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Executive Summary 
 
Staff has reviewed applications for Priority Development Area (PDA) Designation.  The attached 
staff report outlines the applications received and staff recommendations for adoption.   
 
Recommended Action 
 
Approve adoption of recommended PDAs.   
 
 
Next Steps 
 
Staff will forward comments from the Regional Planning Committee to the ABAG Executive 
Board for final approval of PDA recommendations.   
 
 
Attachments 
 

 Staff report 
 PDA Recommendations 
 Comment letters received 
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Date: March 5, 2012 
 
To: ABAG Regional Planning Committee 
 
From: Ken Kirkey, ABAG Planning Director 
 
Subject: PDA Applications Received and Staff Recommendations 
 
 
Summary 
 
Staff is seeking approval of the recommendations for PDA designation.   
 
Background 
 
ABAG and MTC have established a process related to the development of the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and the umbrella plan, Plan Bay Area, for local 
governments to identify and nominate Priority Development Areas (PDAs).  PDAs are 
neighborhoods in existing communities that are being planned in a manner that will foster 
complete communities based upon local community development aspirations and 
regional goals related to transit connectivity, housing needs and economic vitality.    
 
ABAG has worked with MTC to support PDAs by tailoring funding programs to support 
PDAs.  To date, the Station Area Planning Grant program has funded more than 25 
neighborhood or specific plans in PDAs providing for extensive neighborhood level land-
use and transportation planning.  Infrastructure grants have been made available to PDAs 
through the Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) program to implement 
projects that advance plans.  Expanded infrastructure funding and a new PDA Planning 
Grant program will be encompassed in the proposed One Bay Area Grant program.  The 
PDA Technical Assistance program supports PDA jurisdictions with discrete planning 
projects that will advance implementation of their area plans.  This program will continue 
along with the Bay Area Transit Oriented Affordable Housing (TOAH) Fund, a $50 
million revolving loan fund established through a $10 million investment by MTC and 
augmented by foundations and financial institutions in 2011.  The TOAH Fund was 
established to advance affordable housing production in Priority Development Areas.   
 
The first set of PDAs was adopted in November 2007 with the launch of the FOCUS 
program and others were subsequently approved through formal calls for applications.  
The initial PDA criteria required that nominated areas be in an existing community (not 
greenfield development), that the areas were being planned for more housing or that the 
local community had a vision to plan for more housing, and that the area had existing or 
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planned transit service.  All of the areas were required to be locally nominated and were 
generally structured as mixed-use neighborhoods.  In most PDAs, housing was being 
added to an existing primarily commercial neighborhood or thoroughfare.  The scale of 
PDAs varied widely from the inception of the FOCUS program, varying from small 
centers such as Cloverdale in Sonoma County along the proposed SMART rail corridor 
to Downtown San Francisco.  
 
Beginning in 2010, PDA applications began to be accepted on a rolling basis.  Staff has 
continued to refine the program to ensure that new areas advance the goals of creating 
complete communities.  In 2009, the transit criteria for PDA designation was refined to 
specify that areas need to have an existing rail station or ferry terminal, a planned transit 
station identified in MTC’s Resolution 3434, or bus service with headways of at least 20 
minutes during peak weekday commute periods.   
 
In September 2011, two place types were added for PDA designation: Rural Town 
Center/Rural Corridor and Employment Center.  The rural designation was established to 
recognize jurisdictions that are seeking to advance existing rural centers as appropriately 
scaled complete communities.  For this new Place Type, the emphasis is on improved 
connectivity through walking, biking and amenities that reduce the need to drive, rather 
than transit service which is not required.  The Employment Center place type was 
established to address the large number of office parks in the region that are currently 
disconnected from transit, and other community amenities.  The criteria established for 
the employment centers is intended to strengthen major employment centers connectivity 
to transit, and intensify a mix of uses and services for employees on site.  For this place 
type, jurisdictions that are not planning housing on site are required to demonstrate that a 
significant level of new housing is being planned within the community in close 
proximity to the proposed PDA.  
 
As part of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) development process, ABAG 
requested that local jurisdictions identify areas they would like to see considered in the 
SCS development process.  These areas were referred to as Growth Opportunity Areas. .  
In fall 2011, jurisdictions were encouraged to submit applications for those areas or other 
areas deemed appropriate for nomination as Priority Development Areas.  The PDA 
application deadline was December 15, 2011 for those areas to be considered PDAs in 
the SCS and be eligible for One Bay Area Grant funds specified for PDA jurisdictions.  
Applicants have also submitted resolutions of support for their applications adopted by 
their City Councils or Board of Supervisors.   
 
A total of 58 applications were received for consideration as PDAs.  Fifty-one are being 
recommended for adoption.  Two and a portion of a proposed PDA are being 
recommended as PDAs once the transit service improvements are made.  These areas will 
not be considered PDAs until a letter from the transit provider is submitted to ABAG 
confirming that sufficient transit service is in place to meet the PDA transit criteria.  One 
proposed PDA is not being recommended.  Four were removed from consideration either 
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at the request of the applicant or were incorporated into the city’s existing or proposed 
PDA.  The staff recommendations are included in the attached list.   
 
Several comment letters have been submitted in regards to PDA applications received.  
These letters are attached.  Some of the comments received regard PDA designation of 
rural places.  Rural place types do not need to meet the transit criteria and are not 
intended to be defined in the same manner as the other more urban or suburban PDA 
place types.  Rural PDAs are intended to support local efforts to improve the services, 
infrastructure, and connectivity of these areas to encourage a reduction in driving locally.  
Local jurisdictions have submitted resolutions of support for their PDA applications, and 
ABAG staff accepts this as overall support for the area to be designated.   
 
Staff has also been working with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) 
staff regarding local jurisdictions in VTA’s Cores, Corridors, and Station Areas Program.  
VTA submitted this large PDA in 2007.  Communities in Santa Clara County had 
provided resolutions related to inclusion of specific areas of their communities within the 
Cores, Corridors, and Station Area framework.  Most of the jurisdictions have 
subsequently submitted resolutions related to PDA designation of the same areas. Staff is 
working to ensure local support for every PDA in every community and is waiting on 
council action to demonstrate local support for PDA designation in addition to the 
support that local jurisdictions have provided to VTA for well-regarded county-level 
program. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
Approve the list of Planned and Potential Priority Development Areas.   
 
 
Attachment(s): 

 PDA Recommendations 
 Comment Letters Received 



PDA Recommendations

County Jurisdiction PDA Name Place Type
Status Recommendation 
(Planned/Potential)

Notes On PDA 
Designation

Areas recommended for PDA Designation
Alameda Alameda County Castro Valley BART Transit 

Neighborhood
Potential

Alameda Alameda County E14th and Mission 
Street

Transit 
Neighborhood / 
Mixed Use 
Corridor

Planned

Alameda Alameda County Hesperian Boulevard Transit 
Neighborhood

Planned

Alameda Alameda County Meekland Avenue 
Corridor

Transit 
Neighborhood

Planned

Alameda Albany San Pablo/Solano 
Mixed Use 
Neighborhood

Mixed Use 
Corridor / 
Neighborhood

Potential

Alameda Livermore Isabel Avenue/BART 
Station Planning Area

Suburban Center Potential

Alameda Hayward Mission Boulevard 
Corridor

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

Alameda Alameda Northern Waterfront Transit 
Neighborhood

Potential

Contra Costa San Pablo San Pablo Avenue Mixed Use 
Corridor

Planned Combine with proposed 
23rd Street PDA

Contra Costa San Pablo Rumrill Road Employment 
Center: 
- current job/hh 
ratio = .67 < 1.25
- don't have 
current job/acre 
info

Potential
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PDA Recommendations

County Jurisdiction PDA Name Place Type
Status Recommendation 
(Planned/Potential)

Notes On PDA 
Designation

Contra Costa Concord Downtown Concord City Center Potential

Napa Napa Downtown Napa Rural Town 
Center

Potential

Napa Napa Soscol Gateway 
Corridor

Rural Corridor Potential

San Mateo Redwood City Broadway/Veterans 
Boulevard Corridor

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Planned: DESIGNATION 
PENDING RECEIPT OF 
RESOLUTION

Taking resolution to 
Council March 5th

San Mateo Belmont Villages of Belmont Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

San Mateo San Mateo County Midcoast Rural Corridor Potential

Santa Clara Mountain View Downtown Transit Town 
Center

Planned

Santa Clara Mountain View San Antonio Transit Town 
Center

Potential

Santa Clara Mountain View El Camino Real Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

Santa Clara Mountain View East Whisman Employment 
Center

Potential

Santa Clara Mountain View North Bayshore Suburban Center Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Stevens Creek TOD 
Corridor

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Oakridge/Almaden 
Plaza Urban Village

Suburban Center Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Capitol/Tully/King 
Urban Villages

Suburban Center Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Saratoga TOD 
Corridor

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Winchester 
Boulevard TOD 
Corridor

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential
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PDA Recommendations

County Jurisdiction PDA Name Place Type
Status Recommendation 
(Planned/Potential)

Notes On PDA 
Designation

Santa Clara San Jose Bascom TOD 
Corridor

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Bascom Urban 
Village

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Camden Urban 
Village

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Blossom Hill/Snell 
Urban Village

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Capitol Corridor 
Urban Villages

Mixed Use 
Corridor

Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Westgate/El Paseo 
Urban Village

Suburban Center Potential

Santa Clara San Jose Old Edenvale 
Employment Area

Employment 
Center

Potential

Santa Clara San Jose International 
Business Park Area

Employment 
Center

Potential

Santa Clara Sunnyvale Moffett Park Employment 
Center

Planned
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PDA Recommendations

County Jurisdiction PDA Name Place Type
Status Recommendation 
(Planned/Potential)

Notes On PDA 
Designation

Santa Clara Sunnyvale Peery Park Employment 
Center

Potential

Santa Clara Sunnyvale East Sunnyvale Urban 
Neighborhood

Potential

Santa Clara Sunnyvale Reamwood Employment 
Center

Potential

Santa Clara Sunnyvale Tasman Crossing Transit 
Neighborhood

Potential

Solano Dixon Downtown Dixon Rural Town 
Center/Rural 
Corridor

Potential

Solano Rio Vista Downtown Rio Vista Rural Town 
Center/Rural 
Corridor

Planned/Potential A portion of the PDA is 
covered by the 
Waterfront Specific 
Plan.  

Solano Benicia Northern Gateway - 
Benicia's Industrial 
Park

Employment 
Center

Potential

Sonoma Santa Rosa North Santa Rosa 
Station Area

Suburban Center Potential
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PDA Recommendations

County Jurisdiction PDA Name Place Type
Status Recommendation 
(Planned/Potential)

Notes On PDA 
Designation

Sonoma Santa Rosa Roseland Area Transit 
Neighborhood

Potential

Sonoma Rohnert Park Central Rohnert Park Transit Town 
Center

Potential

Sonoma Sonoma County Airport/Larkfield Airport: 
Employment 
Center; Larkfield: 
Rural Town 
Center

Potential: ONLY FOR 
LARKFIELD AREA; 
AIRPORT POTENTIAL 
DESIGNATION PENDING 
TRANSIT SERVICE 
IMPROVEMENTS

Airport area does not 
meet transit criteria

Sonoma Sonoma County Forestville Rural Town 
Center

Potential

Sonoma Sonoma County Graton Rural Town 
Center

Potential

Sonoma Sonoma County Guerneville Rural Corridor Potential
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PDA Recommendations

County Jurisdiction PDA Name Place Type
Status Recommendation 
(Planned/Potential)

Notes On PDA 
Designation

Sonoma Sonoma County Penngrove Rural Corridor Potential

Sonoma Sonoma County The Springs Rural Corridor Potential

Areas recommended for PDA designation once transit service is in place
Contra Costa Moraga Rheem Valley Mixed Use 

Corridor
Potential: DESIGNATION 
PENDING TRANSIT 
SERVICE 
IMPROVEMENTS (and 
Place Type change)

Contra Costa Danville Downtown Danville Transit Town 
Center

Potential: DESIGNATION 
PENDING TRANSIT 
SERVICE 
IMPROVEMENTS

Sonoma Sonoma County Airport/Larkfield Airport: 
Employment 
Center; Larkfield: 
Rural Town 
Center

Potential: ONLY FOR 
LARKFIELD AREA; 
AIRPORT POTENTIAL 
DESIGNATION PENDING 
TRANSIT SERVICE 
IMPROVEMENTS

Airport area does not 
meet transit criteria

Areas NOT recommended for PDA designation
Sonoma Sonoma County Eighth Street East 

Industrial Park
Employment 
Center

Do not designate Does not meet transit 
criteria and no plans 
exist to provide a mix of 
uses to serve 
employees

Areas removed from consideration
Marin Marin County San Quentin 

Peninsula
Transit 
Neighborhood

Removed from 
consideration at County's 
request

Board of Supervisors did
not approve resolution 
for PDA application

Santa Clara Mountain View Moffett Field and 
NASA Ames

Application deferred Deferred until the 
federal agency that has 
land use authority can 
show support for 
application

Contra Costa San Pablo 23rd Street Mixed Use 
Corridor

Combined with proposed 
San Pablo Avenue PDA 

Contra Costa Richmond Central Richmond & 
23rd Street Corridor

City Center and 
Mixed Use 
Corridor

Add to existing Central 
Richmond PDA
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Sabrina	
  Brennan	
  
165	
  La	
  Grande	
  Ave.	
  
Moss	
  Beach,	
  CA	
  94038	
  
	
  
February	
  14,	
  2012	
  
	
  
Kenneth	
  Kirkey,	
  Director	
  of	
  Planning	
  
Association	
  of	
  Bay	
  Area	
  Governments	
  
PO	
  Box	
  2050	
  
Oakland,	
  CA	
  94604-­‐2050	
  
	
  
Re:	
  Application	
  by	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  for	
  Priority	
  Development	
  Area	
  (PDA)	
  for	
  the	
  
unincorporated	
  Midcoast	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Mr.	
  Kirkey,	
  
	
  
For	
  the	
  reasons	
  given	
  below,	
  I	
  request	
  that	
  ABAG	
  not	
  approve	
  the	
  request	
  to	
  designate	
  the	
  
semi-­‐rural	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Midcoast	
  as	
  a	
  PDA.	
  
	
  
I	
  appreciate	
  regional	
  development	
  and	
  conservation	
  strategies	
  that	
  limit	
  urban	
  sprawl	
  and	
  
promote	
  urban	
  open	
  space,	
  green	
  street	
  programs,	
  farmers	
  markets,	
  wetland	
  restoration,	
  parks,	
  
community	
  colleges,	
  school	
  bus	
  service,	
  food-­‐hubs	
  that	
  provide	
  professional	
  food	
  buyers	
  with	
  
fresh	
  produce	
  grown	
  by	
  local	
  farmers,	
  and	
  bicycle/pedestrian	
  safety	
  and	
  mobility	
  improvements	
  
near	
  Bay	
  Area	
  transit	
  and	
  jobs.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
I	
  live	
  in	
  Moss	
  Beach,	
  one	
  of	
  five	
  small	
  unincorporated	
  farming,	
  fishing,	
  and	
  eco-­‐tourism	
  	
  
communities	
  located	
  along	
  the	
  semi-­‐rural	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Midcoast.	
  	
  The	
  unincorporated	
  
Midcoast	
  communities	
  of	
  El	
  Granada,	
  Miramar,	
  Princeton,	
  Montara,	
  and	
  Moss	
  Beach	
  are	
  not	
  
located	
  near	
  Bay	
  Area	
  transit	
  or	
  jobs.	
  	
  Infrastructure	
  is	
  extremely	
  limited	
  in	
  all	
  five	
  communities	
  
—	
  they	
  lack	
  sidewalks,	
  street	
  lights,	
  curbs,	
  and	
  storm	
  drainage.	
  	
  The	
  lack	
  of	
  storm	
  drainage	
  in	
  
the	
  unincorporated	
  urban	
  Midcoast	
  results	
  in	
  significant	
  flooding,	
  runoff,	
  and	
  erosion	
  during	
  the	
  
rainy	
  season.	
  	
  The	
  Midcoast	
  has	
  woefully	
  inadequate	
  transit	
  service	
  and	
  no	
  school	
  bus	
  service.	
  	
  
Chronic	
  backups	
  on	
  10	
  scenic	
  miles	
  of	
  Highway	
  1,	
  the	
  only	
  transportation	
  corridor,	
  bring	
  traffic	
  
to	
  a	
  crawl	
  on	
  a	
  daily	
  basis.	
  	
  The	
  Midcoast	
  does	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  supermarket,	
  library,	
  or	
  community	
  
center.	
  	
  The	
  Midcoast	
  lacks	
  public	
  and	
  private	
  school	
  capacity.	
  	
  We	
  do	
  have	
  one	
  small	
  hospital.	
  	
  
Most	
  voting	
  age	
  citizens	
  commute	
  daily	
  over	
  the	
  Santa	
  Cruz	
  Mountains	
  to	
  jobs	
  on	
  the	
  Bayside	
  of	
  
San	
  Francisco,	
  San	
  Mateo,	
  and	
  Santa	
  Clara	
  counties.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
I	
  am	
  concerned	
  about	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  issues	
  that	
  impact	
  ABAG	
  designation	
  of	
  the	
  San	
  Mateo	
  
County	
  Midcoast	
  as	
  a	
  Priority	
  Development	
  Area	
  (PDA).	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Midcoast	
  is	
  located	
  entirely	
  within	
  the	
  Coastal	
  Zone.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  inherent	
  
policy	
  conflicts	
  between	
  PDA	
  designations,	
  the	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Act	
  and	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  
Local	
  Coastal	
  Program	
  (LCP)	
  policies	
  for	
  the	
  Midcoast.	
  	
  I	
  have	
  not	
  been	
  able	
  to	
  find	
  any	
  
information	
  on	
  ABAG,	
  FOCUS,	
  and	
  OneBayArea	
  websites	
  as	
  to	
  how	
  Coastal	
  Act	
  and	
  LCP	
  policy	
  
conflicts	
  would	
  be	
  resolved.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  ABAG	
  Executive	
  Board	
  designates	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  
Midcoast	
  as	
  a	
  PDA,	
  the	
  Midcoast	
  could	
  become	
  a	
  target	
  for	
  state	
  mandated,	
  higher	
  density	
  
development	
  than	
  allowed	
  by	
  the	
  LCP.	
  	
  Any	
  proposed	
  Coastside	
  development	
  could	
  be	
  subject	
  



to	
  appeal	
  to	
  the	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission,	
  which	
  is	
  likely	
  to	
  deny	
  it.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
A	
  PDA	
  designation	
  is	
  not	
  appropriate	
  for	
  areas	
  with	
  significant	
  constraints	
  on	
  new	
  development.	
  	
  
The	
  Midcoast	
  has	
  inadequate	
  infrastructure,	
  including	
  water,	
  sewer,	
  schools,	
  and	
  highway	
  
capacity,	
  to	
  accommodate	
  planned	
  buildout.	
  	
  All	
  new	
  development	
  must	
  be	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  
County's	
  LCP,	
  which	
  was	
  certified	
  in	
  1980.	
  	
  An	
  update	
  to	
  the	
  Midcoast	
  LCP	
  has	
  been	
  in	
  limbo	
  for	
  
more	
  than	
  a	
  decade,	
  and	
  is	
  still	
  under	
  review	
  by	
  the	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  low-­‐lying	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  Midcoast	
  are	
  located	
  within	
  a	
  tsunami	
  inundation	
  zone,	
  flood	
  zone,	
  
and	
  sea	
  level	
  rise	
  zone.	
  	
  Specifically	
  all	
  of	
  Princeton,	
  areas	
  along	
  Airport	
  Street	
  including	
  the	
  
proposed	
  Big	
  Wave	
  project,	
  and	
  the	
  Manufactured	
  Home	
  Park,	
  nearly	
  all	
  of	
  Miramar,	
  and	
  a	
  
small	
  part	
  of	
  El	
  Granada	
  are	
  within	
  the	
  mapped	
  flood	
  zone.	
  Strategies	
  for	
  coping	
  with	
  coastal	
  
erosion,	
  landslides,	
  and	
  sea	
  level	
  rise	
  include	
  Planned	
  Retreat.	
  	
  Designating	
  a	
  PDA	
  in	
  a	
  semi-­‐rural	
  
unincorporated	
  area	
  that	
  must	
  plan	
  for	
  sea	
  level	
  rise	
  impacts	
  and	
  is	
  far	
  from	
  transit	
  and	
  jobs	
  is	
  
not	
  a	
  sustainable	
  growth	
  strategy.	
  
	
  	
  
Designating	
  PDAs	
  in	
  unincorporated	
  areas	
  located	
  in	
  the	
  Coastal	
  Zone	
  that	
  are	
  far	
  from	
  
transit/jobs	
  would	
  force	
  counties	
  plagued	
  by	
  budget	
  problems	
  and	
  aggressive	
  housing	
  allocation	
  
numbers	
  to	
  change	
  zoning	
  regulations	
  to	
  maximize	
  infill	
  development.	
  Rezoning	
  the	
  Coastal	
  
Zone	
  for	
  high	
  density	
  development	
  in	
  an	
  area	
  that	
  is	
  projected	
  to	
  experience	
  sea	
  level	
  rise	
  is	
  not	
  
smart	
  planning.	
  	
  PDAs	
  are	
  envisioned	
  to	
  "support	
  focused	
  growth	
  by	
  accommodating	
  growth	
  as	
  
mixed	
  use,	
  infill	
  development	
  near	
  transit	
  and	
  job	
  centers,	
  with	
  an	
  emphasis	
  on	
  housing."	
  	
  That's	
  
an	
  urban	
  Bayside	
  strategy,	
  and	
  has	
  the	
  potential	
  to	
  conflict	
  with	
  the	
  Coastal	
  Act	
  and	
  LCP.	
  
	
  
The	
  FOCUS	
  Application	
  Guidelines	
  require	
  that	
  a	
  PDA	
  must	
  meet	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  following	
  criteria:	
  	
  (a)	
  
the	
  area	
  is	
  within	
  an	
  existing	
  community,	
  (b)	
  the	
  area	
  is	
  near	
  existing	
  or	
  planned	
  fixed	
  transit	
  (or	
  
is	
  served	
  by	
  comparable	
  bus	
  service),	
  and	
  (c)	
  the	
  area	
  is	
  planned	
  or	
  is	
  planning	
  for	
  more	
  housing.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Midcoast	
  area	
  does	
  not	
  meet	
  all	
  of	
  these	
  criteria:	
  	
  
	
  

1) There	
  is	
  no	
  plan	
  for	
  fixed	
  transit	
  and	
  SAMTRANS	
  bus	
  service	
  is	
  marginal.	
  
a. Route	
  17	
  (Montara	
  to	
  HMB)	
  90-­‐min	
  interval	
  8-­‐6	
  daily	
  (9-­‐5	
  Sun);	
  60-­‐min	
  interval	
  

6-­‐8	
  AM	
  weekdays.	
  
b. Route	
  294	
  (Pacifica	
  to	
  San	
  Mateo)	
  90-­‐min	
  interval	
  8-­‐6	
  weekdays	
  only.	
  

2) The	
  coastside	
  has	
  a	
  significant	
  surplus	
  of	
  housing	
  compared	
  to	
  jobs,	
  and	
  residents	
  must	
  
commute	
  “over	
  the	
  hill”	
  to	
  jobs	
  on	
  the	
  Bayside	
  of	
  San	
  Mateo,	
  Santa	
  Clara,	
  and	
  San	
  
Francisco	
  counties.	
  	
  

3) Housing	
  is	
  the	
  lowest	
  priority	
  land	
  use	
  under	
  the	
  Coastal	
  Act.	
  
	
  	
  
Another	
  Midcoast	
  issue	
  which	
  severly	
  impacts	
  PDA	
  growth	
  and	
  development	
  objectives	
  is	
  the	
  
inadequate	
  water	
  supply	
  and	
  delivery	
  capacity.	
  	
  Coastside	
  County	
  Water	
  District	
  (CCWD)	
  
receives	
  a	
  limited	
  supply	
  of	
  water	
  from	
  the	
  Hetch	
  Hetchy	
  system,	
  but	
  by	
  agreement	
  with	
  the	
  
City	
  and	
  County	
  of	
  San	
  Francisco,	
  cannot	
  increase	
  this	
  supply.	
  	
  Montara	
  Water	
  and	
  Sanitary	
  
District	
  (MWSD)	
  must	
  rely	
  entirely	
  upon	
  wells	
  for	
  its	
  drinking	
  water	
  supply,	
  which	
  are	
  even	
  less	
  
robust	
  than	
  CCWD's.	
  
	
  
An	
  additional	
  consideration	
  is	
  that	
  while	
  MWSD	
  issues	
  permits	
  based	
  on	
  safe	
  yield,	
  meaning	
  
how	
  much	
  water	
  they	
  can	
  reliably	
  expect	
  to	
  get	
  in	
  drought	
  years,	
  CCWD	
  issues	
  permits	
  based	
  on	
  



average	
  yield	
  (across	
  wet	
  and	
  dry	
  years).	
  	
  This	
  means	
  that	
  half	
  the	
  time,	
  CCWD	
  is	
  over-­‐
committed	
  on	
  the	
  water	
  supply,	
  and	
  every	
  new	
  connection	
  increases	
  the	
  probability	
  of	
  
mandatory	
  rationing	
  in	
  dry	
  years.	
  	
  	
  Many	
  homes	
  in	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  urban	
  Midcoast	
  are	
  on	
  
private	
  wells;	
  salt	
  water	
  intrusion	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  problem	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  and	
  is	
  an	
  on-­‐going	
  concern	
  for	
  
some	
  property	
  owners.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  hundreds	
  of	
  people	
  who	
  paid	
  in	
  the	
  1980s	
  to	
  have	
  the	
  right	
  
to	
  hook	
  up.	
  	
  All	
  they	
  have	
  to	
  do	
  is	
  go	
  to	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County,	
  pull	
  a	
  building	
  permit	
  and	
  go	
  to	
  
CCWD	
  and	
  say	
  "hook	
  me	
  up"	
  and	
  CCWD	
  has	
  to	
  do	
  it.	
  	
  If/when	
  CCWD	
  actually	
  hooks	
  up	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  
pre-­‐sold	
  water	
  connections,	
  there	
  would	
  be	
  mandatory	
  rationing	
  about	
  half	
  the	
  time.	
  	
  The	
  
bottom	
  line	
  is	
  that	
  if	
  the	
  Midcoast	
  is	
  currently	
  at	
  50%	
  buildout	
  as	
  the	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  
Planning	
  Department	
  states,	
  there	
  is	
  simply	
  no	
  water	
  available	
  to	
  get	
  to	
  full	
  buildout,	
  and	
  
especially	
  not	
  for	
  increasing	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  development.	
  
	
  
The	
  ABAG	
  memo	
  dated	
  8/30/11	
  finds	
  that	
  building	
  homes	
  in	
  the	
  right	
  places	
  ―	
  near	
  jobs	
  and	
  
transit	
  options	
  ―	
  reduces	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  drive	
  for	
  everyday	
  needs,	
  with	
  the	
  associated	
  benefits	
  of	
  
improved	
  air	
  quality	
  and	
  reduced	
  greenhouse	
  gas	
  emissions.	
  	
  SB	
  375	
  requires	
  the	
  California	
  Air	
  
Resources	
  Board	
  (CARB)	
  to	
  develop	
  regional	
  greenhouse	
  gas	
  emission	
  reduction	
  targets	
  to	
  be	
  
achieved	
  from	
  the	
  automobile	
  and	
  light	
  truck	
  sectors	
  for	
  2020	
  and	
  2035.	
  	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  has	
  
a	
  jobs/housing	
  imbalance,	
  which	
  leads	
  to	
  long	
  commute	
  distances	
  from	
  around	
  the	
  Bay	
  Area	
  to	
  
Bayside	
  jobs.	
  	
  The	
  county	
  needs	
  more	
  housing	
  near	
  jobs	
  and	
  transit	
  corridors	
  to	
  reduce	
  vehicle	
  
miles	
  traveled	
  (VMT)	
  and	
  greenhouse	
  gas	
  emissions.	
  The	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Coastside	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  
the	
  outlying	
  areas	
  providing	
  housing	
  for	
  Bayside	
  jobs,	
  and	
  thus	
  has	
  the	
  opposite	
  jobs/housing	
  
imbalance.	
  	
  There	
  is	
  no	
  viable	
  transit	
  connection	
  to	
  Bayside	
  jobs.	
  	
  Building	
  more	
  housing	
  on	
  the	
  
Coastside,	
  far	
  from	
  the	
  jobs	
  center	
  and	
  transit	
  corridor	
  will	
  not	
  help	
  reduce	
  VMT	
  and	
  
greenhouse	
  gas	
  emissions,	
  but	
  will	
  actually	
  contribute	
  to	
  the	
  problem.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Coastside's	
  unique	
  scenic	
  and	
  environmental	
  resources	
  are	
  a	
  treasure	
  to	
  be	
  shared	
  with	
  all	
  
Californians.	
  	
  This	
  area,	
  without	
  transit	
  connections	
  and	
  isolated	
  from	
  the	
  Bayside	
  jobs	
  centers,	
  
is	
  best	
  preserved	
  as	
  a	
  small	
  town	
  farming,	
  fishing,	
  and	
  visitor-­‐serving	
  destination,	
  and	
  the	
  jobs	
  it	
  
supports.	
  	
  Coastside	
  VMT	
  and	
  greenhouse	
  gas	
  emissions	
  can	
  be	
  reduced	
  by	
  improving	
  local	
  bus	
  
service	
  and	
  building	
  the	
  Hwy	
  1	
  multi-­‐modal	
  trail	
  and	
  safe	
  highway	
  crossings.	
  	
  Funding	
  for	
  these	
  
projects	
  should	
  come	
  from	
  Measure	
  A.	
  	
  The	
  new	
  ABAG	
  Priority	
  Development	
  Area	
  guidelines	
  
('Rural	
  Mixed-­‐Use	
  Corridor'	
  and	
  the	
  'Rural	
  Town	
  Center')	
  are	
  too	
  vague	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  grant	
  
funding	
  incentives	
  would	
  go	
  towards	
  building	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  friendly	
  projects	
  such	
  as	
  
trails.	
  	
  
	
  
Over	
  the	
  past	
  four	
  years	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  has	
  missed	
  two	
  opportunities	
  to	
  apply	
  for	
  Measure	
  
A	
  funding	
  for	
  Midcoast	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  initiatives.	
  	
  This	
  has	
  been	
  frustrating	
  for	
  residents	
  
who	
  are	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  growing	
  number	
  of	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  accidents	
  and	
  fatalities	
  
on	
  Highway	
  1.	
  The	
  Route	
  One	
  pedestrian/bike	
  trail	
  from	
  Montara	
  through	
  Half	
  Moon	
  Bay	
  is	
  
specifically	
  identified	
  in	
  the	
  County	
  Transportation	
  Authority's	
  Strategic	
  Plan	
  2009-­‐2013	
  as	
  
eligible	
  for	
  Pedestrian	
  and	
  Bicycle	
  Funds	
  from	
  Measure	
  A.	
  	
  Although	
  Half	
  Moon	
  Bay	
  has	
  
successfully	
  applied	
  for	
  funds	
  for	
  a	
  significant	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  Trail	
  within	
  Half	
  Moon	
  Bay	
  city	
  
limits,	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  has	
  not	
  yet	
  submitted	
  an	
  application	
  for	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  Midcoast	
  
segment,	
  despite	
  two	
  calls	
  for	
  project	
  submittals	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  four	
  years.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  ABAG	
  memo	
  dated	
  8/30/11	
  states	
  that	
  Priority	
  Development	
  Areas	
  are	
  areas	
  that	
  are	
  ripe	
  
for	
  growth.	
  	
  "PDAs	
  comprise	
  a	
  network	
  of	
  neighborhoods	
  that	
  are	
  expected	
  to	
  accommodate	
  
the	
  majority	
  of	
  the	
  region's	
  population	
  and	
  employment	
  growth.”	
  	
  Though	
  ABAG	
  and	
  MTC	
  can't	
  



force	
  cities	
  to	
  accept	
  their	
  projections,	
  these	
  agencies	
  can	
  withhold	
  transportation	
  grants	
  from	
  
cites	
  and	
  counties	
  that	
  don't	
  comply.	
  	
  Development	
  of	
  these	
  areas	
  would	
  be	
  bolstered	
  by	
  state	
  
grants,	
  with	
  70%	
  going	
  to	
  PDAs.	
  	
  ABAG	
  &	
  MTC	
  propose	
  regional	
  funding	
  program:	
  OneBayArea	
  
Grant	
  to	
  support	
  SCS	
  (Sustainable	
  Communities	
  Strategy)	
  implementation.	
  	
  $211	
  million	
  for	
  Bay	
  
Area	
  counties,	
  based	
  on	
  population,	
  Regional	
  Housing	
  Needs	
  Allocation	
  (RHNA),	
  and	
  actual	
  
housing	
  production.	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
I'm	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  alarming	
  lack	
  of	
  local	
  participation	
  in	
  the	
  County's	
  recent	
  decision	
  to	
  
apply	
  for	
  a	
  PDA	
  designation	
  in	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  Midcoast.	
  	
  I	
  did	
  not	
  receive	
  adequate	
  
notification	
  about	
  the	
  County	
  PDA	
  application.	
  	
  I	
  was	
  informed	
  of	
  this	
  application	
  only	
  four	
  days	
  
before	
  the	
  Board	
  of	
  Supervisors	
  meeting	
  of	
  January	
  31,	
  2012,	
  when	
  the	
  agenda	
  was	
  published	
  
online.	
  	
  I	
  receive	
  both	
  the	
  County	
  list-­‐serve	
  notifications	
  regarding	
  permit	
  and	
  planning	
  and	
  
Midcoast	
  Community	
  Council	
  meeting	
  agendas	
  and	
  I	
  do	
  not	
  recall	
  any	
  public	
  discussion	
  or	
  public	
  
notice	
  regarding	
  a	
  proposed	
  PDA	
  in	
  my	
  community.	
  	
  I'm	
  very	
  concerned	
  that	
  this	
  item	
  was	
  put	
  
on	
  the	
  Board	
  of	
  Supervisors	
  consent	
  calendar	
  without	
  first	
  vetting	
  it	
  through	
  the	
  public.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
I	
  respectfully	
  request	
  that	
  ABAG	
  not	
  approve	
  the	
  proposed	
  PDA	
  for	
  the	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  
unincorporated	
  Midcoast.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  	
  
Sabrina	
  Brennan	
  
	
  
cc:	
  	
  	
   Bill	
  Kehoe,	
  Chair,	
  Midcoast	
  Community	
  Council	
  
	
   Laura	
  Stein,	
  Vice-­‐Chair,	
  Midcoast	
  Community	
  Council	
  
	
   Lisa	
  Ketcham,	
  Secretary,	
  Midcoast	
  Community	
  Council	
  

San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Board	
  of	
  Supervisors	
  
	
   Steve	
  Monowitz,	
  Deputy	
  Director,	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Planning	
  Division	
  
	
   Ruby	
  Pap,	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission	
  
	
   Madeleine	
  Cavalieri,	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission	
  
	
   Dan	
  Carl,	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission	
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Solano County Taxpayers Association 
Earl Heal, President 

P.O Box 31 
Dixon, CA 95620 

<solanotaxpayers@sbcglobal.net> 

 

February 29, 2012 
 

Association of Bay Area Governments 

Regional Planning Committee 

101 Eighth Street 

Oakland, California 94607 
 

Attention: Kenneth Kirkey, Planning Director 
 

Subject: Dixon Application for Priority Development Area (PDA) Adopted by Council January 24, 2012 
 

At its February 22, 2012, meeting, Solano County Taxpayers Association (SCTA) approved a resolution to 

present SCTA concerns to Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) about the large commitments of 

tax money, both past and future, required to bring a Capital Corridor train stop to Dixon.  In addition we 

believe that the Dixon City Council January 24, 2012, staff report and resolution to approve the pending 

Dixon Priority Development Area (PDA) application failed to include recent, relevant information to the 

Council and to the public regarding future ownership of the train station.  The train station was completed 

in 2007 using State redevelopment money and is central to the intent of the PDA.   
 

The State dissolution of redevelopment agencies late last year did more than just stop the flow of money 

from Sacramento; it also allows the State to appropriate redevelopment assets (buildings, parking lots and 

leases).  As the city attorney informed the Council on February 14, 2012, “. . . the City’s obligation is to 

sell (the train station).”  Although SCTA would argue that the City knew or should have known of the po-

tential sale of the train station at the time the PDA application was approved by the Council in January, it 

is but one additional reason that the Dixon PDA application is premature and should not be approved at 

this time.   
 

Contrary to the Council’s official position, the actions of the Council in these matters have been neither 

unanimous nor without significant public disagreement since before the construction of the train station.  

The unfortunate location chosen for the train station will force the City to make a number of very costly 

and disruptive changes to the historic section of downtown (Old Town).  The most costly and disruptive of 

these is the West A Street grade separation tunnel that is required to provide space to construct some fu-

ture rail passenger platform.  The City’s application for the PDA acknowledges that a funding source for 

this project has not been identified.  This project is expected to cost several tens of millions of tax dollars.   
 

In addition to the high cost, the construction of a grade separation tunnel of a major cross-town street, 

West A Street, the only east-west crossing now in the city limits, would disrupt traffic and Old Town busi-

nesses for a very long time.  Many businesses in Old Town are already struggling economically and the 

effect of this kind of disruption on these businesses is not expected to be positive.  The existing post office 

seems sure to suffer major, if not permanent, disruption of public access.   
 

What will be the effect of selling the train station?  Shouldn’t the PDA application at least be tabled until 

this question is resolved? 
 

The PDA application also states “. . . the City hopes that many of the existing buildings in Old Town . . . 

will be renovated and reused.  The City hopes that the upper floors . . . will again be used for residential.”  

The SCTA is concerned that many historic buildings in Old Town were constructed before modern earth-

quake and other building standards were in effect and that “renovation” may be extremely costly.  Instead 

of renovating the former Veterans Hall in Old Town, for example, the County recently elected to purchase 

a new facility in another location at a lower cost.  The “hopes” of the City in the PDA application may prove 

illusory and may become the taxpayer’s most costly approach to the stated goals of the PDA. 
 



Page 2 

Solano County Taxpayers Association.  

 

Again, what will be the effect on the proposed PDA of selling the train station?   
 

Another smaller, but costly related project for which money has been approved by the Council is the         

construction of a pedestrian tunnel to replace the West B Street pedestrian grade crossing near the train  

station. In addition to the high cost (over $6 million), SCTA is concerned about this project because the 

City’s portion of money required for its construction has been diverted from a development impact fund 

(intended to mitigate growth related issues) to a transit capital fund that contained less than half the money 

required for the City’s portion of this project.  In addition to not clearly identifying the method of repayment 

of the money loaned (diverted) from the development impact fund, the Council majority focused mostly on 

a purported pedestrian safety issue at the site.  A significant number of citizens and a minority of the   

Council have suggested a lower-cost alternative to address the supposed safety issue (the addition of cross-

ing arms) and repeatedly questioned the cost, need and wisdom for this project at all. Opposition to this 

project includes significant safety issues (lack of visibility, potential for loitering and crime and the attendant 

risk  particularly to students), aesthetics (odors, potentially poorly maintained lighting, dampness, vandal-

ism) and taxpayer costs.   
 

Citizens and some on the Council have repeatedly urged the Council to consider other, more suitable sites 

for a future train stop that would not be burdened by most of the mitigation measures, and costs, that the 

train station at its current location requires before any passenger train can stop.  One of these proposed 

sites is within the city limits to the northeast of the subject location (East H Street) and has been offered by 

the owner for this purpose.  This site is relatively free of development at this time and would offer a clean 

slate for future central transit development.   
 

SCTA believes that ABAG and the Council should step back from their headlong rush to spend large 

amounts of tax money on a poorly-located train station and the pending approval of the PDA application 

until effects of the likely sale of the train station are made clear.  SCTA also believes that alternative nearby 

passenger train sites exist that do not come burdened with the large costs and undesirable consequences 

for Old Town  associated with the current location. 
 

The Dixon Chapter of SCTA is currently circulating a petition stating the foregoing objections to further    

expenditures of tax money at the current train station site, and asking that the PDA application be halted at 

this time.  Copies of these petitions will be available for review after March 14, 2012.  

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Earl Heal, President 

Solano County Taxpayers Association 

(707) 446-1353 



OLD TOWN DIXON NEIGHBORS

Dixon, California 95620

February 29,2012

Mr. Kenneth Kirkey, Planning Director
Regional Planning Committee
Association of Bay Area Goverrunents
PO. Box 2050
Oakland, CA 94604-2050

Dear Mr. Kirkey:

We are writing as representatives of a group of Dixon residents known as the Old Town
Neighbors. Our group opposes the application by the City of Dixon to designate our
downtown, core neighborhood as part of a Priority Development Area (FDA) through the
FOCUS program. We have summarized our objections for your review and consideration.

The community did not learn of the City's plan to apply for the PDA designation
until well after the fact. Even though members of the Old Town Neighbors have been
meeting with David Dowswell, Dixon's Community Development Director, since early 2009,
we were never made aware of the City's intent to turn our downtown commercial district
and the adjacent neighborhoods into a Rural Town Center/Rural Corridor. We only found
out on January 24, 2012 when the Dixon City Council adopted a resolution, by a three-to-
two vote, in support of an application that apparently had already been submitted. When we
questioned Mr. Dowswell at our meeting with him on February 8, 2012, he indicated that at
one of their weekly meetings, City staff had discussed whether to inform us ahead of time.
According to him, senior staff did not "believe" they were obligated to let us know of the
intent to designate our neighborhood as part of a PDA.

We would point out that in 2009 we submitted a neighborhood letter/petition to the local
Planning Commission that was their incentive to direct Mr. Dowswell to begin meeting with
us. In that letter we stated:

"Citizens should be actively involved in decision making that affects them and
their families. Whenever a neighborhood policy, a zoning change, a strategic
plan, or any other planning is undertaken, there must be continuous and
maximum participation by those who will be affected by the change, especially
by the residents who live in the area."



We have no doubt that you will agree that designating Old Town as a PDA has relevance to
those residents who live within its boundaries.

Our City officials are well aware that the very neighborhood that they have chosen for
a Priority Development Area has been over-developed for upwards of 30 years. In a
report presented to the Planning Commission in September of 2011, Mr. Dowswell stated:
"Staff acknowledges over the past 30 years the City has wrongly approved a number of
projects in old town that violated the General Plan by exceeding their allowable density. The
net effect is that many more units have been created in old town than should have been."
Furthermore, in a July, 2009 response by City staff to a letter from the State Department of
Transportation it was pointed out that "congestion and limited parking availability in the
RM-2 are factors making it desirable to encourage multi-family housing in other
neighborhoods."

Designating the Old Town area as a PDA will NOT help to implement the
Downtown Revitalization Plan. Fostering home ownership in the adjacent neighborhood
is a key element in the plan to revitalize the downtown. Mr. Dowswell is well aware from his
meetings with the neighborhood at large, that many homeowners question the incentive to
maintain property in an area that has for years suffered the impacts of overdevelopment.
Adding more compact housing to the area will only exacerbate the unmitigated impacts that
already exist.

In regard to the underutilized, existing buildings in the downtown commercial area,
a determination should be made as to the cost of renovating and reusing the upper
floors for residential use. Retrofitting brick buildings to make them safe for housing may
very well be cost prohibitive for the property owners.

In terms of the goal to make Dixon a more pedestrian-friendly environment, many
residents of our neighborhood and well beyond consider the undercrossing at B
Street to be a giant step in the wrong direction. We do not believe that the passage will
be safe for our children and seniors. In order to accommodate ADA requirements in terms
of slope and platforms, access at either end of the tunnel does not provide for a clear line of
sight. Residents are of the opinion that the undercrossing will discourage walking from one
side of the tracks to the other, rather than promote it.

And, there is widespread concern that in regard to public safety and traffic mitigation, the
overcrossing at Parkway Boulevard should be a higher priority. Depending on the time of
day, traffic congestion through the bottleneck of downtown Dixon necessitates the fire
department taking a very time consuming and convoluted route to respond to emergencies
in the southeastern area of Dixon. Neither the pedestrian undercrossing at B Street nor the
proposed vehicular undercrossing at West A Street will improve emergency response time to
certain parts of town.



And, last but not least, the fate of the train station in downtown Dixon is uncertain.
At the Council meeting on February 14,2012, there was discussion about the very real
possibility that, as a redevelopment asset, the property may have to be sold. Many residents
of Dixon and some members of the Council consider that to be a blessing in disguise. The
current location has many more drawbacks than benefits; and, other options should be
reexamined. One possibility is a site off of East H Street which at the present time and
certainly in the long-term will be more accessible to the goods and services that our
community has to offer.

It has been many years since our now historic downtown has been the job center for our
community. Development in the Northeast Quadrant is planned as the future center for
employment opportunities not only for Dixon but for the surrounding area as well.

We trust that you agree with us that before an area is designated for Priority
Development, more community input should take place. The public must be fully
engaged in participatory planning in order to truly determine local aspirations for
the development of a complete community.

As representatives of the Old Town Neighbors, we fully support the efforts of the local
chapter of the Solano County Taxpayers Association to circulate a petition in order to gauge
community sentiment about the proposed location of Old Town Dixon as a Priority
Development Area.

It is our understanding that you will include our letter with the report you present to the
Regional Planning Committee on March 12,2012 and to the ABAG Executive Board for
their meeting on March 15,2012. Thank you.
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Martha Pearson
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