon as they take a vote, they were violating 
a public process standard. 

Brian Gaffney, Pacifica, stated that the draft EIR promised that no preferred alternative would be chosen until after all public 
comments were considered and comments aren't considered until there were responses to comments which was the final EIR 
and staff was now recommending that the Council do something the draft EIR promised would not happen. He stated that the 
draft EIR 

City Council meeting 9 June 25, 2012 

 

 

 



already designated preferred alternatives, adding that a statement was made by staff regarding Caltrans stating a final EIR can 
only happen if a preferred alternative was chosen. He stated that it was contradicted by the Caltrans website which says that, 
under CEQA, it does not address the question of a preferred alternative and, under NEPA, a preferred alternative was not 
identified until the draft EIR has circulated and public comments have been taken into account. He felt Council was being 
asked to jump in front of the bus. He concluded that there was no risk to Pacifica by not following either recommendation of 
preferred alternative or the dangerous proposition of committing to funding. He thought it made it sound as though they have 
committed to the project before CEQA was completed. He mentioned that staff had already told them another County 
Transportation Authority funding cycle will come up. He also wondered who cared if Caltrans chose a preferred alternative 
rather than the City, adding that under CEQA Caltrans has a duty in their final EIR to analyze all the alternatives. He stated 
that staff was recommending the most environmentally destructive projects, specifically 143 feet as compared to 64 which he 
felt was an 89 foot addition or 45 feet on either side.   He then mentioned all the specific changes that would be required, and 
questioned why the Chamber of Commerce was supporting this. He did not see how this was possibly good for businesses in 
Pacifica having more people going up and down the highway faster and passing by all our businesses. 

Carlos Davidson, Pacifica, urged the Council to have a full public hearing with adequate advance announcement before they 
make a decision on a preferred alternative. He felt Pacificans should participate and the Council should be aware of their 
opinions on the alternatives before they were asked to make a decision. He felt that widening the highway was contrary to the 
need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that the world needs to make to avert catastrophic climate change and contrary to 
California's commitments and Pacifica as well to attempt to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. He felt there were other 
alternatives that have not gotten adequate analysis in the draft EIR. He stated that he attended those meetings, and mentioned 
the option of staggering school start times which he felt had the potential to dramatically reduce traffic at very little cost without 
the need and downsides of building a wider highway. He felt that option has not gotten adequate analysis. He referred to the 
premise that we have a horrible traffic problem, and he asked the Council to observe the traffic. He stated that he did that and 
was shocked at how short in duration the peak backup was, maybe 5-10 minutes before it shrinks dramatically. He felt that 
other options could potentially address the traffic problem. He didn't believe we had a huge traffic problem compared to 
many places, and he didn't think we needed a wider highway to address that problem. 

Cynthia Kaufman, Pacifica, appreciated the thoughtfulness of the comments at the start. She understood the Council's 
position, but she thought they were being asked to make a decision about-thisr-She thought it wasn't the final decision, but it 
was a decision point. She agreed with 

Councilmember Jaquith's point that there were three alternatives, and one alternative was to say thatthey wmild'nofh^^^^ 

of throwing their weight around. She felt they really want to build a highway in Pacifica, and she worries about a train that has 
left the station and will be really hard to stop. She felt the next Council would be under political pressure to keep it going. 
She felt this Council has the opportunity to say they would like to stop and think about it more. She agreed with previous 
speakers that the Council doesn't have all the information now for it to be appropriate for them to decide between the 
alternatives. She respectfully disagreed with Peter Loeb. She didn't think they should put in for the funding for this because 
she didn't see a need for it. She stated that one reason was that there was research showing that widening roads will cause them 
to get more traffic, increasing and decreasing with more building going on down the road. She also referred to climate change 
and pointed out that other areas in the world were making a transition from one 
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person per car to other ways of getting around. She stated that it broke her heart to think Pacifica would not be part 
of that. 

Juliann Esilite, Reina del Mar, stated she was not politically active. She explained that she moved to Pacifica 
before the lottery system and before parents drove their kids to school. They didn't have a traffic problem with ears 
piled up in front of the school and her house making it hard for her to get out of her driveway and they didn't have 
a traffic light that took her two stoplights to go from Vallemar School to the corner of Reina del Mar and Highway 
1. She felt that, besides not having a public hearing, Pacifica has overlooked the proposal of staggering school 
times. She stated that the schools could easily be staggered with many of the elementary and middle schools 
combined. She felt middle schools and high schools could all start at different times and asked why they have not 
examined this proposal. She also asked why we were considering an option for funding without seeing sketches of 
what portion of the highway Pacifica owns and Caltrans has jurisdiction over. She stated that she crosses the 
highway every day and can also hear the highway traffic from her home. She feels she is in a neighborhood where 
people walk their dogs and kids across the highway which was busy but manageable. She did not understand why 
Pacifica would consider a large highway that would encourage people to bypass Vallemar Station, Gorilla 
Barbecue, Rockaway Beach, and all of the businesses and she also does not understand why the Chamber of 
Commerce supports this. She stated that we are a community that wants to encourage people to stop and spend 
time and she asks why we were encouraging them to keep driving. 

Rick Zipkin, Pacifica, stated he drives the highway frequently and sees no problem with the lanes as they presently 
are. He felt expanding Highway 1 was a bad idea and didn't seem to be needed. He felt it would interfere with 
existing businesses and enterprises. He also thought the long construction period would cause massive traffic tieups 
and traffic jams and could also cause safety hazards and accidents with vehicles and also people, animals, etc. He 
felt it would also cause more noise and pollution.   He did not think it was needed and the time and money involved 
would be a waste. 

Gil Anda, Pacifica, stated that he knew of no other project that has had so much study, with the highway being in 
gestation for decades. He referred to a lot of the arguments coming up about considering other options and stated 
that, if they look at the DEER, they have been considered. He felt that, before they take a stance of being given a 
choice, they should be careful because this could be an opportunity. He felt they were being given a choice of a 
landscape median or not, and they should not overlook the pros and cons of that. He felt a landscape median might 
be conducive to helping people find Pacifica a picturesque city and attract more business in Pacifica. 

He felt they definitely needed to go forward with the highway. He stated that Pacifica was achoke point and it 
could be clogging emergency vehicles and they need to consider all of that. 

Steve Sinai, Pacifica, stated that he was asking Council to consider the concrete median. He was originally for the 
landscape median but he looked at the ones we already have which are full of trash. He encouraged the Council to 
make a decision at this time, not put it off or say not to go forward. He suggested they decide on either the 
landscape or concrete median and show they were interested in this. He stated that carpooling, buses and traffic 
light changes have been discussed and analyzed and he didn't know why people have forgotten about that. He 
encouraged the Council to make a decision at this time. He felt there was no reason not to go forward with it. He 
stated that, if there were objections later on, they will argue about it if it goes forward. 

Mary Keitelman, Pacifica, addressed six points; i.e., there was virtually no public notice and the draft EIR 
promised that no alternative would be chosen until after all public comments were 
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considered and public comments have not been considered under CEQA, at least until Caltrans releases its 
response to comments in the final EIR; the City should not commit until staff and City Council have read the 
comments in the DEER otherwise how can they take any position on this; there were no cost benefits studies; 
Measure A funding can be used for quite a bit of public transit items which were sorely in need on the coastside 
and she would like to see a public meeting to discuss this; none of the projects proposed incorporate information 
about climate change with sea level rise, adding that we were very vulnerable in Pacifica and it didn't make sense 
to make any decisions about projects until they have considered that; she didn't think these alternatives include 
one to not do anything, adding that these were Caltrans' choices. 

Mary Brown, Pacifica, stated that she has sat in Highway 1 traffic and the actual wait times in the morning can 
be 20 minutes or better if you are coming out of the Park Pacifica area. In the evening, traffic can be even longer.   
She stated that she has expressed concern about safety in the past because she worries about ambulances and 
fire trucks getting through during those hours. She has watched traffic slow emergency vehicles in the past, 
adding that they know every minute was valuable when a house is on fire or someone has had a heart attack. 
She felt this was simply a question of whether or not we have a preferred alternative, but the tough stuff was 
going to come later, adding that we had lots of time to make changes and work with Caltrans on refining exactly 
what it is. She felt we want to stay on top of the funding and didn't think it was a drop dead point. She 
encouraged the Council to go forward and make sure that, as other decision points come up in the future, we 
express our wishes for the way we want this to look. 

Anna Boothe, Pacifica, stated that she wanted to make it clear that she was talking as an individual and not as 
a representative of POPS or anyone else. She stated that she goes along with the idea of moving forward as 
fast as we can but she felt we did need a public meeting. She stated that the fact that so many people have been 
speaking at this meeting shows that they have a lot of divergent opinions and this was an important question. 
She thought they could do it at the next meeting. She commented that there were a lot of ideas she has not 
heard about before, she stated that you eliminate stop lights with overpasses and she thought we could have two 
overpasses at Reina del Mar and Fassler and eliminate the problem as we have in Manor. She asked if they 
have considered overpasses. She acknowledges that they are expensive but she thought one overpass would be 
better than paving two more lanes that are not going to be necessary during most of the day. She asked that we 
consider that alternative, see what it would cost, and see how far we could go. She thought we needed to do 
something structural. They have discussed carpooling and changing the school schedules and she felt we 
needed to do something structural, look at all the alternatives and have a public hearing. She thanked 
Engineering for all their work. 

Chris Porter, Pacifica, stated that she was past president of the Chamber and general manager of 
oneofth^largesfbTmnessesnrFtownv ShTFsT^ 

She stated that garbage trucks idling during traffic were taking money out of everyone's pocket. She referred to 
the person who said he had observed the traffic for a few days and stated that she has been driving the same 
corridor for 28 years and she can confirm that there is a bottleneck. She stated that what she has seen the past 
few years is that it was much worse going home. She stated that, when leaving her office between 4:30 and 5:00, 
there was a pretty good backup already. She stated that the agenda says to decide whether they want a lot of 
flowers in the median or concrete and, being on the beautification committee, she wants the flowers. She states 
that the second part was to go ahead with the funding, and she concurred that they should go ahead. 
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Stan Zeavin, Pacifica, stated that he strongly agreed with Mr. Gaffhey's points. He then asked why these 
alternatives have not been adequately looked at. He assumed they haven't or they would have heard about it and 
why they were rejected. He suggested that someone look at them and see what's going on with them. He then 
referred to someone mentioning Pacifica grabbing all the money that was thrown at it, and he personally felt they 
should take a look at how best to spend the money. He always felt it was Caltrans dragging the rest of us with this 
plan, and he stated that we don't work for Caltrans, they work for Californians. 

Margaret Goodale, Pacifica, stated that she has been driving Highway 1 for 35 years and she was hearing what 
sounded like a threat that, if they don't pick what Caltrans has presented to them, they will get nothing in Pacifica. 
She didn't think they should agree to the assumption that we have to widen the road, but should look at ways to 
not widen the road. She felt they should be able to agree that there was nothing wrong with alternatives like 
school buses, one from the north and one from the south to get them to Vallemar. She believes that Caltrans could 
fund school buses for a great deal less than the $50-plus million they are proposing, and then we wouldn't have a 
highway doubled from what it is now. She hated to see this as doubling the highway all the way through Pacifica, 
and hated to see our town as a place to pass through and ignore. 

Grant Palmer, Pacifica, stated that he was proud to live in Pacifica. He urged them to let the funding pass. He felt 
we had a very special town and he didn't see how going from two lanes to three to two then to one lane was going 
to get rid of any bottleneck. He stated that when you pass Devil's Slide heading to Half Moon Bay you are in 
major traffic all the time. He thought staggering the school times would be a big help. He didn't think the high 
schools needed to stagger but the K-8 schools needed it. He mentioned the approval of $111,000 for the street 
cleaning with street cleaning in Vallemar where they didn't even have curbs, and they didn't even ticket people for 
parking on the street during street cleaning. He thought they could take that money to buy buses for taking the 
children to school. He wished for a vote to not pass the funding. 

he Tony Robbins, Pacifica, stated that like the others he agreed that there was a traffic problem but thought it was 
folly that creating another bottleneck further down the road was a solution or 
creating a major construction for the sake of jobs as mentioned by a previous speaker. He 
referred to the two options presented with or without greenery, stating that there have to be more 
options than that. He urged the Council to take a look at some of those additional options and 
consider them. He also thought it was silly that the Chamber of Commerce was supporting 
bypassing a lot of the businesses in that area such as Gorilla Barbecue, etc., and making it 
difficult for a lot of people who want to walk their dogs across to the quarry or bicyclists. He 
thought there was a lot more to consider other than the two alternatives. He again encouraged the 
Council to look at more options, those that are good for the City and the neighborhoods and not 
 just good forCaltrans.  

Rich Campbell, Pacifica, appreciated that Pacifica has a traffic issue. He had previously been shuttling two of his 
children to Ocean Shore and Ortega and agreed there was a traffic issue. He reviewed EIRs for a living and he felt 
this was an unusual situation. He wanted to point out that Caltrans was putting them in an unusual and unfair 
situation which he didn't see often. He stated that the point of an EIR process was procedural and was not 
supposed to dictate a substantive result but to provide information so that decision makers can look at the 
information and make a reasoned decision. He felt that part of the process was going through a public comment 
period, a draft EIR, response to the comments. The value of the final EIR was not just the consideration of the 
alternatives that were preferred but also Caltrans' consideration of the alternatives that were not seen as preferred 
so you can see why they did that. Having dealt with Caltrans before, he 
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didn't usually see Caltrans try to have the municipality make a decision as to the preferred alternative before the 
final EIR was done which was like the cart before the horse. He thought they should reconsider making any final 
decision until they have the final EIR and look at the information in it. He thought it would be valuable 
information, particularly with regard to the businesses in town, stating that we need to facilitate new businesses as 
well as protect the integrity of commercial development which exists now, such as Surf Spot, etc. 

Jim Wagner, Pacifica, stated that our community has been wrestling with this for decades, looking at lots of 
alternatives, etc., and discussions of why it's good or bad. He stated that he was on the Board of the Chamber of 
Commerce and his mantra has always been that their membership was the primary focus of why they were here as 
advocates for their membership.   He thought it was about time that they facilitate or go forward on a project that 
Pacifica desperately needs to alleviate a choke point in town. He then mentioned the community providing itself as 
being environmentally conscientious which was a good thing. He stated that we had a close neighbor, Half Moon 
Bay, that was the same as we are, focusing on their environment and struggling over the same issues as Pacifica. 
He stated that they have accomplished some interesting things. He then read a communication he just received 
from Cherise McCue, CEO of Half Moon Bay Chamber of Commerce, which mentioned that the Highway 92 
improvement has significantly improved the traffic flow and pointed out some specifics. 

Mark Stechbart, Pacifica, stated that he was in favor of the Council moving forward with the preferred alternative 
with the landscape median and getting the money. He mentioned that, with a major project such as this, it takes 
years to get the funding straightened out. He thought a delay was a denial. He mentioned that other cities would not 
wait for Pacifica and at some point, Pacifica will have to face a transportation reauthorization with promises made 
and broken in past years because the money may or may not be in the queue when Pacifica finally gets its act 
together. He acknowledged those saying no and arguing all kinds of points that he thought would be addressed in 
the final EIR. He stated that they were present for two things, queue up for the money and alert our members in 
Congress and County that we were actively pursuing this because it was a health and safety issue. He referred to 
the bridge being pursued and funding and design was not settled. He stated that this was a safety issue and aesthetic 
issues and it was what this town does best.   He mentioned that the tunnel got built way over budget with 
supplemental appropriations. He thought, if the voices in the room were on the tunnel project, they would still be 
dodging rocks on Devil's Slide. He urged the Council to move forward, get it queued up and get ready for all the 
arguments in September. 

Mayor DeJarnatt closed public comments. 

Mayor DeJarnatt called a short break, then resumed the meeting. 

Councilmember Jaquith stated that it came down to procedural issues. She thought they were talking about two 
separate issues, one was the funding which she thought required a vote by the Council and the adoption of a 
resolution at their next meeting. 

City Manager Rhodes responded that she was correct. 

Councilmember Jaquith stated that a second piece was a request from staff for some direction regarding a draft EIR 
that was prepared by Caltrans for a project.   She thought they could give staff a particular direction and they might 
not end up with that in the final EIR.   She mentioned the comments about project content. She was disappointed 
about the process of not having those comments to respond to but she thought it was clear that they were in this 
situation because of an 
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unusual requirement with which they were faced. She asked staff to confirm her thoughts, which were 
that, because they have federal funds involved with a NEPA requirement, some direction was required 
prior to the project moving ahead. 

City Manager Rhodes responded that it was their understanding. 

Councilmember Jaquith assumed they had the choice to come up with one of the three alternatives 
proposed by Caltrans, alternatives one or two and no project, but they can't be talking about the other 
comments that have come up. If they get to the final EIR process, she thought they will then have an 
opportunity to address all the issues. 

City Manager Rhodes responded that she was correct. 

Councilmember Jaquith suggested they separate the two issues and talk about the funding piece first 
and determine if they want to move forward with putting some improvement in place. They can then 
decide on an alternative, but they cannot address all the individual issues raised at this time. 

Mayor pro Tem Stone stated that he was going to raise the same point, specifically that they needed to 
look at these separately, and he suggested that they look at the funding piece which was the most 
pertinent issue at this time and, without that, the second issue becomes moot. 

Councilmember Nihart appreciated the piece on the funding. She agreed with those who pointed out 
that they didn't have the answers. She stated that to not complete the process would make almost no 
sense. She stated that getting yourself in the queue for money does not mean that you get it and it 
doesn't mean you have to take it. They agreed that they had a lot of unanswered questions. 

Councilmember Digre asked if this project was listed in capital improvements and under what heading. 

Public Works Director Ocampo stated that it was listed in the capital improvement program but there 
was no funding because the funding was coming from the Transportation Authority. 

Councilmember Digre asked if he had said the alternatives would happen only if the Council asked 
for a supplemental EIR. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that he wasn't sure but thought it was likely the case. He stated that, in his 
experience with the process, those won't be fully developed enough in order to certify an 
^environm"enfal^ 

future that was different. He reiterated that they will have a lot of the information done because of the 
document that was now being prepared but it won't have the finite detail needed for a direction if it was 
not one of the three alternatives that have been studied. 

Councilmember Nihart commented that, on the largest project the City ever did, they ended up doing a 
supplemental EIR because the choice through the EIR was not the choice the Council chose. She stated 
that they heard a lot of things about traffic and she didn't want to dismiss that, but her biggest concern 
was safety. She thought the reason this got pushed was because when they completely clog one of those 
sections, you cannot get safety vehicles through without the shoulders.   She wanted to get this 
completed and she would be willing to make a motion on the funding. 
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Mayor DeJarnatt encouraged her to make the motion because he thought that was the easiest part. 

Councilmember Nihart moved to authorize staff to nominate the Highway 1 Westport Drive to Fassler Avenue 
Calera Parkway Project to the San Mateo County Transportation Authority Route 1; seconded by Mayor pro Tern 
Stone. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

Ayes:   Councilmembers: Jaquith, Nihart, Stone and DeJarnatt. Noes:   Councilmembers: 
Digre. Motion passed: 4-1. 

Councilmember Digre stated that she was voting no, mentioning the DEIR assessment on page 197 which 
explained her specific reasons. 

Mayor DeJarnatt stated that this has been going on for a long time and he ran on this issue. 

City Manager Rhodes asked that he declare the vote on this issue. 

Mayor DeJarnatt stated that it passed 4-1 with Councilmember Digre dissenting. He then stated that this was a 
campaign plank for him on his first three terms. He stated that the only comments he got for at least the first ten 
years was when he was going to fix the highway and he never heard 
one person say that it should be done differently until about two years ago. He was frustrated by the whole thing. 
He thought that part of what happened was that they had horrible traffic from at least Reina del Mar to Fassler but, 
when the economy went south, so did a lot of the traffic and it was not as bad as it was then. He stated that he 
hadn't had anyone call in the last year or two saying that it needed to be fixed. He did support the funding because 
it was something they have to do. He wasn't happy with the position in which Caltrans put the City. He didn't 
think it was the correct order. He didn't think it was appropriate for them to ask the City to pick an alternative 
before the EIR is finalized and he will not vote to pick any alternative. He understood that it meant the scoping 
committee will pick the alternative but that was how he felt. He thought that, when it comes back, they may have 
a better shot at it. He reiterated that he has been working with it for 15 14 years, since first elected. He thought it 
would be long after he was gone before anything was built there. He thought, when traffic gets bad, they will start 
hearing people scream again that they have to do something about this. He stated that someone mentioned that, 
when you put a stable road system to the outlying areas in a metropolitan area, traffic always increases 
and it was proven that you cannot stop the developmental pressure on the outside area which was 
down the coast   

Look for wording correction = shift in gender— 
and felt that this was not typical. She didn't think it felt typical but coerced which was why she was looking for the 
definition of project. She thought it seemed to be widening and she questioned the meaning of suggesting a 
preferred. She didn't think either one was preferred because of the width. She referred to the document where it 
indicates that they should look at how the community feels, and they should not change the character, but then the 
explanation was that they weren't changing the character of the city because it already had a highway going 
through it. She found that disingenuous. She stated that the public wasn't really asking for a public hearing but a 
public forum so that they can educate them as to what the community feels. She felt they didn't have a preferred 
alternative now. 
Councilmember Jaquith asked when the next meeting of the project was. 
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Public Works Director Ocampo stated that the next one was scheduled for July 18. 

Councilmember Jaquith referred to the issue of the coastal development permits, asking if that happens later in 
the process, i.e., part of the final EIR process or after the design. 

Public Works Director Ocampo stated that it was later and not part of the final EIR. 

Councilmember Jaquith asked if it would be after the final decision process. 

Public Works Director Ocampo responded affirmatively. 

Councilmember Jaquith asks what happens if they choose to not provide any direction. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that the decision would be made by Caltrans and the TA, and the city would not 
participate in that decision because it would put them in an awkward position to participate. 

Councilmember Jaquith stated that, for her, it came down to whether they wanted to be a player in this and direct 
it in some way, recognizing that there was still a lot of concern and issue or do they want let someone else make 
those decisions. Looking at the options available, she questioned whether we want to look at a minimal option or 
keep ourselves open for the maximum opportunity to be a part of the design process. She stated that she was first 
elected to Council in 1980 and the conversation started long before that about improving Highway 1. At that time, the Council 
put together a task force of former councilmembers and mayors to address the issue. They came back and said they had to do 
something to the highway for safety purposes, and she felt they still have to do something to the highway for safety purposes. 
As unfortunate as it was to be in this bind, her sense was that they needed to provide direction to staff to stay in the process and 
be a part of the decision making for traffic and basic safety purposes. She reiterated that they needed to provide direction to 
staff to keep them in the process and have the opportunity to continue to respond to the community down the road and allow 
the community to provide additional input. 

Mayor DeJarnatt recognized that to be a valid point. 

Mayor pro Tem Stone agreed that the biggest challenge on the highway was safety by far. He felt that the condition which 
prohibits safety vehicles from getting from either end of the town to the other end has the potential for a catastrophic situation.  
He agreed that it was a long standing ——■ discussion point and it did need to be addressed.   He felt that choosing an 
alternative did not bind ^themorwasanexpectaTiolrthlitthTs^ 

it was clear that they would have another chance to voice their opinions with the final document, and address whether they 
want to direct the development team to look at the project that was eight feet wider on each side and more visually appealing or 
look at the smaller version. He thought it was a lot easier to scope things down, and he would like to keep their options open 
and look at the landscape alternative. He felt it not only kept their alternatives open but they needed to look at it beyond today 
or five years from now but 30 or 40 years from now and what the impacts would be. He thought looking at the more visually 
appealing median as their preference was not a big commitment at this point and it made sense for us to direct staff to have that 
conversation with Caltrans. 
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Councilmember Nihart has been going back and forth on this. On listening to the comments by Councilmembers 
Jaquith and Stone, she thought they needed to finish the process and finding out that NEPA was what demands a 
choice felt like a weird process. She stated that there was a fallout of interagency challenges and that the City was 
not necessarily in control of all parts. Given that they have voted to have the funding, now they have to figure out 
what to do with staff. She wants to solve the safety issue which was why she brought it up. She wanted staff to 
know what they were thinking and where they were going with that and she was inclined to have a discussion. She 
agreed that when they start with a larger project, it was easier to scale it down afterwards. She stated that the really 
big median and really big parkway was gone. Some of the other things were eliminated because they didn't own 
the land, etc. She knows they have to do something and she was inclined to tell staff to go the median and 
landscaping route as a discussion point. She would prefer not to take a vote on it but just give that direction. She 
didn't want anyone to see this as approval of something. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that they have been trying to encompass what Councilmember Jaquith said about 
how they can do this and the thought that he has about language was that you give direction to staff to encourage 
selection of a landscape alternative to participate in the project development team discussion but reserve the final 
decision until after the FEER is issued. 

Councilmember Nihart agreed. 

City Manager Rhodes thought that made it clear that it was for the purpose of the PDT discussion, not for the final 
decision. 

Councilmember Digre asked what PDT was. 

City Manager Rhodes clarified that it was project development team. 

Councilmember Digre stated that thjs process needed to be evaluated as how thev were controlled by outside 
agencies. She didn't want to indicate that past councils, present council or the public didn't care about safety 
because it rang hollow for a very sacred issue. She thought they needed to evaluate the crazy awkward position in 
which this puts the community. She referred to the mention of the number years it has been, and she thought an 
evaluation of that is that they get themselves out of these messes and not be allowed to be led like this. 

Mayor pro Tern Stone stated that he would like to make a motion to identify the City's preferred 
alternative and he asked the City Attorney if he needed to state what the City Manager 
mentioned. ---------   ------------- ~~ ---------------- — -------  

=Axfin^City^ttomey Gm^eastMM^hafhe should^iflie wanted tohiafethaTpalfofhisih^tion: 

Mayor pro Tem Stone asked the City Manager to repeat it. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that it 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. 

Mayor pro Tem Stone asked if he can just say what he said. 

Acting City Attorney Guinea responded affirmatively. 
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Mayor pro Tern Stone moved that the Council identify the City's preferred alternative as what the City Manager 
just stated; seconded by Councilmember Jaquith. 

Councilmember Digre asked if she could abstain. 

Mayor DeJarnatt responded that she can do what she wants. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

Ayes:   Councilmembers: Jaquith, Nihart and Stone. Noes:   Councilmembers: 
DeJarnatt. Abstain:   Councilmembers: Digre. Motion passed: 3-1-1. 

10.       Update on the Palmetto Avenue Utility Undergrounding and Streetscape Project. 

City Manager Rhodes presented the staff report. 

Councilmember Jaquith asked if all the work, specifically in front of D3L, will be done by September so it 
doesn't impact the school. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that it was the sewer work and it will be done by then. 

Councilmember Jaquith realized that they weren't starting the other part until after the Fog Fest but asked if the 
majority of the initial work will be done before the start of school. 

City Manager Rhodes responded affirmatively. 

Councilmember Nihart asked if the pipe for recycled water would be in also. 

City Manager Rhodes stated that it would not because it was part of the streetscape and will be done when they 
are building the streetscape. 

Mayor DeJarnatt asked clarification that it goes up each side of the street. 

City Manager Rhodes explained that the recycled water for landscaping and any other allowable uses will be 
connected to every street light and all of the shrub beds along there. 

"Mayor DeJarnatt opened public comments. 

Peter Loeb, Pacifica, stated that, as a member of the Fog Fest, he thanked Council for their plans to avoid the Fog 
Fest this year and the next phase being planned around the next Fog Fest. 

City Manager Rhodes responded that they would be done before the Fog Fest in 2013. 

Mayor DeJarnatt closed public comments. 

Mayor DeJarnatt adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m. 
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Transcribed by Barbara Medina, Public Meeting 

Stenographer. Respectfully submitted, 

Kathy O'Connell, City Clerk 

APPROVED:    7/9/12; 3-0;      DeJarnatt & Stone excused 

 

Pete DeJarnatt, Mayor 

(Please note:  Pete’s signature didn’t scan correctly; thus the type 
face entry.) 
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