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BACKGROUND ]

Connect the Coastsidgerves as the San Mateo LCP POLICY 2.53
County Midcoast Comprehensive Transportation TRANSPORTATION
Management Plan (&hor CTMI}P. Connect the
Coastside aims to improve the safety and mobility
for Midcoastresidents, businesses and visitors by
recommending a suite of projects, policies, and Develop a comprehensive
programs to address current and future transportation management plan tg
transportation conditions. address the cumulative traffic

L . B impacts of residential development
SanMateo Cofiu e Qa [ 20F €/ 21 & UBEIateREale| A e g 12

MANAGEMENT PLAN

Policyl.23 provides, in pasthat the County shall multi-family, and second dwelling
a dnditthe maximum number of new dwelling units BEHERC NGRS 118 highways in the
built in the urban Midcoast to 40 units each entire Midcoast, includig the City
calendar year until...A comprehensive of Half Moon Bay. The plan shall b
transportation management plan, aescribed in based on the results of an analysis
Policy2.53 is incorporated into the LGHN that identifies the total cumulative
addition, LCP policg.53describes the required traffic impact of projected new
contentof a comprehensive transportation development at LCP buildout and
management plan to address the cumulative traffic B IRETTIoT0 =0 oL ol [o Ko 2 o16) [el1=5
impacts of residential development on the San designed to offset the demand for
Mateo County Midcoastlthough the County plans B RS e R T S0 [ a1=) ro L= ls Moy
to continuelimiting the maximum number of new residential development on
dwelling units to 40 units eactaendar year, the Highway 1, Highway 92, and
County has prepared thtomprehensive relevant local streets, during
transportation managemenplanfor the San Mateo BRI IITS Ao Vo0 o1 fols k= A To o) = 1
County Midcoasto address the mobility needs of recreation periods; and policies for
Midcoast residents and visitorso protect coastal new residential development to
resourcesand public accessand to improve the mitigate for residential
livability for Midcoast residents. developme/ 1 Qa aA3IYAT
o i cumulative impacts on public
Since 2014 'y al uS2 [ 2dzyue Qa BN ERol-r- o o i
Building Departmenhas workedn collaboration Midcoast region of San Mateo
with a team of consultantg;ommunity County.
stakeholders, andgency partnersn the Plan
Connect the Coastsideas developed throughn The plan shall thoroughly evaluate

extensivepublicengagemenprocess, buildingipon the feasibility of developing an4n

previous and current planning efforts, including the BTN = iile mitigation program,

Highway 1 Safety and Mobility SyuPhases 1 and the expansion of public trasit,

2). including buses and shuttles, and
development of a mandatory lot
merger program.




The scope of the project included:
w Collecting data on existing transportation conditions
w Projecting future development
w Analyzing current and future transportation conditions
w Recommending projects, programs, and policies based on the findings
The figure below provides a snapshot of Conrie®&€ S / 2 a1 aARSQa, RS@St 2LIYS
including the interim deliverables that informed and are referenced in the,RVaich are also
FgFAtlLotS 2y [ 2yySO itps/lSnningsindiay.ard/dh&Eoasiided LI IS Y

Figurel: Connect the Coastside Development Timeline and Interim Deliverables
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/ 2 dzy O & QéentatlorydfiheSoiblic works and land use componentshefLocal Coastal
Program and outlines thactions andpartnerships that will be necessary to achieve
recommendedmprovements. Thi®lan willsupportthe/ 2 dzy (i & Qtéa puSude Tudind féar
priority projectsand toprepareSan Mateo County Midcoasbmmunities to meet future

transportation needs.

ThePlaQd NB O2 YYsBefR:I G A2y A
() Improve existing traffic conditions and public safety
() Expand transportation choices for residents and visitors
W
such as walking, biking and public transit
W
W

Encouage environmentallfriendly transportationoptions that reduce car trips,

Respect the character of Midcoast communities and protect coastal resources
Maintain and improve access to coastal resources for botideass and visitors

PLANNINGREA

I 2yySOi
includes unincorporated San Mateo
County along Highway 1 and the
O2radtAyS 06SisSSy
northern border of Half Moon Baythe
area covered by the Midcoakbcal
Coastal ProgranThis includes the
unincorporated communities of Montara
Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton and
aANI YN ¢KS tflyQ
includesHighway92 between Half Moon
Bay and Interstate 28@onnect the

/I 2FaaARSQa NBO2YY
focused within the project area.

The impacts of development and region:
growth affect conditions in the Midcoast;
0 KS NB T 2 NBskhidyiarkass latgér |
and includeghe City of Half Moon Bay
andrural areas surroundingthe study
area Future growth and development
within the study ar@awere consideredn
the traffic impactsanalysis
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SAN MATEO COUNTYGOBST COMMUNITY

The San Mateo County Midcoast is a unitpeale of lowdensity neighborhoods and eclectic
commercial areasurrounded byopen spaces witthe vastPacific Ocean tthe west and the
Santa Cruz Buntains to the east, settinthese communiiesapart from the metroplitan Bay
Area. The Midcoast is comprised of five distinct communitigamar, El Granada, Princeton
Moss Beach and Montaraach with defining characteristics, buited by commorfeatures

of developed areas interspersed with open space and agricultural Jarfdsing the Midcoast
with a rural charactedespite itssuburban settlenent pattern.Important natural resources and
habitatsin the Midcoastcan be foundn the Fitzgerald Mrine Reserve and seral federal,
state and county parks and beaches. Because of these charactetistiddidcoast is an
extremely popular recreational destination for Bay Area residents and visitors.

Highway 1 has served as the primary vehicular Magtaccess route since its construction in
1934.1 AIAKgl @& ™ I yhHalitoonBayNBE ndighbdrihg city to the south of the
Midcoast andthese twalane highwaygrovide the only access to the Midcoast from north,
south and east. These twadghwaysalsoserve as the only arterial roadways in the Midcoast
and arecritical to Midcoast mobility fomosttrips made by auto or transiincluding
emergency evacuationés the Bay Area population has grown, thereasingpopularity of the
Midcoast as a place of residence or employment and as a recreational destihasdirought
into starkrelief the limitations of Highways 1 and 92 to meet tinereasing demands for
commute, shopping, recreational and other automolaled transittrips.

Highwaysl and 92are generally tweane roadwith left-turn pockets acceleration lanesand
right-turn lanes at some intersections. Conditions vary from rural, undeveloped surraggsdin
where traffic movement is typically free, to more urbanized settings in the village areas, with
cross traffic, parking, driveway access, and periods of congestion during school and work
commute times. There are periods of gridlock on weekends with geeather and during
annual events at Half Moon Bay Airport, Pillar Point Harbor and the City of Half Moon Bay.

On Highway 1,isitors park in designated lots and informally along the highway shoulder for
trail and beach access. Through bicyclists make thay along the coast usitige highway
shoulder, whichisnarrow in topographicalkgonstrained segments. Pedestrian and bicycle
activity is prevalent in the community areas and at locations with access to beaches, surfing,
hiking and traHbiking routes. Mass transit, originally provided by the railroad, is now limited to
a few bus trips each day.

Postedspeed limitson Highway dary from 45miles per hourriph) heading south from De@
Slide through Montara, to 50 mph south Montarathrough Moss Beach, to 55 mph south of
Moss Beach past Half Moon Bay Airp@tthe northern end of the study area new tunnel

5



and bridgeopened in 2012bypasigthe portion of the Highwayt roadwayat Devi Slide.

The bypassegortion wastransferred to the County and converted to a public scenic asra)

hiking and biking trail. Heading south, Gray Whale Cove State Beach and Montaf3esiztte

arelLJ2 LJdzf F NJ RSadAYylFGA2ya yR OGAGAGE FSYSNI G2 NE
Corral de Terra east ofHighwayl ismanaged byhe National Park Serviend attracts limited

recreational visitation to this aredutureplans for improved access are being developad

could increase recreational visitors

In Montara, residential neighborhoodse accessed by the highway and concentrated on the
east side. PoinMontara Lighthouse, J.V. Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, and Seal Cove are popular
destinations and activitgenerators in Moss Beagctvhere large neighborhoods flank batides

of Highway 1Montara and Mos8eachcommercial areas aremall andconcentrated along the

east sie of Highway 1.

El Granadas the largest Midcoast community with residentiighbahoodssprawlingover

the hillsides in a unique, formal plan laid outDgniel Burnham9 f D NJsiyfdll ébmeicial

districts are concentrated along AvenuéhAinbra, one at Capistrano Road aamibther
centeredaroundAvenue PortolaPopular and heavilgza SR { dzZNF SNR&a . S OK A S
Granada andh conjunction withnearby commercial attractiongenerates high parking

demandlargely met by informal parking along Highway 1, in Caltrans unimprovedofigvay

and undeveloped lands of the @rada Community Services District.

Princetonhas the greatest concentration of commercial actiwityhe Midcoast with several
popular restaurants, shopa large hotel Half Moon Bay Airpodnd Pillar Point Harbgthome

to a small commercial fishing fleet ahdsting international surf competitiaatMavericks
offshore.Miramar, which adjoins Half Moon Bay the southern Midcoast is enacterized by
neighbortoods straddling Highway 1 and a small but popular commercial area on Mirada Road.
The most popular segment of the California CoastallTinaihe Midcoastraverses Miramar

Surf Beach Parkonnectingsouthto Haf Moon Bay segments and extendingrth to El

Granada and Princetooreating a premiecoastal recreational experience.

Between Half Moon Bay and Interstate 280, Highway 92 winds through the Coast Range as a
narrow, mainly undivided two and three lane highway with a switchback turn. Thebeasid

uphill portionhas al.5-mile-longlong passing lankeginning 500 feet eastf Pilarcites Creek

Road, endingust before the summit anthe upperHighwayg 35/92 intersection.The
unincorporated areas on the western slope and valley bottom support aflit@mmercialand
agriculturaluses, many of which host seasonal events that attract thousands of visitors to the
area, creating congesticend unsafe pedestrian conditions. The eastern slope fae2@is
undeveloped andonsists of San Francisco RalJtility Commission watershddnds forested

with a mix of trees planted decades ago.



DEMOGRAPHICS

Residents of the Midcoast are primarily homeowsewith residents of Moss Beach tending to
be younger, with a higher percentage speaking a language other than English at home as
compared to Montara and El Granaddost residents work outside of the Midcoast or
telecommute. The primary local industriese agriculture, commercial fishing, and hospitality.

Tablel: Midcoast Residents Demographics

Percentage
Who Speak
Language
Median Other than
Household Percent Percent Englid at
Community Population Median Age Income Renters Homeowners Home
Montara 2,504 58.9 $93,167 17.6% 82.4% 7.4%
Moss Beach 3,604 42.9 $108,860 25.1% 74.%% 25.1%
El Granada 6,102 468 $158,939 16.5% 83.5% 14.%%

Source: U.S. Census Burg2019: American Community Surveyéar estimates
Note: Data foiPrinceton and Miramar is combined with Half Moon Bay and unavailable separately

Table2: MidcoastNumber of Businesses and Employees

Community Businesses Employees \
57 275

Montara
Moss Beach 48 353
El Granada 66 426

Jobs on the Midcoast tend to pay less money, on average, than the median family income in
each community. This means that those who work locally, especially sioglse households,
may have a harder time paying for living expensemay be forced to I elsewhere and
commute to work

Figure2: MidcoastWages v. Family Income

$158,939
El Granada $45,047
$108,860
Moss Beach $57,130
$93,167
Montara $63,007

$0 $20,000 $40,000 $60,000 $80,000 $100,000 $120,000 $140,000 $160,000 $180,000

m Median Family Income m Average Local Wage



TRAVEBEHAVIORS

Most Midcoastresidents commute to work by driving alone in a vehicle, with average commute
times from32.7 minutes (Moss Beacl33.2 minutes (El Granada) t®3minutes (Montara).
Percentage of residents regularly working from home (telecommute) €% (Montara)

11.2% (El Granadaand15.5% (Moss Beachyhich can help reduce traffic impacts.

Table3: Midcoast Commute to Work Mode

Driving
Alone (Car,
Truck or Other (Taxi or
Community Van) Carpool Transit Bike Motorcycle)
Montara 80.1% - 9.% - - -
Moss Beach | 58.3% 13.7% 5.8% 1.9% 4.9% -
El Granada @ 78.1% 6.8% 1.0% 2.6% - 0.3%

Source: U.S. Census Burg2019: American Community Surveyéar estimates subject tables
Note: Data for Princeton and Miramardembined with Half Moon Bay and unavailable separately

Cabrillo Unified School District condsetstudent and parent surveyf studentsas part of its
Safe Routes to School program to understand how students ttaMed student travel mode
survey resub from Fall 2019/202@re showrbelow. Overall, most students travel to school by
car (64%) wh about 24% using an active mode (walking or rolling).

Figure3: Cabrillo Unified School District SRTS Student Travel Mode Survey-Redu?019/2020

1000
900
800
700
600
500
400

300
i .
100 —
0 — ] . — —

Walked Rolled (Bike, School Bus  Family Vehicle Carpool Public Transit
Skateboard,
Scooter)
m Half Moon Bay HS ® Cunha Intermediate m Pilarcitos HS
Hatch Elementary B El Granada Elementary ® Farallone View Elementary

m Kings Mountain Elementary

Notes:
(1) SourceCarlene FoldenaueBRTS CoordinatdZabrillo Unified School District
(2) Students in intermediate and high school travel to Half Moon Bay
(3) Tallies do not represent full student population; overall, about half were surveyed
(4) Results represent average number of students tallied over two days

ICabrillo Unified School District Safe Routes to School
(https://www.cabrillo.k12.ca.us/our_community/safe_routes_to_schpol
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OTHER

CalEnviroScreeis a tool that helps
identify California communities that
are most affected by many sources of
CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Results (June 2018 Update) pollutlon’ and Where people are

B 77 107K g S often especially vulnerable to

Map 2: CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Results for Midcoast Area

e

< Legend A X

81-90%
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The Midcoast is considered to be less
affected than most California
communities, ranking in th&0-15%
category
https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen

High Pollution, Low Population

it

ThngllfornlaHealthy I_Dlaces Indeét.—| P) . Map3: Montara Healthy Places Index (Score 89.8 Percentile)
combines 25 community characteristics int. ‘ —

a single indexed HPI score. Id&dres for California

each census tract can be compared across : sl Paces

the state to paint an overall picture of ( Census Tracts. |
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Score Percentile
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conditions compared to placesymbolized | Healthy Conditions
in light and dark blueThis tract has gtz EZ2 Vo ran e

healthier community conditions than 89.8%
of other California census tractSource:
https://map.healthyplacesindex.org/
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61-70% mapped so that different
o communities can be compared. An
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OPPORTUNITIES AMHALLENGES

The Midcoast has opportunities and challengjest will affect how well the mobility needs of
the community can be met.

Many Midcoast residents are engaged in local government and care passionately about the
quality of life and @iture of the Midcoast, as evidenced the Midcoast Community Counaihd
engagemenas part of this planning efforExtensive past planning efforts have further
developed community consensus around the type of mobility improvements Midcoast
stakeholdersvant to see and community values. There is supparthinkingabout
transportationdifferently andamplifying the need foactive transportationand a shared

desire to not widen Highway. Many residents already use walking and bicycling for recreation
andtravel. There is also a shared community desire to reduce development and related
impacts, with conservation and environmental considerations a witlelgl value As

technology has evolved, sovetransportation services and travel behaviors. A suiista
number of residents (9 to 15%) already telecommute, helping to reduce the demand for peak
hour travd. Other transportation technologies, such@sdemand transit could also make it
easier to get around the Midcoast and travel to other areas.

The Midcoast faces challenges in realizing community goals and vision for transportation.
Climate change has accelerated sea level rise, coastal erosion, and the number and severity of
emergencies like wildfire3.hese changampactthe ability to evacuate and respond to
emergencies, and the durability of transportation infrastructus®@me rénforcement projects
and emergency work to repair and stabilize roads have proven to be-tdrantin their
efficacy, signaling the need for additional comprehensive planning procésssmoma
County, Caltrans and partners are planning for the {targ realignment of Highway?due to
consistent and more frequent damage due to erosibhe San Mateo County Office of
Sustainabilityand Flood and Sea Level Rise Resiliency District have engaged in additional
planning and modelintp understand the impacts and extent of sea level rise, flooding, and
wildfire on Midcoast communities.

As it stands nowklighway 1 serves multiple uses ¢pde traveling through, local access to
neighborhood business district, and primary road for transitid with little desire and

opportunity to expand capacity, transportation solutions must be creative and encourage
behavior change to make an impact. Re@l pressures, such as the Bay Area population
growth, have increased recreational demand assitor traffic to the MidcoastThe COVI19
pandemic has also created uncertainty about the future and what travel behavior changes may
be here to stay, andetchnology (such as ability to telecommute and availability of rideshare

2 Gleason BeacRoadway Realignment Projetitps://gleasonbeachrealignment.oryand
https://www.latimes.com/californidstory/2020-11-27/gleasonbeachmanagedretreat
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options like Uber or Lyft), have also changed the times at which people visit the Midcoast and
how they get there.

Although there is a shared desire for increased trassivices ad use, ridership is currently

low and development patterns are at the lower end of suburbarel density, making

providing transit and service expansion expensive per ridectaise of constraints on Highways
1 and 92, buses are also stuck in traffic glevith other vehicles, making express transit service
more challenging to provide.

CalEnviroScreen is often used as a measure of disadvahtaganunity status to help
prioritize State and Regional funding to areas of most n€sanpared to the rest of # State
and region, lhe Midcoastis not disadvantage@ndwill not compete as wellor funding sources
that prioritize investments in disadvantaged communitisgkingthe fundingstrategy to
implement recommendations in Connect the Coastsid®e complex.

Connect the Coastside attempts to build on the opportunities and strengths of the Midcoast to
overcome thechallenges that existing conditions create. Through ongoing, active community
engagement, perseverancandby leveraging thgolitical will anongdecision makerghis

Pan can lead to improved mobility conditions in the Midcoasa way that protects the

gualities of the place that make it so special and motivate residengsfeguardhem.

Sea Level Rise and Erosion

In 2018 San Mateo County publishe8ea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessientthe County
as part of theSeaChange SMUnitiative. The Assessment used three sea level rise scerarios
identify areas vulnerable to future floodingnd one scenario for coastal erosiprojections to
identify areas likely to be lost over time to erosion

Table4: Sea Change San Mateo County Sea Level Rise Scenarios

- .
BASELINE SCENARIO ; 0/(()) g)nnual chance flood (presexnfay extreme flood also known as 100 year ‘

MID-LEVEL SCENARIO 1% annual chance flood + 3.3 feet of sea level rise
HIGHENDSCENARIO 1% annual chance flood + 6.6 feet of sea level rise
COASTAL EROSION The projected extent of coastal erosion expected with 4.6 feet of sea level ris

These scenarios are visualizedha Sea Level Rise and Erosion Maps from the SMC Sea Level
Rie Vulnerability Assessmeinélow.

TheCountyused sea level rise inundation data from the United States Geological Survey (USGS)
FYR FTNBY t2Ay 0 . fdzSQa h stiNdorstRutesthié Best lavdaldbleGeall dzNS
level rise data for the County. The scenarios indicate the projected extent of flooding should the

project area experience a 1% chance annual storm plus sea level rise. The erosion data are from

3Sea Change San Mateo County Vulnerability Assessrhéps://seachangesmc.org/vulnerabiligssessment/
4Sea Change San Mateo Countjtps://seachangesmc.org/
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the Pacific Institute Study developég Philip Williams and Associates, Ltd2@®9 The erosion
scenario illustrates potential future erosion with 4.5 feet of sea level rise and assumes no
shoreline protective devices.

TheSea Change SM€port found thatcertain areas of thélidcoastwere vulnerable to sea

level rise and erosiorAreas ofMontara, Moss Beacland Princetorwere found to be risk of

inundation under each of the three sea level rise scersaAoeas ofMontara, Moss Beach,

Princetona A N} R w2l R I YR { (BeathSarella rigki o erasionSda lefeldzNFF S NI &
rise and erosion have the potential to impdaches parks, trailsfoadsandnatural habitats

in the Midcoast area.

TheVulnerabilityAssessment included asset vulnerability profiles for both Mirada Road and
Highwayl at{ dzZNF SNDa . SIF OK® ¢KS aANIRI w2FR LINPFALS
level rise and erosion. Under current conditiphMirada Road is exposed to high water levels

and waves and has experienced erosion failures. Bluff erosion yamdeercuts the road,

making it very sensitive to storm conditions. This segmemichdaRoad is located within the

area identified by the Pacific Institufudy as susceptible to erosion. Waves routinely overtop

the bluff and throw water across the fuhidth of MiradaRoad during storm events. Higher

water levels will likely increase the frequency with whidinadaRoad and its adjacent

properties are exposed to wave impacts and will increase erosion impacts on this section.

TheVulnerabilityAssessment found thadighwayl at Surfer's Beach is highly vulnerable to sea
level riselt is currently exposed to erosive forces, such as waves and water levels, that will only
grow more severe with sea level riSéhis segment dflighway lis within the area identified by

the Pacific Institutegudy as susceptible to erosion by 216ghway lis highly exposed at

Surfer's Beagclthe beach itself is subject to daily high tides and wave action, which have caused
significant beach erosion and created the need for repair and ongoing slope protection
maintenance along this section bighway

Future updates to Plan Princetddescribed further on pag&3) will include a more irdepth

look at sea level rise and coastal erosion in the Princeton &mel findings indicate thatea

level rise and storms will increase the rate of coastal erosion along the Princeton shoreline

modifying sediment supply and movement, resulting in a loss of beach, impacts to habitat,

public access and recreation, and developmdime San Mateo County Harbor District is

LJzZNB dzZAy 3 | 06SI OK y2dzNAaKYSyd LINR2SOiaccdsd) { dzNF S
and mitigate coastal erosion threatening Highway 1 and the Coastal Trail.
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Map 4: Sea Level Rise and Erosion Maps from the SMC Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment
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APPROACH

Recognizing that public understanding and support is important for the success of any planning
effort, a guiding principle of the Connect the Coastside process was to follow a robust
engagement strategy and incorporate feedback from the public and ageartysps

throughout the processStakeholder outreach was a critical part of the planning process, to
ensure oversight for the assumptions, results of analysis, and final recommendations of the
project. Each project was produced with considerable input feofrechnical Advisory
Committee the MidcoastCommunity Council, online public suréend public workshops.

In addition, he Coastal Act recognizes that the public has a right to fully participate in decisions
affecting coastal planning and developmeand that the planning and implementation of
programs for coastal development should include the widest opportunity for public
participation.Connect theCoastsidalso builds on the community outreach that informed the
Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Studyhis communitybased process developed many of the

ideas for transportation improvements included in Connect @uastside.

The goals of the outreach efforts were to hear from as many different Coastside stakeholders as
possible and to provide multiplays to learn about and provide comments on the Plan.

Several outreach opportunities focused on reaching a broad «estion of Coastside

stakeholders including youth, monolingual Spanish speakers, workers, renters, aimcttone
residents.

TIMELINE

Comect the Coastside was conducted in two phaJéde first phase took place from 2014 to
2016, and includegrojecting future development on the Midcoast, analyzing current and
future transportation deficienciesnd exploringpotential transportation impreements for
walking, biking, driving and riding transihe first phase of the project included extensive
community engagement efforts, such asledicated project website, a virtual workshquiblic
presentations, public workshopand email updatedn 2017 and 2018he project went on
hiatuswhile a detailed roundabout analysis was conducted.

The second phase took plafrem 2019 to 2021 and includettie preparation andelease of a
complete draft of Connect the Coastsidmthering extensive input and feedback from the
Midcoastcommunity,updating theplanbased on that inpuytand presenting thé&nal version of
the planto the community and key decision makers.

The buk of recent Connect the Coastside outreach efforts took place from April to August 2020
and are summarized in this section-garson outreach events were originally planned for

March and April 2020, but due to the COMI®pandemic, the project team pgxined and
reimagined outreach efforts to ensure the safety of participaftse table below summarizes
activities withengagement activities bold.
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Table5: Timeline of Connect the Coastside Planning

Timeframe PlanningProgress

2014 (Mayg Aug)
2014 (Sem Nov)
2014 (Dec)

2015 (Jan)
2015 (Marg Apr)

2015 (Jul)
2015 (Oct)

2015 (Nov)

2016 (Fek; Mar)

2016 (Aprg May)
2017 (May)
2018 (Nov)
2019 (Sep)
2020 (Jan)

2020 (Jun)
2020 (Jul)

2020 (Aug)

2020 (Sep)

2020 (Oct)

f
f

= = = =4 =4 =4 8 -8 -4 -8 -8 A

=4 =8 =4 -8 -4 -8 -8 4884899

=)

Consultant Contract for Connect the Coastside

Midcoast Community Council (MCC), Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Board of Supervisors (BOS,) Workshop

TAC, MCC Workshop #1

Buildout Analysis & Traéf Projections Report

Planning Commission

Transportation Alternatives Memo

Workshop #2 MCC, TAC, City of Half Moon Bay

Evaluation of Alternatives to Address Buildout Deficiencies Report
Board of Supervisors

Alternative Development Forecast, Alternative Transportation Standards
MCC Workshop #3

Development Forecast for the San Mateo County Comprehensive
Transportation Management Plan Report

PlanningCommission

Evaluation of Recommended Alternative to Address Potential Future
Transportation Deficiencies Report

TAC, MCC, Half Moon Bay

Workshop #4, Planning Commission

Board of Supervisors

MCC 8udy Session

Technical Advisory Committee

Connect the Coastside Public Draft

MCC

Virtual Conversations (3)

MCC (2)

Youth Focus Group

Spanish Language Outreach

Response to Inquiries Report

Meeting Outreach Summary Report

MCC, ALAS Youth Group

Moss BeachTransportation Improvement Evaluation
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ENGAGEMENT ACTINATIE

A project websitevas used teshare information and provide an opportunity for people to
provide comments. The project websitecluded:

Background information on the Connect the Coastside project

Project ypdates, including announcemesdiboutreport releases angublicmeetings
A documentlibrary with relevant documents & meeting materials

A ®mment box forcommunity members to submit comments and sign up for tAi€ C
emailing list

A list of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) with answers

Informational materials suchs factsheets and vidgmresentations

Next stepdor the planning process

Contact informatiorfor project staff

= =4 -4 -4

= =4 =4 4

In both phases of the projecthe project team used email and social media to keep interested
parties informed dout Connect the Coastside and future meetings. These efforts included:

1 Blast emails to interested Coastside residents, businesses and stakeholders

1 Posting information on Negtbor.com, Patch and other social media sites

1 Posting short videos about the plam Facebook

VirtualWorkshop

In 2014 the projectteam hosted a virtual workshop/here interested stakeholders could
submit commentsThe project team identified 11 sedreas of interest in which participants
couldchoose to focus their comments, questions, or concerns; participaoutdalso choose
to submit general comments regarding Connect the Coastside. Comments reasired
presaved verbatim, for recording accuracy, and catalogued byaseh as well as primary
topic of concern (i.e., bike lanes, pedestrian access, traffic and roadway improvements).

Listening to the Midcoast Survey

In 202Q the project teamparticipated in andeviewedthe findings from the Listening to the
Midcoast Mobility online survewhich waded by the Midcoast Community Council and

{ dzZLISNIDA &a2NJ | 2NRAf SeQa 2FFAOSP® ¢KSaS FTAYRAy3A
Coastside outreeh efforts.
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PUBLIGNVORKSHORSCOMMUNITYEETINGS

TheCounty held7 public workshopsvhile developing and refininGonnect the Coastside
During the first phase of the projefriom 2014to 2016, the County heldour (4) in-person
public workshopsThepurpose of thesavorkshopswas to informparticipants about the
purpose and goals of thdan, update participanto©n Plan milestonesand solicit their
comments and concerns regarding known circulation and development issues in the area

Between May and June 2020, the Connect the Coastside project team held 3hweeual
community meetings with Coastsidgakeholderdo share infemation about the draft Plan and
G2 3IFGKSNI AYyLlzi G2 AyF2N¥Y (GKS tflyQa 3A2Ffta |y
following:

Welcome from County District 3 Supervisor Don Horsley

Presentation on Connect the Coastside

Polls to learn about thegrticipants and their transportation priorities

Question and answer session

Breakout rooms for small group discussions with feedback recorded by notetakers
Report out to the larger group from the small group discussions

Explanation of next steps for movifgward with the Plan

= =4 =4 48 -4 -4 -9

The virtual community meetings were conducted in English and were not translated into
Spanish, as the project team heard feedback that bilingual virtual meetings with real time
translation did not provide the best experience for Sig& speakers. In total, about 132
community members participated across the three public workshops. Some participated in all
three workshops while others attended one or two.

Table6: Connect the Coastside Community Meetings

Date Topic Format Approximate # of
Attendees

November 10, 2014 Opportunities and Constraints In-person 60
April 15, 2015 TransportationAlternatives In-person 100
October 22, 2015 Alternative DevelopmenPotential In-person n/a
Forecast and TransportatidPerformance
Standards
April 7, 2016 Recommended Transportation and Land = In-person n/a
Use Improvements
May 30, 2020 Overview of Connect the Coastside Virtual 40
June 15, 2020 Moss Beach, Montara Virtual 60

June 30, 2020 ElGranada, Princeton, Miramar Virtual 32
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Strategies foPromoting the Plan
County staff, members of the Midcoast Community Council (MCC) and several organizations on
the Midcoast helped spread the word to community members about the Connect the Ceastsid
Plan and the community meetings. Efforts were made to reach a broad range of community
members from the Midcoast, including people who were familiar with Connect the Coastside
and those who were less familiar with the project. The meetings were prombredigh the
following methods:
1 Email invitations sent to people who expressed interest in receiving updates on Connect
the Coastside
1 Personalized emaifsom County staff to community connectors (representatives of
local schools, agencies, community groapsl organizations) asking them to spread the
word about the meetings
1 Articles in the Half Moon Bay Review and Coastside Buzz
1 Posting on the County of San Mateo Nextdoor page
1 Postings on the San Mateo County Planning & Building website, the San Mateg Count
District 3 website, and Midcoast Community Council website
1 Flyers posted at post offices, apartments, and shared at Midcoast food distribution
events
1 Announcementst public meetings including the San Mateo County Planning
Commission and the Midcoast Community Council

The County has presented information on the Connect the Coastside project at numerous
public meetings, including meeting$the Midcoast Community Council, the San Mateo County
Planning Commission, the San Mateo County Board of Supentifdoon Bay City Council
and theMontara Water and Sanitary District Board

The County heldn evaluation meetingo studyMoss Beach witiCaltrans staffthree members

of the Midcoast Community Councdl,member of the Planning Commissi@md Countystaff

from Public Works, Plannirand Building, Office of Sustainaibyl, andOffice of Supervisor Don
Horsky. The goals of the meeting were to build connections among key partners, gather input
on the feasibility of proposed transportation improvements, and identify critical constraints.

To engage specific stakeholders, the County formed a Technical Advisory Committee. Members
of the committee met siX6) timesduring the course athe project to provide inputAdvisors
included representatives from transportation, infrastructure and publfetyaagencies,

schools, businesses and community organizatiansl are identified in the acknowledgements
section of this PlanMembers reviewed and helped refine plan proposals prior to public

meetings and workshops.
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The County presented Connect the Coastside to several community groups, including Half
Moon Bay Rotary Club, Sonrisas, Youth Leadership Institute youth group, and the Ayudando
Latinos A Sofar (ALAS) youth group.

Youth Group Meetings

The project team allaborated with the Youth Leadership institute (YLI) Ayddando Latinos A
Sofar(ALAS) to host tw) virtual Zoom meetings to connect with youth who live, work,
and/or visit the Coastside, hear about their transportation experiences and needs, ankens
that their needs are incorporated infC. At the meetinggshe County provided an overview
presentation on Connect the Coastsid@dyouth participants shared their perspectives on
gKEFEGQa ¢2NJAy3 ¢Sttt |yR ¢KI G &t@n which Rlah Sead A y 3
are most important, how to improve access to their favorite places, and their vision for
transportation on the coastyouthalso responded to several poll questions about how they get
around. Biking, walking and transit improvementsre most important to this group who rely

on family members and friends to get around since they cannot drive.

July 7, 2020 YLI Youth focus group 7 youth and 2 staff members from YLI
September 16, 2020 ALAS Youth Group 14 youth and 2 staff members from ALAS

Spanish Language Outreach
To hear from monolingual Spanish speakers who live and work on the Midcoast, the project
team used a combination of strategies to provide informatiooattthe Plan and ask for input.
Outreach was designed to make participation easy and accessible by reaching people in places
they already visited and by providing multiple options for participation. The Spanish language
options for learning about Connedté¢ Coastside and providing feedback included:
1 A Spanish language Connect the Coastaielepage
1 Seven7) Spanish language Connect the Coastfadésheets
1 A 20minute recordedpresentationin Spanish that provides an overview of Connect the
Coastside and was posted to the Spanish language CtC webpage
1 Short (23 minute)videosin both Spanish and English posted to the ALAS and Coastside
Hope Facebook pages, describing Connect the Coastsitlasking for input
1 Apapersurveyin Spanish and English distributed through the Coastside Hope front
desk and food distribution, ALAS food distribution, Pillar Ridge, and El Granada
Elementary School lunch service

1 Phoneand onlinesurveysconducted in Sanish
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These efforts were successful in reaching a number of people, including:

| OutreachMethod  ViewsandResponses |
20-minute recorded presentation 14 views
ALAS Facebook Spanish video & comments 137 views, 2 comments
CoastsideHope Spanish video & comments 77 views
Coastside Hope English video & comments 92 views
Paper Survey 25 returned, 16 in Spanish and 9 in English
Online Survey 8 responses
Phone Survey 6 phone surveys completed in Spanish

WHAT WE HEARD

Community input was instrumental in shapi@gnnect the Coastsidé/hile underdevelopment
the Plan evolvedh several waybased on the inputrom the community.

Earlycommunity feedback that shapeatie Plan includéd input regarding theproposed
develgpment forecastand transportation standards for the projed@here was significant
stakeholderfeedback focused on the level of potential residential and-nesidential
developmentidentified in theMaximum Buildout Forecasthis led to formulation of té
GonstrainedDevelopmentForecast.Stakeholders were concerned with the high level of
potential development that may exceed the transportation, water and wastewater systems
capacity.Commenters were also concern#tht the currenttransportation standardsmight
lead to projects that did not fithe context of the Midcoastleading to the development of
alternative evaluation standards

In general, commenters were supportive of projects that create safer places to walk, bike, and
take transit. Tiese include:
1 The Multimodal Parallel Trail

Marked crossings of Highway 1 with other safety features like median islands and lights
Safe routes to school
Bicycle lanes and bicycle parking
Shelters and benches at bus stops
More frequent and express buses
CYYSYGdSNBR 6SNB Y2NBX RAOGARSR 2y (GKS tflyQa N
were different opinions about the following:
1 Whether intersections should have roundabouts, traffic signals or any control
1 Providing additional parking and wherestiould be located
1 The roadway design treatments that are best for the Midcoast
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Several commenters focused feedback on specific locations in Moss Beach, including the

proposed recommendations for Carlos Street. Others had concerns about the transportation

ay R flFyR dzaS RIFGF dzaSR (2 AYy¥F2NYXY (KS tflyQa NXEX
the impact of projects on traffic congestion. Several commentgrge concerned about
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inconsistencies between the recommendations in the draft Plan and other plaeffiorgs, like

Plan Princetorand the Highway Bafety andMobility StudyPhases 1 and. Many commenters
were concerned about how long it would take to implement projects and wanted to know more
about how projects would be funded. A few commenters wereti@sted in the land use policy
recommendations and suggested making them mandatory.

Below are some of thevaysthe project team updated thé’lan to respond to community input:

1 Addeda Constrained Developent Forecast to project the amount of potential
development in the Midcoast to the year 20#&®provideadditional information and
contextand for use in recommended program development

1 Proposed and appliedenv transportation performancstandardshat avoid widening
Highway las a solution to deficiencies

1 Ensured onsistency with ongoing and past planning efforts (like Plan Princeton and the
Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Syu@hases 1 and) 2including updating maps and
project descripions.

1 Addedinformation on thehistory of Connect the Coastside, including past outreach
efforts.

f Revisdl KS tfl yQa 3 ordcantextty RidrdsyediralziReéhtal
sustainability, accessibility for all ages and abilities, emergency response, and
evacuation

1 Updatad and/or changéd specific project recommendations

1 Expanedthe implementation chapter to include a phased approach for project
implementation, including a description of the community engagement process that will
need to accompany ceaatin projects during future projedevel implementation
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VISION, GOALS, ANBYECTIVES

Connect the Coastsideésion goals, and objectivagflect therequirementsof the County

General Plan andCP Polies, feedback from Midcoastakeholdersand findings of the

Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Stu(Bhases 1and2) 2 y Yy SO (i K @siohstaleriieiitd A RS Qa
represents a shared image of what Midcoast stakeholtierse the transportation system looks

fA1S Ay (KS goaizdetizheRyaneral dirScticmivardyachi@ving the vision, and

objectives are measurable steps that contribute to reaching each goal.

Create a safe and functional multhodal transportation system that preserves the existing
character of the Midcast, serves both Coastside residents and visitors and accommodates
existing and anticipated future traffic.

Goal 1 Improve existing traffic and roadway conditions on the Midcoast.

w Objective 1.1ldentify existing trouble spots on the Midcoast roadway system and
propose mitigation measures.
w Object 1.2 Considethe impact onemergency response and evacuatiwhen

designing andmplementing mitigation measures.

Goal 2 Lessen the cumulative traffic impacts from future development on the Midcoast.

w Objective 2.1Evaluate the likely development potential of the Midcoast to identify
future impacts to the transportation system and propose measures to offset those
impacts.

W Objective 2.2Evaluate the feasibility of developing anlieu fee traffic mitigation
program so projects can pay to offset traffic impacts.

W Objective 2.3Implementa mandatory lot merger program that would reduce
development potential by merging adgatly-owned substandard lots.

W Objective 2.4Evaluate thepotential of a lot retirement program for subdivisions to
reduce development potential.

Goal 3 Increase opportunities for walking, biking, and riding transit on the Midcoast to
provide an alterndive to motor vehicles reduce roadway traffic promote environmental
sustainability, and ensure people of all ages and abilities can travel
W Objective 3.1Propose pedestrian projects that address safety and circulation
concerns, while meeting relevant germance standards.

W Objective 3.2Propose bicycle projects that address safety and circulation concerns,
while meeting relevant performance standards.

W Objective 3.3ldentify potential improvements to transit service and bus stops on
the Midcoast.

W Objedive 3.4 Proposepedestrian, bicycle, and transit projects thatlude age

friendly improvements.
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Goal 4: Respect the character of Midcoast communities and protect coastdl
environmentalresources.
W Objective 4.1Integrate community input intéan proposals.
W Objective 4.2Selectimprovements toavoid damage of Midcoast habitat and
maintain visual resources

Goal 5: Maintain and improve access to coastal resources for both residents and visitors.
W Objective 5.11dentify popular Coastside destinahs with access issues and
propose solutions to improve access.
() Objective 5.2Evaluate project ideas for enhanced shoreline public access.
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ACTORS, PARTNERDB, 23NAKEHOLDERS

Although San Mateo County has led the effort to develop Connect the Coastside, there are
many agencies that can implement its recommendatigxdors are agencies that have
responsibilityor ownershipfor improving or maintaining infrastructure and serwce the
Midcoast. Partnersan work with actors to help implement projectend often have resources
to support implementation. Stakeholdehsve an interest in the outcomes of implementation.
Gollaborators may play a widange of roles, including:

Ownirg the land where Connect the Coastside recommends projects
Overseeing the construction of recommended projects

Playing a part in permitting improvements

Providing recommended transportation services

Providing money to help pay for projects

Providing suppdror guidance to ensure plan goals are met

= =4 =4 4 -5 9

San Mateo County

San MatedCountyserwves as the locgjovermrment for the unincorporatedccommunities of
Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, MiraneardPrinceton as well as the unincorporated rural
lands inthe Midcoast.Multiple San Mateo Countgepartmentswill play a role in implementing
the recommendations in Connect the Coastside, includindieartments oPlanning and
Building Public Worksand Parks, and th®©ffice of SustainabilityThe Planning and Building
Department will play a part imoving forward and championin@TC recommendations, as well
asprojectpermitting. The Department of PublM/orksbuilds and maintainsountyroadsand
infrastructureand ma/ I 3Sa G KS Rwizy ThéParks DbjdarEnkrdp@rates county
parks and trailsincluding Fitzgerald Marine Reserillar Point BluffQuarry ParkMirada Surf
and5 SPA f Q& ThefOlice $f Sashinabifitydrks to improvesustainabiliy in the county
includingthroughalternative transportation angreenhouse gas emission reductioasd
maintainingd KS / 2dzyd & Qa ! Ol Jad€limatekictipraPlag. NI F G A2y t € |y

Caltrans

[ FEONrya Ada GKS {G1F0SQa GNIyaLR2NIlFdA2y |3Syoe
the projects contained in Connect the Coastside rely on active partnerships between the

County of San Mateo and Caltrans. Caltrans must approve all modificatithms the Highway

1 and Highway 92 righof way. Caltransnayalso construct many of the improvements within

the right of way envisioned in Connect the Coastside. Caltraarsages competitivetate and
federalfundingsourcesor improvements, as well. The2 dzy & Attt ySSR /£ (NI
design, planningapproval,funding and constructing these improvements.
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SamTrans

/| 2yySOG GKS /21 AaGAARS gAft NBfe& 2y | LI NIy SNHA
agency. SamTrans provides bus sertocthe Coastside and broader county community. Any

expansion of transit service will require investments by SamTrans in vehicles, maintenance and
fFro2N» LY FRRAGAZ2Y S {FY¢NIya Aa Odz2NNByidate Ozy
that could identfy further improvements to Coastside service.

California State Parks Departments

The California State Parks Department prowdecreational opportunities at beaches, parks
and nature preserves on the Coastside. Some of the improvements in Connect theid&gas
including segments of the Coastal Trail and recreational parkingalodisyill be located in state
parks Park managers can obtain grant funds, secure entitlements, conduct environmental
review, construct, maintain, and manage these Connect thestSmke improvements.

San Mateo County Harbor District

Pillar Point Harbor, adjacent to El Granada and Princeton, is tine&an Mateo County

| F ND2NJ 5A&0NR OG QacadddNd &itR theHarb @ Pistrict riKsBveral 2 dzy (i @
Connect the Coastside recommended projects, including impneves to the Coastal Trail.

Granada Community Services District

TheGranada Community Services Distpgobvidesa number ofservices to the unincorporated
areas of El Granada, Princeton, Princebyrthe-Sea, Clipper Ridge, and Miramar, including
parks and recreation services. The District is currently working on a park plan for the Burnham
Strip parcel in El Granada, whicleates opportunities for the County and the District to
coordinate the Burnham Park planning with planning for the Multimodal Parallel Trail.

National Park$ervice

Rancho Corral de Tierra was recently made part of the Golden Gate NationaltRecteaa
under the management of the National Parks Sen&meralmprovements(Highway 1 bike
lanes, bike parkinghe Parallel Trail and th€alifornia Coastal Trapyoposed in Connect the
Coastsidevill improve access t®ancho Corral de Tietr@ngoing coordination with the
National Parks Servieell be importantduring the implementation of these projects.

San Mateo County Flood and Sea Level Rise RgBilgrict(FSLRR& OneShoreline

TheSan Mateo County Flood and Sea Level Risedregibistrict
(https://resilientsanmateo.org) is an agency thaaddresgssea level rise, flooding, coastal
erosion, and largescale stormwater infrastructure improvements through integrated regional
planning, project implementation, and lofigrm maintenance.
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City of Half Moon Bay (HMB)

San Mateo County will coordinate withe City of Half Moon Bay on key transportation
investments and management strategies. Half Moon Bay is an important partner in alleviating
the traffic congestion on Highways 1 and 92 that can hamper coastal access and affect quality
of life for residents Half Moon Bay can collaborate with the county, plan, design and fund
improvements, including obtaining grant funding for its own projects.

San Mateo County Transportation Authority (TA)

The San Mateo County Transportation Authority administers the gadeérom Measure A,
which is a votesapproved halcent sales tax that funds many different transportaticiated
projects and programs. The County can apply to the Transportation Authority for Measure A
funds to help pay for many of the recommended impgements in the Connect the Coastside
plan.

City/County Association of Governments, Congestion Management AgencyGRIEAG

The City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG), is a Joint Powers Authority whose
membership includes San Mateo County an@@scities.C/CAGvorks on multiple issues that
affect quality of life in general and is the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for San Mateo
County. As the Congestion Management Age¢gZAGorepares a Congestion Management
Program every two years. Thisogram identifies future transportation needs and incorporates
projects intended to ease and control congestion. The Congestion Management Program also
includes priority allocations of federal, state and regional monies for City and County
transportation pojects. The Congestion Management and Environmental Quality Committee
(CMEQ) provideguidanceand recommendationsn all matters relating to traffic congestion
management, travel demand management, coordination of land use and transportation
planning, mdile source air quality programs, energy resources and conservation, and other
environmental issues facing the local jurisdictions in San Mateo Ctutitg C/CA@oard of
Directors. The committee provides.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission is the transportation planning, financing and
coordinating agency for the nireounty San Francisco Bay Area. MTC collaborates with a
network of other public agencies to help support the streets, roads, highwegnsit systems

and other transportation resources that help millions of people get to where they need to be.
MTC and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) lead the preparation of Plan Bay
Area 2050, which includes the regional transportatidanpand allocates and prioritizes a

variety of transportation funding.
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California Coastal Commission (CCC

The California Coastal Commissimplements the California Coastal Act and oversees

development within the Coastal Zonduch ofthe Connect the Coastsidgudy area isocated

within the Coastal Zone arttie jurisdiction of the California Coastal CommissibiK S / 2 dzy (1 @ Q&
Local Coastal Bgram (LCP), which is certified by the Coastal Commission, includes a policy

requiring preparation of the Connect the Coastside plan. The LCP includes policies that address
roads and transit, promoting coastal access and protecting coastal resources.pbhiess will

be used in evaluating transportation projects within the Coastal Zone.

StateCoastal Conservancy

The Coastal Conservancy is a State ag#vatyprotects coastal resources and helps the public

to enjoy them.Coastal Conservancy has been &kky thestate legislature to help complete

the Coastal TrailThe Conservancy pursues this mandate in part by awarding grants to public
agencies and nonprofit organizations to acquire land rights, and to develop, operate, or manage
lands for public acceso and along the coast.

Midcoast Community Council (MCC)

Midcoast Community Council is an elected Municipal Advisory Council to the San Mateo County
Board of Supervisors. The MCC represents Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and
Miramar and provides the Midcoast Community with a more effective means to express its
views to the County of San Mateo and other governmental agencies. The MCC assists the
Midcoastcommunity in developing and expressingpagrangevision of the Midcoastwhich

meets the goals of its residents for an improved quality of life, protection of the environment,
and sound economic planning. The MCC was instrumental in the preparation of Connect the
Coastside and will play an important guiding role in its impletaigon.

Midcoast Resident§Vorkers & Visitors

The improvements proposed in Connect the Coastside are intended to shtidceast
residents, workers and visitar§he perspectives and preferencestloé people who live, work,
and visit on the Midcoaswere integral to shaping the final plan and recommendatiofise
implementation of Connect the Coastside recommendationsregjlirethe continued input
and involvement of stakeholders.
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POLICCONTET

Connect the Coastside was shaped by previous planning efforts and will help inform future
planning on the Coastsid8everal existintaws,community plans and regulatory frameworks
have guided the creation of Connect the Coastside, including the:

1 Calibrnia Coastal Act

San Mateo County Local Coastal Program

San Mateo County General Plan

Montara- Moss Beach El Granada Community Plan
Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study

The implementation of Connect the Coastside will continue to be guided by thepesend
policies contained in these planning documents.

)l
T
T
T

The list of potential infrastructure improvements recommended in Connect the Coastside was
compiled from a variety of sources, including several past and concurrent planning efforts.
These planningféorts include Plan Princeton, the Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Sthdges

1 and 2 the Highway 1 Congesti@md Safety Improvement Project, the Coastside Access
Study, SamTrans Coastsibi@nsit Study, and otheré&dditionally, some of the proposed
infrastructure improvement recommendations were developed during the Connect the
Coastside process.

There are several concurrent planning efforts that will also influence transportation on the
Midcoast. These projects include Reimagine SamTran&Jrrecorprated San Mateo County

Active Transportation Plan, Plan Princeton, County Climate ActionGtrgada ©@mmunity

Services District Burnham Strip park plang the Half Moon Bay Bicycle and Pedestrian Master
Plan. The Connect the Coastside project team has been working to make sure the various plans
are appropriately coordinated and complement each other.

Once Connect the Coastside is adopted by the Boa8lipérvisors, the recommended projects
will need to be incorporated into local, regional, and state transportation plans to secure
funding. These plans include:

San Mateo County Transportation Authority Strategic Plan

San Mateo County Congestion Managemelan

San Mateo County Road Fund

San Mateo County Road Design Standards

[ 2dzy e 27F { kY¢ar @abital :rpovemeGtPES(CIP)
Plan Bay Area

State Transportation Improvement Program
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Following adoption of Connect the Coastside by the Board of Supervisors, a priority action for
County staff will be to integrate Connect the Coastside projects in local and state transportation
plansand develop needed amendments to the LTRe table bela provides a timeline of key
planning and policy efforts.
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Table7: Planning and Policy Efforts Timeline

Year Plan or Policy

1978
1980-Present
2001
2002
2010

2011
2012

2013

2014 (Mayg Aug)
2015 (Marg Apr)
2015 (Aug)

2018 (Apr)

2018 (May)
2018 (Aug)
2020
Ongoing

= =48 -—8_8_98_2_48_-9_9a.-.-9._-1925.-9_-92_-292._-9.-.4.-9._-12_-9_-92_-9_-92_-49_-49._-2.-9._12.-2

Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada Community Plan

San Mateo County Local Coaftabgram and amendments
San Mateo County Trails Plan

Midcoast Recreational Needs Assessment

Highway 1 Safety & Mobility Study Phase 1

California Coastal Trail Midcoast Pillar Point to Mirada Surf
San Mateo County Congestion Managemerogram 2011 (C/CAG)
CA Coastal Trail MCC Concept Plan

Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study Phase 2
San Mateo Local Coastal Program

San Mateo County Traffic Impact Study Requirements

Plan PrincetorkExisting Conditions

San Mateo County Coastside Access Study

Highway 1 Congestion and Safety Improvement Project
Caltrans Transportation Concept Report SR1 South
Caltrans D4 Bike Plan

Half Moon BaBicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
SamTrans Coastside Transit Study

Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Land Use Plan Update
C/CAG Bike/Ped Plan Update

Plan Princeton

Unincorporated San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan
Caltrans District 4 Pedestrian Plan

San Mateo County Sustainable Streets Plan

County Climate Action Plan

Southern Skyline Boulevard Ridge Trail Extension (SFPUC)
Reimagine SamTrans

Plan Bay Area 2050
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California Coaal Act

Adopted in 1976, the California Coastal Act is a state law that directs the planning and
management of the California coastal zone, the statewide stretch of coastline along the Pacific
Ocean. The Coastal Act establishes a number of foundationks @ aim to protect the

coastal environment and ensure maximum public access to the coast. The California Coastal
Commission and local governments are responsible for carrying out the Coastal Act and for
coastal management. The implementation of Coaétlpolicies is accomplished primarily

through the preparation of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), which when completed by cities and
counties located in the coastal zone, allow local governments to administer the Coastal Act
within their jurisdiction, sulgct to certain retained powers held by the Coastal Commission.

Local Coastal Program

{ly al (iS2 /2dzyGeQa [20Ff /[/2FadGlf tNRBINIY O[/t
zone while protecting coastal resources. Any and all development projects (Dahstal Zone

require either a Coastal Development Permit or an exemption from Coastal Development

Permit requirements. For a permit to be issued, the development must comply with the policies

of the LCP. Before any of the transportation infrastructuregmsals in Connect the Coastside

are constructed, they must be evaluated and found to be consistent with the policies of the

Local Coastal Program and authorized by a Coastal Development permit.

In 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted significantamegtlinég G2 { 'y al §S2 [ 2
Coastal Program regarding the Midcoast. One of these amendments was Policy 2.53, which
OFrffSR T2NJ GKS LINBLI NI GAZ2Y 2F | a4/ 2YLINBKSyairo
the cumulative impacts of Midcoast developme@onnect the Coastside is designed to fulfill

0KS NBIldZANBYSyiGa 2F t2fA0& wHdpo YR AYyF2N¥Y (K
components of the Local Coastal Program, including the public works and new development
components. Some of the standargdsposed in Connect the Coastside, such as the Delay

Index, need to be incorporated into the Local Coastal Program through an amendment.

San Mateo County General Plan

TheSan Mateo County General Plgmides decision makirend the physical development
the unincorporatedareas of thecounty. The General Platontainsseveral chapters that
containpolicies related taConnect the Coastsidencluding:

Vegetative, Water, Fistnd Wildlife Resources
Park andRecreation Resources

Visual Quality

Urban Land Use

Water Supply

Transportation

Housing

Energy and Climate Change

= =4 =4 48 -8 -8 -9 -2
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TheGeneral Plamasa goal to plan for a transportation system that provides for the safe,
efficient, and convenient movement of peopledagoods throughout San Mateo County. The
General Plan includes policies that guide County participation in regional and local
transportation planning, articulating an active role within the County to achieve transportation
improvements that support all naes of travel.

Montara-Moss Beacltl Granada Community Plan

Thisplansets goals and policies ftre growth ofMontara, Moss BeaclandEl Granadarhe
Community Plarcontains relevanpolicieson circulation,road standards, trailsgonservation
and open space, ancbmmunity appearance.

Caltrans Transportation Concept Rejo@Rjor SR 1 South

The purpose of the Transportation Concept Report is to evaluate current and projected
conditions along state routes and communicate theondor development in each Caltrans

District over a 25ear planning horizon. TCRs are part of Caltrans System Planning. The TCR for
SR 1 South is from San Mateo/Santa Cruz County to the Golden Gate 8ricige. ¢ / wQ a
strategies include supporting ConnebetCoastside, completing the California Coastal Trail,
implementing new Traffic Operations Systems including variable message signs, improving
coastal community safety and mobility with consistent roadway edges, pedestrian crossings,
and monitoring and planing for sea level rise.

Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study

The Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Stetigses 1 and 2 ammmmunity-based
transportationstudieswith recommended improvements to Highway 1 in the unincorporated
communities of Prioeton, El Granada, Mirama¥lontara, and Moss BeaclhePhase Zffort
was funded through a Caltrans Commuritgised Transportation Planning Grant in partnership
with the Local Government Commission. The Plan was developed through an extensive
community pocess that included a focus groups, community workshops, walk audits, and a
design charette. Many of the recommendations in Connect the Coastside are¢Hes@

studies

Unincorporated San Mateo CouAistiveTransportation Plan

The Unincorporated San &b County Active Transportation Plan provides a framework to
improve active transportation conditions for people walking and biking throughout
unincorporated county communities, and includes proposed projects, programs, and policies to
do so. The Plan itizes projects in unincorporated areas across the 8idg and Coast side.

As ofDecember2020, the Draft Plawasavailable for review, witla Final Plaims anticipated to

be released and submitted for approva} the County Board of Supervisimns2021.

Plan Princeton

Plan Princeton is a study being conducted by San Mateo County to update the land use plan for
Princeton. The project will focus on the area west of and including Highway 1, between Pillar
PointHarbor and Moss Beach. The purpose of this project is to make a comprehensive update
to the policies, plans, and standards regulating the Princeton study @aheaConnect the

Coastside project team has coordinated with the Plan Princeton project teamsiore

consistency between the two plans.
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Reimagine SamTrans

Ly adzYYSNI HamdpE {FYE¢NIya fFdzyOKSR awSAYlF3IAyYyS
comprehensive operational analysis (COA) to identify the challenges in the current bus system
using data and publiengagement anddentify opportunities to improve SamTrans see/ The
overarching goals of Reimagine SamTrans are to improve the transit experience, grow new and
Y2NB FTNBIjdzZSyi NARSNEKALIZ FYyR o0dZAfR {IY¢NIyaQ
Recommendations from Reimagine SamTrans could include route, system, aeklice size

changes, improved connectivity with regional providers, new service models or pilot programs,

and more. The effort provides an opportunity for Midcoast residents to share their transit

needs and concerns directly with SamTrans and identifgrg@l| solutions. SamTrans put a

hold on the effort due to the COWD® public health crisis and plans to restart the project in

2021.

Granada Community Services District Burnham StripHRark

The Ganada Community Services District lteveloped a Preliminary Burnham Park Hitam
the creation of a park on the Burnham Strip in El Granada between HighwayQbésmub Road
with plan submission targeted for the first quarter of 202he Connect the Coastside project
team will cortinue to coordinate with the Ganada Community Services Distraet creating
connections between the future park and the multimodal parallel &adl addressing parking
needs

Plan Half Moon Bay

In summer 2013, the City of Half Moon Bay initiated a process tatepts General Plan, Local
Coastal Program, and Zoning Ordinarfietheir October 20, 2020 regular meeting, the City
Councilvotedto approve theHalf Moon Bay.ocal Coastal Land Use Plan Update and submit it
to the California Coastal Commission for daation. The Land Use Plaiontainsthe primary
policiesgoverning land use and development within the city limiteluding policies on
transportation.
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BACKGROUND

The way we use land has a majmpact on traffic and the way people travél.key objective of
Connect the Coastside is to identify the land use policies and transportation improvements that
can be implemented to mitigate the traffic impacts of future growth (per Local Coastal Program
Policy 2.53)In order to do this, the project team had to engage in several steps:

First, the project team evaluateekisting conditionsto understand current development
patternsand the associated traffic impacfBhe existing conditions analyses clasfwhat is

already a traffic problem or concern that might need to be addressed now, and that might be
made worse in the future as the population and number of visitors to and within the Study Area
grows.

Next, the project teanprojected the future devédopment potential of the Study Area by
creating buildout forecast This is an estimate of hawore residentid units and commercial
square footage could be expected in the futufée buildout forecast is an input to a travel
demand modelwhichcan be ued to project future transportation conditions, forecast the
need for and potential effectiveness of transportation projects and infrastructure
improvements, and identify the traffic impacts of land use development.

This chapter describexxisting land ge conditions and the future projected land use and
development conditionshat serve as the backdrop for the transportation analysis. The
processesummarized hereatlBSa ONA 6 SR Ay Y2NB RSGIFAfT Ay (K
San Mateo County Comprefied A @S ¢ NI yALRZNIF A2y al yl 3SYSyi
OhOi206SNI HAMpO YR G.dzAf R2dzi !'ylrfeara |y ¢

EXISTINGAND USEND DEVELOPMENT

Land uses in the unincorporatétbnnect the Coastsidgudy area include anix of residential,
commercial, agriculture, industrial, institutional, recreational, and airpdbst land in the
unincorporatedConnect the Coastsidgudy area is reserved for Open Space and Agriculture.
Many of the traffic generating uses (residemtiaommercial, industrial, and recreation) in the
unincorporated study area are concentrated in the Midcoast Planning Area along Highway 1.
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Map 5: Midcoast and Unincorporated Study Ar@aneral Plahand Uses
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Table8: StudyArea General Plan Land Uses (Unincorporated)

Open Space 65.14%
Agriculture 27.81%
Residential 3.27%
Recreation 2.29%
Airport 0.72%
Linear Park and Trail Plan Overlay 0.31%
Industrial 0.25%
Institutional 0.16%
Commercial 0.06%
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PROJECTED LANDAMNIE DEVELOPMENT

MAXIMUMBUILDOUFORECAST

The project team developedMaximum BuildoutForecast{MBF)in 2014 to use as an input for

the traveldemandmodel andmake estimates about future traffic conditions on the Midcoast.

The buildout analysis identifies the theoretical maximum amount of development that could

occur if all available land is developed to its full potential under current regulatiorgher

words,0 dzA f R2dzi A& GKS LI I yy SR SWHCRPalicy 958 spegfficaly O2 YY
requires thatConnect the Coastsidmalyze the traffic impacts of projected new development

at LCP buildout, which means using the current land use policies aimjzoites of Local

Coastal Program to calculate buildout.

TheMaximum Buildout Forecastoked at both residential and neresidential uses in order to
create a holistic estimate about future traffic conditiofheforecastincluded four subareas:

the Midcoast; Princeton; Rural Lands; and Half Moon Bhag.City of Half Moon Bay was

included in the forecast because development in Half Moon Bay can impact traffic in the
unincorporated Midcoast and Highway 92 project ar€lae boundaries of the development

analysis were determined by the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) used by the travel demand model.

Map 6: Subareas and Traffic Analysis Zones

1555
1615

Traffic Analysis 1993
Zones (TAZs) ( 1995

B Half Moon Bay

Princeton
Study Area

Midcoast Study

Area 1660 1996

Rural Lands
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TheMaximum Buildout Forecastas created using the following information:

Existing parcel data

Existing zoning

Natural features data

Public lands data

County Assessalata: existing land use and (to the extent available) existing building
square footage, assessed building and landejaand property ownership

= =4 4 4 2

The development analysis also included assumptions to estimate:
(1) the amount of existing development, for parcels for which this data was not
AyOf dzZRSR Ay (KS ' aaSaazNna RFGlF FAEST | yF

(2) the amount and type of future developmentdr2 SOU SR 2y & 2 LILI2 NI dzy A (

Opportunity sites were identified for each subarea. Opportunity sites are parcels that are
undeveloped or underutilized and which likely be developed in the futdissumptions

followed those of the San Mateo County Midsb&CP Update and the Plan Princeton effort,
where relevant. Development assumptions for both residential andmesidential

development were refined based on what is allowed by zoning, the typical density and intensity
of existing development, and regitaty constraint factors.

Table9: Residential Development in 2014 and at Maximum Buildout

Subarea Existing (20;4) Maximum Built_:iout
Housing Units Housing Units
Half Moon Bay 4,072* 5,258
Princeton 264 384
Midcoast 3,961 6,558
Rural Lands 76 152
Total 8,373 12,352

*409 «isting mobile homes were not accounted fortlire November 2014 Existing Conditions Repor

Tablel0: NonrResidential Development in 2014 andvidximum Buildout Forecast

Existing(2014) Maximum Buildout

NonResidential Sq.

Subarea NonResidential Sq. Fi Total Jobs Ft Total Jobs
Half Moon Bay 3,668,093 4,904 5,097,000 6,616
Princeton 1,205,000 1,112 2,276,00 1,987
Midcoast 958,200 933 1,161,100 1,212
Rural Lands - 82 - 82

Total 5,831,293 7,032 8,533,906 9,897
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CONSTRAINHDEVELOPMENFDRECAST
There are many existing constraints that make achieving the Maximum Buildout Forecast
unlikely due to policies that restrict development in the Study Area. In response to feedback
from stakeholders, &onstrained Development Forecast (CODNgs created in 205 to project
development until the year 2040, which is consistent with other local and regional forecasts. As
part of this effort, a modifiedMaximum Buildout Forecastas created to account farpdated
data and assumptions, including corrections to dateexisting and proposed development and
reconsideration of employment density assumptiofibe CDEsed the modifiedMaximum
Buildout Forecasas a starting point, and then took into account the following potential
constraints:
1 San Mateo County LCP Pylic23, which limits residential development in the
unincorporated Midcoast to 40 units per yeand
1 The market demand for new housing and A@sidential development in Half Moon
Bay based on the market analysis conducted in 2014 for the Half Moon BayaGBlan
Update.

TheCDFRalso considered Half Moon Bay Measure D, which limits residential growth to 1 percent
annually in Half Moon Band 1.5 percent Downtown. For Half Moon Bay, the zoHaged

forecast resulted in a lower level of residential dyanent than would be allowed under

Measure D. Thus, zoning would be the most limiting factor for residential development in Half
Moon Bay.

Tablell: Residential Constrained Development Forecast for 2040

Ex_lstlng (2914) EX|st|_ng (2914) EX|st|ng (20_14) Projected 2040
Subarea Singlefamily Multi -family Total Housing(Single + Housing Units
Units Units Multifamily) Units 9
Half Moon Bay 3,493 988 4,481* 5,335
Princeton 250 13 263 289
Midcoast 3,679 282 3,961 4,975
Rural Lands 76 - 76 152
Total 7,498 1,283 8,781 10,750

*Existing development in Half Moon Bay has been corrected since November 2014 Existing Conditions Report.
Existing mobile homes were not accounted for in that report; this results in increase of 409 units.

Tablel2: NonResidential Constrained Development Forecast for 2040

Existing (2014) Projected 2040

Non-Residential Sq.

Subarea Non-Residential Sq. Fi Total Jobs = Total Jobs
Half Moon Bay 1,597,200 5,334 1,928,680 5,704
Princeton 583,500 1,385 1,579,900 3,437
Midcoast 655,600 1,084 811,400 1,467
Rural Lands - 82 - 82

Total 2,836,300 7,885 4,319,980 10,690
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The Constrained Development Forecast represantsorerealisticprojection of future
developmentto the year 2040 than th&laximum Buildout ForecasHowever, many factors
will contribute to the amount of actual development that will take place by 204d,tae
Constrained Development Forecaspresents just one estimate of future conditions.

DEVELOPMENT BETWRAAI5AND2020

Since 2014102 additional units were constructed in thenincorporatedMidcoast, averaging

17 new housing units each year. Thasvell below the limit of 40 new housing units in Midcoast
required by LCP 1.28d below the amount ofearly new units predicted by théonstrained
Development ForecasThe amount ohon-residential development in the unincorporated
Midcoastis also less than the amount predicted by Benstrained Development Forecdst

that period of time.

Tablel3: Annual Development from 2015 to 2020

New Midcoast Nor
Residential Sqg. Ft.

New Midcoast Housing

Units Constructed

Constructed
2015 12 6,318
2016 10 3,980
2017 22 -
2018 25 -
2019 16 -
2020 17 2,286

Total 102 12,584
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QATY OHALAMOONBAYLANDUSEPLANUPDATE
In 202Q the City of Half Moon Bay (HMB) updated their Local Coastal Land Use Plan (LCLUP).
The updated HMB LCLUP includes a development analysis that forecasts development for both
the year 2040 and for maximum theoretical buildout. The HMB LCLUP development analysis
differs from the CTC development analysis in the following ways:
1 The HMB LCLUP development analgstounts foithe new policies in the updated
HMB Land Use Plan
1 The CTC development analysis uses 2014 as a starting year, while the HMB development
analysis uses 2018 as a starting year
1 The two development analyses use different assumptions to estimate future
development

While policies in the updated plan will impact the amount and location of future development,
overall theHMB LCLUmRaximum theoretichbuildoutforecast estimates a 1,315 unit decrease
from what the previous 1996 Land Use Plan anticipaitédB LCLUpvlicies that impact future
development include:

1 A Town Center concefitat concentrates future development in a walkable core area
with a diverse mix of land uses, including businesses, shops, housing, and public spaces.
Concentrating new development in the Town Center ensures that future homes and
jobs will generate less traffiand other impacts.

1 A workforce housing overlay that creates affordable housing sites for agriculture,
specified churches, public schools, and State parklarus Workforce Housing Overlay
is intended to reduce vehicle trips by providing housing clos@taces of employment
on the coast.

1 Several substantially developed Planned Developments wedes&nated to reflect
their actual land uses.

Tablel4: City of Half Moon Bay 2020 Local Coastal Land Use Plan Development ForacaatySu

Existing (2018) 2040 Projection Maximum Theoretical Buildout
Housing Units 4,830 5,612 7,051
Jobs 5,379 6,053 7,684

Sourcehttps://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3153/Appeneix Buildout HMB.CLUP 2020
FinalCCDraft_Sept2020
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COMMON PERFORMAN@EABURES

This section describes common ways to measure transportation system performance, including
OdzNNBy il YSUK2R& yR adGlyRINRA YR /2yySO4d GKS
performarce standards are importat SOl dz& S ¢ KIF G 3ISGa O02dzy i SR 02c
standardsshowwhat isconsidereddeficient now andvhat would beconsidered deficienin

the future. They also influenc&here solutions are needeahd what hose solutions cdd be

LEVEL O8ERVICE

AcommonwaytomeasutdR | Rgl & LISNF2NXIyOS Aa (RSdzasS |
generally describegperating condition®f a roadfrom the perspective of the driveand is
describedn terms ofspeed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and
comfort and convenience.

(0p))
&\
(@p))

LOSooks at thelevelof congestion during peak travel periodcompared to freeflow
conditions.Peak periods are when highest number of people are oftamndling the most, like
the:

1 weekday morning commute (7:009:00 am),

1 weekday evening commute (4:@3%:00 pm), and the

1 weekend recreational peak period (10:00 g8:00 pm),

LOS is measured in letter grades whéré ¢  NBsliddeBcwvSofiditions ad & Qépresents
extremely long delays.0S can be applied to both intersections and roadway segments.

LOS definitionor signalized and unsignalized intersectioagse shown infablel5.

Tablel5: Intersection Level of Servibefinitions

Signalized Intersection Unsignalized
Level of Average Delay Intersection Average
Service (sec/veh) Delay (sec/veh) Description

A X omn X mn Freeflow/Insignificant Delay

B B mn yR X B wmn | yR X Stable Operation/Minimal Delay

C B Hn YR X B mMp | yR X Stable Operation/Acceptable Delay

D B op YR X B Hp | yR X Approaching Unstable/Tolerable Delay
E B pp FYR X B op | yR X Unstable Operation/Significant Delay
F > 80 > 50 Forced Flow/Excessive Delay

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000.
Notes: *Worst Approach Delay (in seconds per vehicle) for Unsignalized Intersections

5Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000
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Roadway segmenievel of servicas based upon the peak traffic volume (v) relative to the

capacity of the roadway or intersection (@)/ I LI OA(1&é¢ A& GKS YIFEAYdzy (1
roadway can accommodate under normal conditions. Roadway segment lesaivide is

expressed as a/c ratio€¢ andthe amount of capacity filled by traffic volumes determines the

level of service.

0 QYR O "QULEAN6 @ 'Q UYooo ‘08
YE QOB O GRO W

Roadway segment level of servicedgbholds are different depending on the roadway type:
W Atwo-lane highways a roadway with one lane for use by traffic in each direcfion.
W A multi-lane highways one which has more than one lane in each direction.

On atwo-lane highway a driver mustise the opposing lanef traffic to pass a slower vehicle.
Astraffic volumes increase, the ability to passlower car goes dowand platoons of vehicles
are formed, increasing the delay experienced by motorigteerefore, fotwo-lane highways,
the volume and capacity used to calculate the v/c ratonbines both directionsthe capacity
used in Connect the Coastsifte two-lane roads is 2,800 vehicles perningl1,400 vehicles per
lane per hour in each direction)

On amulti-lane highway the roadway level of service criteria is ach direction of travel
separately The capacity used in Connect the Coastidenultilane highway segments 25200
vehicles per hour per lane and is evaluated per lane and per direction, so-Ef@uhighway
has a 4,400 vehicle per hour total capadaityeach directionThe specificoadwayLOS criteria
for two-lane and multlane highways arehownbelow inTablel6.

Tablel6: Roadway Level of Servidefinitions

Two-Lane Highways

Level of % Time | Maxvic | Average | %Time | Maxvic | Average |
Servce Delay ratio* Travel Spee%i Delay ratio® Travel Spee%j
30

A 0.00¢ 0.04 30 0.00¢ 0.30

B 45 0.04¢ 0.16 51 45 0.30¢ 0.50 50
C 60 0.16¢ 0.32 48 60 0.50¢0.70 50
D 75 0.32¢ 0.57 46 75 0.70¢ 0.84 49
E >75 0.57¢ 1.00 41 >75 0.84¢ 1.00 47
F 100 >1.00 <41 100 >1.00 <47

Source: San Mateo County Congestion Management Program, 2011 with thresholds based on Highway Capacity Manual

Notes:

1. Ratio of flow rate to an ideal capacity of 2,8@8ssenger cars per hour in both directions.

2. Average travel speed of all vehicles for highways with design speed 60 mph; for highways with lower design speeds, egdt
by 4 mph for each Hnph reduction in design speed below 60 mph; assumes that sige®at restricted to lower values by
regulation.

3. Ratio of flow rate to an ideal capacity 3R00passenger cars per hour per lane.

6 Defined by the San Mateo County Congestion Management Program
" Defined volumes are from the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual
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Below is an example of what level of service can look like for each letter.

Figured: Intersection and Roadway Level of Service Visualization

Intersection Roadway

Highly stable, free-flow condition Free flowing
with little ornocongestion @ [l | () A b C°&

Delay: <10 seconds/vehicle Uninterrupted vehicle

Stable fi
Stable, free-flow condition with ; - e
little congestion mnaansy L\JY D T T Other vehicles are more

Delay: 10 to 20 seconds/vehicle noticeable

Stable flow

Free-flow conditionwith B WY 1 AQ C bl Vehicle operations affected
moderate congestion g by other vehicles

Delay: 20 to 35 seconds/vehicle

+ = i High density free flow
Approaching unstable condition Iink IBF 10k 1OE Operation of vehicle is
with increasing congestion el L \JO L/ | Tar I8 1B :mm 2
Delay: 35 to 55 seconds/vehicle affected by other vehicles

High density traffic flow,
Unstable, congested condition e ] Q[ EREET ORISR RN e nearing capacity
Delay: 55 to 80 seconds/vehicle j ’ Operating conditions are

extremely poor
Forced or breakdown flow

Stop and go ; Sl LLUO I’ ettt : * Amount of traffic exceeds
Delay: >80 seconds/vehicle [ [ capacity

Graphic courtesy ohttps://policymanual.mdot.maryland.gov/mediawiki/index.php?title=File:LOS _Graphic.jpg

In order toimprove level of servicegenerally traffic volumes neetb decreaseor roadway
capacity needs to increaséncreasing the capacigf a roadwayusuallymeans adding lanes to

a roa, removing obstacles to travel (like cars waiting to turn by adding turn lanes), changing
signal timing so more cars can get thrbuat a certain locationporimprovements like lane
widening to maket easier for cars to go faster

DELANNDEX

Level of service desnot fully explain traffic operationsaandimproving LOS often results in
projects out of step with other goatslike austainability and minimizing impacts to the
environment Delays in travel can occur anytime there is a change in capacity; for example, a
car having to wait to take a turn or a lane droppiAgother method to measure roadway
performance from the perspeate of the driver is taise adelayindex, which is defineds the

ratio of thepeak period travel time on a corridto § KS FNBSTFf 26 (NI OS¢

0 QWmi DA DOV Qo
Ol (Ol EY G OYan Q o0 Wiehd@a o

A delay index focuses on travel times and the user experience for people driving, rather than
capacity of a roadway. For example, the delay index value would be 2.0 if a trifdltakes

minutes during a morning commute time (peak period), instead of 5 minutes during the middle
of the night {ypically afree flow travel time). The graphan the next pagdlustrates different
delay index values for a trip.
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Figure5: lllustration of Delay Index

Trip takes 15 minutes
with no traffic
Delay Index = 15/15
orl

Trip takes 30 minutes
with more traffic
Delay Index = 30/15
or2.0

Clock faces created by Alexander Wiefel from Noun Project

Using a Delay Indeatlows for more flexibilityand creativity in transportation solutiorthan
Level of Service because it is not dictatedh®/roadway capacity.

VEHICLMILESSRAVELED

Vehiclemiles traveled or VMT measures the amount of driving instead of the impact on drivers.

One car traveling 10 miles would be 10 VMT, and four cars traveling 10 miles each would be 40
VMT. Californig&enate Bill 743 (SB 743) initiated an update toGadifania Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelineschange how agencies evaluate transportation impacts under

CEQA. As of July 1, 2020, agencies analyzing the transportation impacts of new projects must

now use vehicle miles traveled (VMT) instead of le¥alervice (LOSor determining

significant traffic impacts from projectdleasuring vehicle miles traveled better captatae

collective impact of driving, such as greenhouse gas emissions, impacts to air quality, and

access to goods and servicegick | NBE ONA GAOFf (2 I RRNBaaiAy3a (K

San Mateo County is working to develop and adopt its own VMT thresholds of significance (the
level at which the impacts of a project are deemed significant under CEQA) aptbtdased

interim guidelines Projects in Connect the Coastside would be subject to this analysis during
the implementation process. Transportation projects that make it easier to walk, bicycle, or
take transit would typically be screened out fronVRIT analysis.

8 https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/trafficnpactanalysisrequirements
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Level of serge andthe delayindexdo notdirectlyaddress how well a road performs for other
modes of travel, such @eose who arewvalking, bicycling, or taking public transit. Measuring
vehicle miles traveled can indicate how well an area supports those who choose drive

(for example, an area with low VMT typically means that there are other travel options
available) but does not allow for a clear direction of how to improve conditions for those not
driving.Agencies have taken different approaches to bettederstand conditions and
performance for other modes. Examples include

1 2010 Highway Capacity Manual Multimodal Level of Serq/idethod for evaluation
multimodal level of service to estimate LOS for auto, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian level
of service in urban contexts.

1 Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index (PE®I)st developed by the San Francisco
Department of Public Health, the PEQI is an observational tool used to assess the quality
of the physical pedestrian environment and providesars. The PEQI considers things
like sidewalk connectivity, lighting, shade, and areas to rest.

1 Bicycle Environmental Quality Index (BEg®B)milar to PEQI, the BEQI is an
observational survey that looks at indicators of whether an area is supportive of
bicycling, such as availability of a bikeway, pavement type, traffic volume, number of
vehicle lanes, and others.

1 Public Transi¢ Public transit operators use a variety of different metrics to measure
system performance and make changes, including ovedaltship, passengers per mile
or hour, miles between accidents, and-tme performance.

None of these have been incorporated intzalregulatory frameworks$o date.
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CURRENT PERFORMANBGERIDARDS

The following policies include performance standathdat apply to roads in the San Mateo
County Midcoast:

1 San Mateo County Congestion Management Program
! San Mateo County Traffic ImpashalysisRequirement¥
9 {ty aliS2 /2dzyieqQda [20rt /2FadlFft tNRINIY

SANMATEACOUNTYCONGESTIOMANAGEMENPROGRAM

TheCity/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) is the Congestion Management Agency
for San Mateo County and is responsible for the countywide Congestion Management Program
(CMP). The CMP includes strategies to respond to future transportation needslimgclu
addressing congestion. CMP legislation requires the use of level of service to measure roadway
performance and sets standards for how wellralidway segments (including highways)San

Mateo County can perform before being considered deficient:

1 Ramadway segmeng Level of Service E
9 Intersectiong Level of Service E

SANMATEACOUNTYIRAFFIGMPACTANALYSIBEQUIREMENTS

The County of San Mateo Department of Public Works requires that traffic and circulation

impacts of proposed developments must headyzed and defines the minimum acceptable
RSaA3dy AYyIUSNERSO(IAZY S@St 2F aSNBAOS Aa al/ ¢
LOS D. The requirements state that on occasion, LOS D may be allowed for peak periods.

In 2020, the County aghbed interim criteria to determine transportatiomelated

environmental impacts under the California Environmental Qualityusictg vehicle miles

traveled (VMT). Projects that exceed VMT thresholds based on their project type may have a
significant impact thewould require mitigationthe baselines are:

1 For residential projectg 13.60 homebased trip VMT per resident
9 For office¢ 16.65 homebased work trip per VMT per worker

Transportation projects must have an@t increase in Total VMT.

9San Mateo County Congestion Management Prog20m9, San Mateo City/County Gocil of Governments
(CICAGI}https://ccag.ca.gov/programs/transportatieprograms/congestiormanagement)

10san Mateo County Traffic Impa&halysisRequirements, 2018nd 2020 County of San Mateo, Department of
Public Works, Roadway Servig¢etps://publicworks.smcgu.org/documents/trafficimpactanalysis

requirementg

11 County of San Mateo Local Coastal Program Policies, 2013, County of San Mateo, Planning and Building
Department
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SANMATECCOUNTY.OCAICOASTAPROGRAM
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the LCP is related to roadway expansion, the LOS referenced is for roadway segment; however,

it has been interpreted that this standard applies to intersection performance as well.

QURRENIPERFORMAN@&EEANDARDSJMMARY

The roadway standards that apply to Midcoast roads are summarized in the table: helcal
Coastal Program (LCP) standards apply to Highwaye totistal zonand San Mateo County
standards apply to Countywnedroads.

Tablel7: Existing Midcoast Roadway Standards

Application Performance Measure Threshold for Deficiency on ~ Threshold for Deficiency on
Weekday Peak Weekend Peak

Signalized Level of Service C (SMC) or D (LCP) C (SMC) or D (LCP)

Intersection

Unsignalized Level of Service C (SMC) or D (LCP) C (SMC) or D (LCP)

Intersection

Roadway Level of Service D (LCP) or E (C/ICAG) E (LCP)

Segment
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PROPOSED PERFORMANENEDARD

The current performance standards are aimed at improving conditions from the perspective of
a driver. For example, improving level of service requires things that increase the capacity of
the roadway and increase vehicle speed#ings like widening roasito add travel lanes.

In the early stages of Connect the Coastside, the project team presented improvements aimed
to address current performance standards (LOS). Suggested improvements included things like
widening Highway 1, which would further impatural environments and take away space

for other roadway users, including pedestrians and cyclidtese solutions were rejected by
stakeholderdecause theydigg 2 G | f Ady 6AGK (GKS O2YYdzyAideQa
Therefore the project teamproposel updatedperformance standarddesigned to better

describe the transportation systefhd LIS NJin2HeMlidobas.S

Using a different performance standatftiat better aligns with Midcoast stakeholder values
allows for a more diverse set of transportation solutiowkjchare described further below.

INTERSECTIGERFORMANGEANDARD

Most intersections within the study area are unsignalized minor approach roads intersecting
with Highways 1 and 92and nost are controlled by stop signs for minor approaches or are
uncontrolled. Therefore, any deficiency or required mitigation due to intersedéieal of
serviceshould balance the need of the minor street traffic with the flow of traffic along the
highways. To address this, tpeoposed intersection standardor the Midcoast requires
unsignalized intersections to meet peak-hour signal warrantto be considered deficientThis
helps ensure that the volume of traffic using the minor approach is large enough to warrant
additional intersection control and the associdtdisruption to traffic flow along Highway 1.

Example of a minor and stegontrolled intersection at Highway 1 and' 8
StreetinMontara; Ba i NB Sl Aa (KO2¢YWANFLNBR
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ROADWAYERFORMANGEEANDARD

There are no alternate routes to Highways 1 or 92 with comparable roadway casacany
deficiencieusingroadway level of service asstandardwould leadto highway widening.
Highways widening is not in line with the Midcoast vision and is largely infeasible due to
environmental constraints.

To avoidraffic mitigations that requireaddinghighwaylanes, theproposed roadway standard

for the Midcoast is thelelay index Usingthe delay index allows for a range of mitigations

which can be focused on specific trouble spots and allow different thresholds for different types
of corridors.

Connect the Coastside proposes the maximum acceptable Delay Index is 2.0 for theyighwa
and 92 corridors in the Study Area during the peak periods (weekday AM and PM, and weekend
midday). Under the delay index, a corridor that took 10 minutes to drive with no congestion
would be deficient if it took over 20 minutes to drive during peiakets. Connect the Coastside
proposes that the Delay Index be increased to 3.0 for segments that have adjacent Class |
bicycle facilities or Class Il bicycle facilities along at least 80% of the length. The higher standard
allows for increasedelayto motorists but encourages improvements that provide mobility

across multiple modesThisis in accordance with statewide and County General Plan Complete
Streets policies that encourage provision of capacity for all modes of travel.

Tablel8: Proposed Midcoast Roadway Performance Standards

Application Performance Threshold for Deficiency
Measure

Signalized Intersection Level of Service = LOS C with no individual movement operating at wors
than LOS D

Unsignalized Intersection Level ofService Same as signalizeshd must meet apeakhour signal
warrant

Roadway Segment that serves Delay Index Greater than 2.0

vehicles only (Example: 10 minutes to drive with no congestion wou

be deficient if it took over 20 minutes to drive during
peakcommute times)

Roadway segment with Delay Index Greater than 3.0

adjacent Class 1 or Class Il (Example: 10 minutes to drive with no congestion wou
Bikeway for at least 80% of be deficient if it took over 30 minutes to drive during
length peakcommute times)

New land use or Vehicle miles Final guidelines to be developed by San Mateo Count
transportation projects traveled collaboration with C/CAG

As defined by the San Mateo County Traffic Impact Study Requirement and SanOdatey Local Coastal Program
2dgnal warrant https://dot.ca.gov/programs/safetyprograms/camutcd/traffienanuatch9
3Interim guidelines for application are available kttps:/publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffitnpactanalysisrequirements
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Data on other modes of travel is limited, makimgasurements both challenging to do and less
useful in identifying deficiencies. In additic meet local and state goals related to advancing
equity and addressing climate change, common sense improvements to increase access for
walking, bicycling, anttansit are criticalConnect the Coastsidecommends usinthe

following guidelinego identify improvements related tparking,walking, bicyclingandtransit.

Parking

The Midcoast is an important regional recreational destinatod recreational parking can
increase public access ahdlp prevent overflow parking into residential areas. Connect the
Coastsidaisedweekendpeakperiod parking occupancy to assess parking need and aims that
beach access points should have no more tBa%parking occupancy in the associated
recreational parking facilitguring the recreational pealRecreational destinations include Gray

2 KFES /20S {GFGS . SIFOKX az2ydl N . SIFOKX FyR

Walking

Providing safe and comfortable walking facilitiesl @nossingsan increase the overall number
of people who choose to walk and create a more accessible commuBaiyie areas will have
lower demand for walking, such as roadwaygsr vacant landOther areas, such as commercial
corridorsand residential seets, could be accessed more frequently by people walking.
Hotspotsfor pedestrian activity g key destinationsuch aseaches, commercial areagsew-
points, and transit stops.

In general,

1 Areas with low demand do not nedarge infrastructureamprovementsand could be
addressed through trail connections and shates® paths.

1 Areas with pedestriatoriented land uses (e.g., commercial strips) and hot spots (e.g.,
beach access point) need greater intersection and street segment improvements.

1 Locations with medium to high pedestrian demand and at hot spots need safe
pedestrian crossings that should be located no more than a half mile apart.

1 As traffic volumes increase, the level of improvement needed to provide a safe crossing
increases, from a simple mard crosswalk at the lowest traffic volumes, to a high
visibility crosswalk with curb extensions and a pedestrian activated signal or beacon at
locations with high traffic volumes.
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Bicycling

People of different ages and abilities pretifferent types of bikeway facilities. A family with
young children riding to school may only be comfortable on a bike path that is completely
separated from vehicles, whereas an experienced cyclist commuting to work might prefer an
on-street facility. In general, thergater the speeds and volumes of a roadway, the more
important it is to provide a bikeway of high qualityat is separated from roadway traffidhe
National Association of City Transportation Officials (NA@Ig@nmends thabike lanes are
most helpfulon streets with posted speed limit greater than or equal to 25 mph, while on
streets with higher speed limits of 35 mph or more, treatments that provide greater separation
between bicycles andehiculartraffic should be considereduch aseft-side bikelanes,

buffered bike lanes and bike path5.

Bicycle parking should be provided at all key destinatior@udingbeach access poist parks,

trailneads, schools and central business distrithe San Mateo County Zoning Regulatidns

states thatébicycle parking spaces shall be provided at a rate of one locker, rack, or other

device to secure and park bicycles for ten vehicle spaces required, but in no case less than one
0AO&O0f S LI NJ A Y Eis tedulatiobwilllli8pNdedsk thelau®dur éf bicycle

LI NJAy3 LINPGARSR Fa I LI NG 2F FdzidzZNE RS@St 2 LIV
bicycle parking in all Coastal Zone parking lots, including specific requiremesévéoal

coastal access points.

Transit

In July2019, SamTrans launch&ekimagine SamTranahich will study SamTrans services in
depth, including strengths, challenges, and community needs. Ultimately, the project will
recommend a new Service Policy Framework, such as newrouted bus lines and guds for
ridership and use that are tailored to the areas of lowlensity development, such as the
Midcoast. Since new performance standards will be established as part of Reimagine SamTrans
and current transit ridership is low on the Midcoast, Connect@oastside recommends a goal

of increasing transit ridership to alleviate traffic congestion, reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
and promote healthier communities. In order to do so, Connect the Coastside focuses on
creating a more comfortable waiting expenice and recommends that all bus stops have a
paved waiting platform to support those with disabilities, and thttous stops should have a
bench, whileheavily usedus stops in areas susceptible to inclement weather conditions

should have a full shelte

12 https://nacto.org/publication/urbanbikewaydesignguide/bikelanes/conventionabike-lanes/
13Zoning Regulations, Section 6254.4 (11), Planning and Building Department, County of San Mateo;
https://planning.smcgov.org/sites/planning.smcgov.org/files/SMC_Zoning_Regulations.pdf
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BACKGROUND

As described in th&xisting andProjectedLand UseConditionschapter(page36), Connect the
Coastsidaimsto identify the land use policies and transportation improvements et be
implementedto mitigate the traffic impacts of future growth (per Lodabastal Program Policy
2.53.

In order to determine transportation impacts, first the project team evaluaggiting
conditionsand collecteddata (like vehicle countsp assessraffic conditions The existing
conditions analyses clarifies what is aldy a traffic problem or concern that might need to be
addressed now, and that might be made worse in the future as the population and number of
visitors to and within the Study Area grows.

In order to project future transportation impactdie maximum kuildout forecastdescribedin
the land use chaptewas inputted intoa travel demand modelln San Mateo CountyG/CAG
in partnership with the Valley Transportation Authority (VisAesponsible for developing and
maintainingthe countywide travel demand modeThe model is updated every 5 years and
projects conditiors 25 years into the futureAlthough the C/CAG/TA transportation model
does not include regional growth projections beyond 2040, and themmax buildout forecast
will not occur by then, the maximum buildout forecast was used to assess traffic impacts,
consistent with the directives of L&Blicy 2.53.

The outputs othe travel demand model wer&urther processed using additional
transportation software tadentify the traffic impactsof the maximum buildout forecast
scenariao The project team could then compare existing conditions to projected future
conditions to understand what type ¢fansportation and land ussolutions might be needed.

Based on the findingsf the data analysis and commur@yd @A aA 2y 2F (G KS T dzid dz\
transportation on the Midcoasthe project teantrecommended different ways to measure

transportation performance(page51) andthen identifiedsolutionsto addressthe impacts

(Chapter 7)

This section provides an overview of existiransportationconditions,existing performance,

andthe future transportationimpactsassociated with projectedevelopment Theprocesses
summarizechereareRS & ONA 6 SR Ay FalNdBon Bf Réeconimiendédylteindtie

G2 ' RRNBX&aa t20SydAlf CdzidzNBE ¢ NI y dDadeNimeni A 2y 58S
Forecast for the SaMlateo County Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan Public
WSOASSE S5NIFGE O0hOG20SNI HaAamMpO YR aG.dzAf R2dzi !y
(September 2014).
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EXISTINGRANSPORTATIOBINDITIONS

As describedh the introduction,drivingis the primary mode of transportation in the Study
Area.Themainroadway corridorsre:

7

T/ FTONREE2 |1 AIKgl & ol ATIKglandmoI Ay (KS
NE A2y D

y 2 NI K
f San Mateo RoadHighwaypH 0 Ay (GKS Sl adnmgSaid RA d

o]

Highway 1 and2 are owned and managed by Caltrans and provide regional connections to
San Francisco (north), San Mateo (east) and Santa Cruz (ddigiuays 1 and 92 are largely
one lane in each direction, with limited areas for passingstleft pockets for turningand
right-turn lanes.The remainder of the roadway network is comprised of #ane County roads
that range from arterials, such as Airport Street in Princditoss Beach, to narrow rural
roadways such as Beach Way in Moss Be&gany local roadways doot have centedlane
striping or edge striping.

The roadway network serves to connect people and goods within the Mideoasto the rest

of the region, with Highways 1 and 92 operating at higher speeds, accommodating traffic and
goods movement, and other roadways serving neighborhoods with typically lower speed traffic.
The roadway network connects to nearly all Midcoastongrces, including beaches, marine
reserves, harbors, surf breaks, parks, businesses and other destinations. There are no existing
formal bicycle or bus facilities as part of the roadway network, so both share roads with
motorists.

Many Coastside residenfeel that the traffic during peak hours and during nicer weather on
weekends is challenging, and that conditions have gotten worse over time. The project team
collected vehicle count data in 2014 on weekdays and weekends for Connect the Coastside to
calalate existingperformance standardeficiencies Existing Transportation Performance
StandardDeficiencieson page71). Vehicle volumest key locationsalong Highway havenot
changed significantly when compared to 2017 and 2019 counts (see Appendix D).
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Map 7: Roadway Network
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Vehicular parking on the Midcoast ranges fromsitreet parking in neighborhoogalong
Highway 1 with some oftstreet parking lot$or recreational use, and some parking provides by
local businesses that are open to public (seeTablel9: Study Area Parking Inventoon
page60).

The San Mateo County Coastside Access Stutjucted a recreationgparking inventory and
usesurveynearpark sitesalong thecoastd S 6 SSy 5 @@&th) ard & Gfaha#laRs®uth).
When designated lots fill to capacity, visitaften park on the roadsidewhich idegally
permitted (as long ashe vehicle is outsidef the travel way. These vehicles were counted as
G2OSNFf26¢ LI N meadyparkng déréaS RSaA 3yl G4SR

The study found an estimated 396 parking spaces in designated parking Eneag the data
collection period, a total o423 parked vehicles were observed in the designated and overflow
parking areas, or a 107%occupancy rateOut of all study locations, the highest overflow was
observed at Montara State Beach and McNRsnch (137%), while Quarry, Wick|l@amnd

Mirada Surf saw the least occupancy rate at 26%.

Many parkindots are not pavednd lack stripedpaces, leading to inefficient useéome

private parking lots are required to provide parking for public use doutot necessarily have
signs showing visitors that parking is available.
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Tablel9: Study Area Parking Inventory

Lot Name

Area

Spaces Public/

Private

Notes

Devil's Slide Trail 1
Devil'sSlide Trail 2

Gray Whale Cove State Beach
Gray Whale Cove Surplus
McNee Range State Park
Martini Creek

Montara State Beach

La Costanera

Point Montara Lighthouse Hostel
Montara Water & Sanitary District
Fitzgerald Marine Reserve
Church of Jesus Christ LDS
Moss Beach Distillery

Harbor Lot A

Harbor Lot B

Harbor Lot C

Boat Launch and Trailer Lot
Harbor Commercial Fishermen Lot
Pier

Launching Facility

Harbor Village Lot

Pillar Point Inn
Barbara's Fish Trap

North of Montara
North of Montara
North of Montara
North of Montara
North of Montara
North of Montara
North of Montara
North of Montara

Montara
Montara
Moss Beach
Moss Beach
Moss Beach

Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAKirport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Pointand HAF Airport

Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport

Half Moon Bay Brewing Company (St Pillar Point and HAF Airport

Half Moon BayBrewing Company
(NW)
Half Moon Bay Yacht Club

Nasturtium

American Legion

Mezza Luna

Pillar Point Recreation Area
Jean Lauer Trailhead

West Point Ave & Stanford Lot
Scenic Overlook

Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir

Source: Appendix A of Connect the CoastBididdout Analysis and Projections Final Report, November 20, 2014

Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport

Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAKirport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point and HAF Airport
Pillar Point andHAF Airport
Highway 92

Route 35
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15
9
72
35
7
42
8
40

25
15
40
170
43

322
52
147
135
40
20
18
488

12
37
43
50

14

12
27
37
35
10
20
12
18

Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public

Public/
Private
Private

Private
Public
Private

Public/
Private

Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public

Public/
Private
Private

Private
Private
Private

Private

Private
Private
Private
Public
Public
Public
Public
Public

Free
Free
Free
Free
Free
Free
Free

Restaurant parking
after 5 pm
Hostel guests only

MWSD only
Free
Church only

Restaurant
parking. 14spaces
public.
Free/Permit

Free

Permit
Fishermen only
Permit

Open to public
when club is closec



WALKING ]

Network
There aremanyareas where peoplalreadywalk. MIDCOAST MUENMIODAL
Sakeholdersshared a desire tavalkmore to Midcoast PARALLEL TRAIL

destinations Keydestinations are largelgpread along
Highway land are primarilynear the coast. Destinations
include beaches, trails, viewpoints and surfargas as
well as businesses and services, such as the Post.Offic

The Parallel Trail was
conceptualized in the Highway
1 Safety and Mobility
Improvement Study (Phase 1)
and is envisioned to be a bicycl
and pedestrian path alongside
Highway 1, spanninigom
Montara and connecting with
the Naomi Patridge Trail in Hali
Moon Bay. The Parallel Trail wi
allow Midcoast residents and
visitors of all ages and abilities
to access neighboring
communities, town centers,
schools and recreational
destinations ondot or bike.

The pedestrian networgenerallyconsistsof
intermittent sidewalks along local roadsadway
shoulders, and trails, occasionally connected with a
marked crosswalk. The pedestrian network is
discontinuous: in some locations, sidewalks require
maintenance, while in others sidewalk or trail fagi&
are absent altogether. In places without pedestrian
facilities, pedestrians walk along paved or unpaved
shoulders or in the roadway. Given the higher traffic
speeds, coastal accessdthe many community
serving destinations alongighway 1the lackof
pedestrian accommodatiooauses safety concerasd
discourages people from walking also conflicts with
GKS /2dzyieQa LRtAOE 2y [ 2
comply with guidelines for paths of travel to key
locations (including transit stoppgr the Americans
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA).

Thefirst section of the Parallel [IRRAR
Trail, from Mirada Road north
to Coronado Street, has been
funded and implementation
should begin in 2021. The Trall
would be easily accessed by
residents living on the east side
of Highway 1, require no
highway crossings and act as a
Safe Route to School for
children at El Granada

Elementary School. By
providing residents the
opportunity to walk and bicycle,
congestion on the highway
should improve.

To learn more, visit the

[ 2dzy e Qa o6Soahi
documents associated with
County PLN 20160325.
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Map 8: Key Destinations arféledestrian Demand
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I Crossings

There arghree marked gedestrian crossingaithin the Study

Area at signalized intersections of Highway 1 and local streets
Coronado Street, Capistrano Rq&) andjust south of the

TomLantog dzy y St G2 | 00Saa GKS 5S@Aft ¢
uncontrolled pedestrian crogsy at Virginia Avenue in Moss

RIDGE TRAIL

The Southern Skyline Beach Existing crossings at signalized intersections are just
Boulevard Ridge Trail two parallel transverse lines, a design that has been shown to
SACpEHE e EeRe  have lower visibility for drivers than alternatives, such as
leReERi SR il continental crosswalks (also knownzebra striping)There
CliiEsreeES Rl are no markedbr controlled (e.g., at a stop sign or signal)
extendthe Ridge Trail crossings of Highway 1 in the communit@dviramar and
south from SFD2 Montara. The «isting crossings are locate@arareas of
alongside Skyline dense residential and commercial land use and are notably
Boulevard to Henrik missing from most recreational access pojsisch as
Ibsen Road. The trail trailhead parking lots and designated vista poir@altrans has
would help extend the posted pedestrian crossing signs in a f@whese high activity
Bay Area Ridge Trail, locaions along Highway 1 throughout the Midcoast, but with
which would provide no pavement markings.
100 miles of continuous
trail from Marin County Every intersection is considered a legal crossing for
to southern San Mateo pedestrians, even if unmarked (e.g., no crosswalisjtors to
County. coastal beaches who park east of Highway 1, including en th
eastern shouldermustcross Highway 1 without marked
Currently, there are crossings or sidewalksith little or no signage to alert drivers
limited and of peoplecrossing Similarly on Highway 92, during seasonal
slee iRl spikes in commercial activity, many people cross the highway
and no pedestrian to access bsinesses and activities with no marked crossings.

facilities (sidewalks and Despite these unsafe conditions and high weekend traffic
Mo IEIS RORIENEVE  volumes, many people walk to and cross Highsiagnd 92
on Highways 92 and 35. and severatollisions have occurreals a result’.

In order to fully connect

the trail, a safe crossing

of Highway 92 is

needed.

1 From 1/1/14 to 12/31/18, there were 4 pedestrianvolved ollisions and 7 bicyclavolved collisions on
Highways 1 and 92. Of the 4 pedestrdamolved collisions, 3 were crossing in a legal crosswalk at an intersection
and 1 was crossing not in a crosswalk. Data from SWITRS Gl&aeportation Injury Mappim System (TIMS),
Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, University of California, Berkeley. 2021
https://tims.berkeley.edu/
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Parking lot with no marked crossing of Highway 1 to reach Gray Whale Cove

ol
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BICYCLING
The Caltrans Highway Design Manual categorizes bicycle facilities into four classes:

Class I: Multiuse, paved pathshat are separated from vehicular traff
and enable tweway travel for bicyclists and pedestrians
D Class IlI: Osstreet striped bike laneswith or without painted buffer

Class IlI: Shared rigif-way for bicyclists and motorists often with
aaKIINNrge¢ aevozfa 2y UKS LI @S
be shared with bicyclists

Class IV: Separated bike lanes or cytherck, with a physical separatio
between vehicle traffic and bikeway

Icons courtesy of The Noun Project. Class I6Bike and Pedestrian Patbhreated by Bence Bezeredy from Noun
Project.https://thenounproject.com/

There are few dedid¢ad bicycle facilities witisomelocal roads signedsClass lIBike Routes

without sharrows. Some bicyclists use Highway 1 as an intercommunity route along the coast,
since it is the only direct and continuous noghuth connection. Highway 1 has paved

AaK2dz RSNE oO0Ge@LIAOKTfte ymn¥S SukewayiTReSelare safetyd 2 YS | NB
concerndor bicyclists along Highway 1 due to high vehicle speeds and parkedfizars

blocking the shouldeintersections along Highwaytypically havewvide cros-sectionsand

large corner radiihat aredesigned fofast-moving vehicles and turnandgenerally make
conditionsmore inaccessible and uncomfortable for both bicyclists and pedestri&omee avid
cyclists use Highway 92 as one of a handful of poteotiastal access routégtweeneastern

and westernSan Mateo County. Highway 92 has paved shoulders in some areas, but these are
narrow or disappear along significant segments of the route, and the roadway has portions of
steep gradessome with higtspeed traffic

There is also a lack of bicycle parking at recreational and other destinations within the Study
Area.Some publicshoit SN 6A 080t S LI NJAYy3I A& FGFAflotS I
House, and at a few of the County parks.

The lack of bicycle facilities along key routes, through intersections, and availability of bicycle

LI NJ Ay3s O2yFtEtA0Ga 6A0GK GKS [/ 2dzyieQa /[ 2YLX SGS
congestion, especially during commute hours and peak summer tourisstiPeople on the

Midcoast have few safe options to get around other than by car.
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TRAILANDCOASTAACCESS

The Midcoast has an extensive trail network and recreational areas, making it an important
regional and local destinatioCoastside recreational @as includeseveralparks,beaches,
scenic viewpointgjdepoolsand other attractions along the coastlinthe California Coastal
Trail (CCT) a scenic, recreational public trail systewsioned to be continuous along the
California coasis a popular reource The CCT is intended to primarily serve people walking,
but also accommodates other users, including cyclists, wheelchair users, and equestrians
some trail segmentExisting portions of the CCT run in a nesthuth direction west of

Highway 1 ngh of Montara, in Princetonyoss Beacland Miramar Existing portions of the
CCT range from Class I facilities to unclassified dirt paths in various sections along the coastline.
The trail is currently paved and separated from the highway between tlyeo€Half Moon Bay
and Pillar Point Harbor, transitioning to an-street route through Princeton, to a multi
purpose dirt path along the Pillar Point bluffs to Seal Cove in Moss Beach.

Trails can and do serve as transportatfanilities especially beause the roadway network

does not support people walking or bicycliagwell as it couldVhenrecreationaldestinations

are accessed by foot, pedestrians often walk directly there via local streets, parking lots, or, at
times, privatelyowned property for examplewhere owners allow users to access public
beaches)

Pillar Point Bluff
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San Mateo County Transit District Services

Existing transit service is provided by the San Mateo County Transit District, which operates
SamTrans, the regional bus service; and RediCoast, a paratransit SEmxeckeroutdransit
services follow a specific roytéme table, and pick up at prdesgnated stops. Diad-ride are
demandresponsive services, whetensit services are available to piak at specific locations
and times under certain conditions of eligibility.

While providing mobility options for some travelers, transit does not fiamcas a primary

mode of transportation for most discretionary transit riders because of its limited coverage and
long headwaysgtime between buses)lransit service has continued to change due to the

COVIBL9 pandemic, as transit agencies face reducedrsidip and additional protocols to

Syadz2NB LJ aaSyaSN) alFfSadeo {2YS aSNBAOSalz tA1S
schootday only routes (e.g., Route 18), and Route hd®e beertemporarilysuspended.

Table20: Transit Services Serving the Study Area

Description Peak Off Peak Span of
Headway Headway Service(weekdays
(min) (min) listed first)

Linda Mar Park & 60 (weekdays)
samTrand 7| e (Pacificay 30 120 5:30 AMc 9:30 PM
(fixed route)

Pescadero (weekends)
SamTrand8 Montara ¢ Half Moon 30 N/A 7:00 AM¢ 9:20 AM
(fixed route) | Bay 3:15 PM¢ 4:20 PM
SamTrans 110| Linda Mar Park & 60 60 5:45 AMc 11:00 PM
(fixed route) Ride¢ Daly City BAR] 6:30 AM¢ 9:00 PM
SamTrans 112| Linda Mar Park & 60 60 6:00 AM¢ 9:45 PM
(fixed route) Ridec Colma BART 8:00 AM¢ 8:45 PM
SamTran294 | Pacifica , )
(fixed route) Miramontes Point 60 120 530 AMc 9:00 PM
SamTrans FLX | .
Pacifica Linda Mar and 45 N/A 6:15 AMC 6:50 PM

Southern Pacifica
(on demand)
RediCoast 5SOAt QFantd f 6:30 AMc 8:00 PM
(on demand) | Cruz County 8:00 AM¢ 5:00 PM
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SamTrans Route ligthe primary transit service serving the Midcoalstrunsweekday service
connecting Pacifica (just north of the Study Area) to Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Half
Moon Bay, and Pescadero. Weekend service ends at Miramontes Point, before reaching
Pescadero. Route 17 operates along Cypress Avenue, Airport,stneeCapistrano Rda

SamTrans Route 1i8 a school day only bus that runs service connecting Montoss Beach,

El Granada, and Half Moon Bay. Route 18 operates along 6th Street/Harte Street, Sunshine
Valley Road, Etheldore Street, Cypress Avenue, Airport Street, Capistrano Road, Ave Alhambra,
and Highway 1 in the Study Area, operating school daysdstw:00 AM and 9:20 AM and

between 3:15 PM and 4:20 PM. This line runs four buses in the AM and two buses in.the PM

SamTrans Route 294 a regional express bus that operates along Highway 92, connecting Half
Moon Bay to the Hillsdale Caltrain stationSan Mateo. This line operates all days of the week
and is an important regional lirdnd could serve as a connection for visitors to the coast.

SamTrans Routes 110 and 1d@nnect from the Linda Mar Park and Ride to BART stations. This
requires a trangdr for Midcoast residents from Route 17 to the Linda Mar Park and Ride to
these routes.

SamTrang-LX Pacificaervice offers a mix of fixed and flexible routing in the Linda Mar
neighborhood of Pacificad.he shuttle travels clockwise serving bus stopaifthe Linda Mar

Park & Ride along Highway 1 to Crespi Drive, Fassler Avenue, Terra Nova Boulevard, Oddstad
Boulevard and back to Linda Mar Park & Ride. Shopping centers, parks, community centers,
libraries, schools and other key destinations can be aecksding the FLX:LX picks up riders
directly for their homes or other locations within oflf mile of the service route.

SamTrans OnDemangasa pilot microtransit service that launched on May 6, 2019 and skrve
a five squareamile area around the hda Mar community in Pacifica. It replaced the FLX Pacifica
shuttlethrough May 2020Trips wererequested via smartphone applicatioenablingreaktime
dispatching and routing of vehicles to pickup and dafplocations. The SamTrans customer
service cater is also equipped to process trip requests over the phone. Semasavailable
between 6:15 AM and 6:30 PMnDemand ultimately served fewer overall passengers,
operated more vehicle revenue miles, garnered more customer complaints and required highe
operating costs. The pilot analysis determined that OnDenvaasl not asffective for school
serviceor first/last mile trips.

RediCoasts a paratransit servicinat provides curkto-curb transportation for disabled citizens
f A@AY 3 0S i ¢ $0Sh¢ nobitSa@diitie Qarder{of SarRaSCruz Coutatyhe south.
Travel outside of these areas is possityepre-arrangingwith other paratransit providers (e.g.
RediWheels for eastern San Mateo County, Outreach for Santa Clara CountyQéiehns
qualify for RediCoast servicaader certain accessibility conditions.
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Route 17 bus stop at California Avenue and Etheldore Street in Moss Beach

TransitStop Amenitie
Most bus stops are identified by a pole with sigrthe study area. Some are lacking ADA
accessible boarding platforms, and very few have benches or shelters

SamTran&idership Trends

In 2018,SamTransompleted theCoastside TransBtudy'® which studied bus service on the
coastsiderecommended new ways to serve residerand identifiedfuture avenues of study.

The study reported that 389% of Midcoast households own cars, indicating there is a very low
G G NIRYSAISH RSy G ¢ L2 Lidafver prdpényity tb §oR trafisi. dEke Studyffound

that ridership declined on atlbastside routes in 2017 compared to 20Raute 17 had the

largest drop in ridership with a 28 percent drop in the ridership per service Rawute 294 was

the leastproductive at 7.1 riders per service hour, followed closely by the FLX Pacifica route at
8 passengers per service hoRoute110is among thenost productive in terms of ridership

per service hour a27 ridersper service hour.

I SamTrans Coastside Access Study webpage. Available at:
https://www.samtrans.com/Planning/Planning_and_Research/Coastside_Transit_StudyAuoelssed 12/1/20)
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Cabrillo Unified Schdblstrict Student Transportation

At one point, theCabrillo Unified School Distrigtovided school bus service for students
travelingto Farallone View Elementary Schable District currently and will continue to

provide transportation services to studes with special need$roviding dedicated bus service

is costly to theDistrict, especially with budget cuts and adapting to distance learning during the
COVIBL9 pandemicThe District anticipates reduced demand for transit servicesrasently
changed its approach to school choice, allowing more residents to attend the school closer to
their homeand student @rollment is projected to decreadsy 347 student¥ over the next

five years.

Discussion

Currently, none of the fixed route transibutes hare enough ridership to meet SamTrans
minimum ridership goal nor for provision of amenities at stopMidcoast stakeholders
indicated that frequent and direct access to BART stations was the highest transit service
priority while some requested miday and weekend service to reach other activiti€thers
requestedcoordination between SamTrans and Cabrillo Unified School District to ensure transit
serves student needs, including to reach aftehool activitiesand is safe for students with
additional staff or chaperone suppodditional transit service (particularly for major visitor
events), improved stop access, enhanced bus stop amenities, and targeted marketing could
serve to increase transit ridership within the area. Every transji sbuldbe viewed as an
opportunity to provide an enhanced and effective pedestrian crossing, since transit users
typically need to cross the street at either the beginning or the end of their trips.

16 Projected enrollments 2020 to 2025, November 12, 2020 Cabrilléedrichool District Board Presentation by
Thomas Williams of Enrollment Projection Consultants

7SamTrans 2016 Title VI Program, p.G10 (p.95 of 270). Criteria is stops with more than 200 passengers boarding
per day for shelters and benches.
(https://www.samtrans.com/Assets/TitleVI/SamTrans+2016+Title+VI+Program+Complete.pdf)
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EXISTING TRANSPORIMPERFORMANCE ©RD
DEFICKCIES

In order to identify potential improvements, the project team first assessed existing conditions
based on the current and recommended performance standésde Chapter 5 for definitions)
This section describes the findings of this analgss exising deficiencies

Data, including vehicle volumes and turning movements to calcubastirgconditions Level of
ServicgLOSwascollectedfor 23 intersections along Highwayl and 92n 2014.The
intersection LOS analysis was conducted using the criestassedn the Current Performance
Standardssectionon page49.

Table21includesthe followinginformation by peak period

9 Intersectbn location

1 Control Type Describes the type of control at each intersection, including-tvey
stop control on the minor street (TWSC) or signalized

1 Delayc Is the additional travel time experienced by a driver that is attributable to the
presence of araffic signal and/or conflicting traffic.

1 Level of Service

1 Warrant analysig Whether the intersection meets conditions necessary for a peak
hour signal warrant, per the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices

All signalized intersections tin the Midcoast region operate above LOS C; however, several
unsignalized intersections along Highway 1 have minor street approaches that operate below
LOS D during weekday peak periods or below LOS E during weekend peak peritus
existingperformance standardsThese are denoted in red in the table.

All intersections that operate below thexistingperformancestandard are minostreet, stop
controlled and only have one lane of approablone of the intersections operating below the
existing performancstandard meeta peakhour signal warrantOnly Cypress Avenue has more
than 50 vehicles per hour on an approach turning onto Highwahé/ 2 dzy Dra&ftQ &
Intersection Control Evaluation alysis found thaCypress Avenue and Highway 1 mdbts8-
hour vehicular volume warrant (Warran) and 4hour vehicular volume warrant (Warrant.%)

Highway 92 and Skyline Boulevard (west) does not rieeexistingperformance standard for
intersectin LOS during any perip8kyline Boulevard has a channelizeeld right turn onto
Highway92 and less than 50 vehicles turning left ohtighway92. Neither Skyline Boulevard
nor Muddy Road/Ox Mountain Landfill Roaet signal warrargso are not consided
deficientunder the proposed performance standard for intersection LOS

8 wWarrant definitions irthe Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(https://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/htm/2009/part4/part4c.htn)
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Table21: Existing Conditions Intersection Level of Service

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Weekend (Midday) Peak Hour

Control Meets Meets Meets

Street Names Type Delay LOS | Peak Hour| Delay LOS | Peak Hour| Delay LOS Peak Hour
Warrant? Warrant? Warrant?

HIGHWAY 1
SR1/2nd St Twsc | 161 (WB)| C N 15.7 (WB) C N 22.4 (WB) C N
SR1 / 7th St TWSC | 12.6 (EB) B N 13 (EB) B N 14.8 (EB) B N
SR1 / 8th St Twsc | 187wB)| C N 32.5 (WB) D N 45.3 (WB) E N
SR1/ 16th St TWSC | 316(EB)| C N 305 ER) |G N 42.6 (WB) E N
SR1/ Carlos St TWSC | 12.3 (WB) B N 12.1 (WB) B N 12.7 (WB) B N
SR1 / Vallemar St TWSC | 17.6 (EB) C N 24.5 (WB) C N 21.8 (WB) C N
SR1 / California Ave Twsc | 256(wB)| D N 44.4 (WB) N 53.7 (WB) N
SR1 / Virginia Ave Twsc | 226 (wWB)| C N 38.5 (WB) N 57.1 (WB) N
SRL / Vermont Ave (WB) Twsc | 275wB)| D N 45 (WB) N 50.1 (EB) N
SR1 / Cypress Ave (EB) Twsc | 44.2EB) [IEN N 104.6 (WB) N 146 (EB) N
SR1 / St Etheldore St Twsc | 232wB)| C N 34.1 (WB) D N 37.1 (WB) E N
SR1 / Capistrano Rd (North) TWSC | 17.4 (EB) C N 22.1 (EB) C N 30.6 (EB) D N
SR1 / Coral Reef Ave TwsC | 163 (WB) C N 24.5 (WB) C N 28.7 (WB) D N
SR1 / Capistrano Rd (South) Signalized  19.1 B N/A 17.5 B N/A 20.7 C N/A
SR1 / Coronado St Signalized 217 C N/A 14.4 B N/A 11.4 B N/A
Obispo Rd / Coronado St TWSC | 12.9 (EB) B N 10.2 (WB) B N 12.3 (WB) B N
SRL / Magellan Ave TWSC | 53.5 (EB) N 78.5 (EB) N 102.2 (EB) N
SR1 / Medio Ave TWSC | 104.5 (WB) N 73.9 (WB) N 254.8 (WB) N
SR1 / Miramar Dr TWSC | 21.3(EB)| C N 917 (EB) N 46.9 (EB) N
SR1 / Mirada Rd Twsc | 126.2(wB)| F N 112.7 (WB) N 282.3 (WB) N
HIGHWAY 92
SR92 / Muddy RdOx Mt Landfill) | TWSC | 64.7 (SB) N 92.6 (SB) N 33.5 (SB) N
SR92 / Skline Blvd (WestUppe) | TWSC | 35.5 (NB) N 72.9 (NB) N 626.9 (NB) N
SR92 / SR35 (EastLowe) Signalized  11.7 B N/A 22.0 C N/A 41.9 D N/A
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Notes:

ISignalizedntersections and allvay stop controlled (AWSC) intersections are reported by the average delay and LOS for the intersecticay; stap
controlled (TWSC) intersections are reported with the worst approach's delay and LOS

2Section 4C.04 of the @AUTCDdescribes the conditions necessary to meet a peak hour signal wahtps:(/dot.ca.gov/-~/media/dot-
media/programs/safetyprograms/documents/camutcd/rev-5/camutcd2014part4-revs.pd)

3DKS prepared a Draft Intersection Control Evaluation memorandum for the intersection of Cypress Avenue and Highiayetsection was found to
meet signal warrants 1 and 2 based data cokction completed ir2019.
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As described on pag#t, roadway Level of Service is based on the vol(whand capacityc) of
the roadway segmentyhere capacity is defined by the number of lanes per direction and the
volume is measured he v/cis then calculated and compared to the threshold radgecribed

in the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) Congestion Management Ptbgram
existingLOShresholds are imTablel6 on page45; roadway LOS D is acceptable for peak
weekdayperiods and LOS E is acceptable for weekend periods.

Deficient roadway segmentgcording to the existing performance standaate highlighted in
red inTable22. All roadway segments are considered sufficialang Highway 1 except for
Coronado Seetto Medio Avaiue, Medio Avenueto Miramar Dive, and Miramar Dwe and
MiradaRoadduring the weekday peak period®n Highway 92, the segments between R Rd
and Muddy Road, and Muddy Road and Skyline Blvd arédewad deficient during the
weekday peak periods.
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Table22: Existing Conditions Roadway Segment Level of Service

AM PM Weekend (Midday)
Location Class Capacity (\\//ce)lrl:/r:r(; v/c LOS (\\//er?/?r()a vic LOS (\\//ZLU/';]:; vic LOS
Highway 1
1st St and 2nd St Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 963 | 0.34 D 1,401 | 0.50 D 1,426 | 0.51 D
2nd St and 7th St Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 965 | 0.34 D 1,357 | 0.48 D 1,395 | 0.50 D
7th St and 9th St Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 930 | 0.33 D 1,227 | 0.44 D 1,424 | 051 D
9th St and Carlos St Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 893 | 0.32 C 1,237 | 0.44 D 1512 | 0.54 D
Carlos St and Vallemar St Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,058 | 0.38 D 1,298 | 0.46 D 1,496 | 0.53 D
Vallemar St and California St Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,018 | 0.36 D 1,247 | 0.45 D 1,454 | 0.52 D
California St and Vermont St Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,205 | 0.43 D 1,355 | 0.48 D 1,518 | 0.54 D
Vermont St and Cypress Ave Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,182 | 0.42 D 1,394 | 0.50 D 1,540 | 0.55 D
Cypress Ave and Etheldore St Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,123 | 0.40 D 1,356 | 0.48 D 1,544 | 0.55 D
Etheldore St and Capistrano Rd N Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,181 | 0.42 D 1,414 | 0.51 D 1,547 | 0.55 D
Capistrano Rd N and Coral Reef Ay Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,201 | 0.43 D 1,408 | 0.50 D 1,607 | 0.57 E
Coral Reef Ave and Capistrano Rd| TwoLane Highway | 2,800 1,115 | 0.40 D 1,294 | 0.46 D 1,502 | 0.54 D
Capistrano Rd S and Coronado St | Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,132 | 0.40 D 1,442 | 0.52 D 1,250 | 0.45 D
Coronado St and Medio Ave Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,662 | 0.59 1,947 | 0.70 2,017 | 0.72 E
Medio Ave and Miramar Dr Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,682 | 0.60 1,961 | 0.70 2,112 | 0.75 E
Miramar Dr and Mirada Rd Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,650 | 0.59 1,932 | 0.69 2,205 | 0.79 E
Highway 92
R Rd and Muddy Road Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,670 | 0.60 1,873 | 0.67 1,689 | 0.60 E
Muddy Road and Skyline Blvd Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,663 | 0.59 1,890 | 0.68 1,553 | 0.55 D
Skyline Blvd and SR 35 Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,259 | 0.45 D 1,220 | 0.44 1,258 | 0.45 D
SR 35 and280 Two-Lane Highway | 2,800 1,495 | 0.53 D 1,705 | 0.61 1,859 | 0.66 E
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Connect the Coastside proposes using the Delay Index to meamdeay segment
performance(see pagé?2). ADelay Index was calculated for Highway 1 corrfdam 15t Street
in Montara to Mirada Road in Miramaaind forHighway 9Zrom west ofOx MtLandfill Rod,
near theCity ofHalf Moon Bayorder,to east ofHighway 92 and Highwab (Lower)
intersection.

Most Highway 1 intersections are uncontrolled, resulting in lowpefik freeflow travel times.
Although certain segments have slower traffic during peak hours, the entire corridor is
evaluated as one segmetn calculatethe Delay Index andetermineimpact. Under existing
conditions, both directions of travel along Highway 1 show a Delay lmelexthe proposed
performancestandard of 2.0 for all time periods. While discrete segmaiaag Highway 1 are
not held to any defined standard, it can be noted that none of them currently exceed the
standard.ForHighway92,the entire segment in the study arealislowthe standard of 2.0
during all periods.

This reflects that most of delaycours at intersections, which have a separate (LOS) evaluation

metric and standardMeasures to reduce delay ftine highwaysare thereforemosteffective at
the corridor level. Delay Indesaluesandtraveltimes are providd below
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Table23: Existing Conditions Delay Index for Highway 1

FREE FLOW AM Midday (Weekend) PM
Travel | Delay| Travel Delay | Travel| Delay
Highway 1- Southbound Travel Time | Time | Index| Time Index | Time | Index
1st Street to 16th Street 01:00 00:29 | 0.49 00:33 0.55 | 00:32 | 0.53
16th Street to Capistrano (North) 02:59 03:40 | 1.23 03:56 1.32 | 03:50 | 1.28
Capistrano (North) to Mirada Rog 02:29 03:10 | 1.27 03:21 1.35 | 03:16 | 1.31
Total 06:28 07:19 | 1.13 07:50 1.21 | 07:37| 1.18
Travel | Delay| Travel Delay | Travel| Delay
Highway 1- Northbound Travel Time | Time | Index| Time Index | Time | Index
Mirada Road to Capistrano (Nortl 02:36 03:05| 1.18 03:29 1.34 | 03:27 | 1.32
Capistrano (North) to 16th Street 02:59 03:24 | 1.14 03:27 1.16 | 03:28 | 1.16
16th Street to 1sStreet 00:54 01:00 | 1.11 01:00 1.10 | 00:56 | 1.04
Total 06:29 07:28 | 1.15 07:56 1.22 | 07:51| 1.21
~ Free Flow is segment length divided by the speed limit and an output of Synchro
Table24: Existing Conditions Delay Indexkoghway 92
FREE Midday
FLOW~ AM (Weekend) PM
Travel | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay
Highway 92 Time Time Index | Time Index | Time Index
HMB City Limit to-280 Ramp (EB) 0842 | 1251 | 1.48 | 12551 | 1.48 | 12:43 | 1.46
I-280 Ramp to HMB City Limit (WB) 08:42 12:25 1.43 12:25 1.43 12:49 1.47
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PROJECTHBANSPORTATIOBINDITIONS

In order to identify future transportation deficiena@di.e., where performance measures are
not met), the project team had to develop future travel forecasts at intersections and along
roadway segments. The forecasts for future traffic demandveekdaysvere developed using
the San Mateo County C/CAG A Travel Demand Moddihe Travel Demand model can
forecast traffic volumes for a general area called a Transportation Analysig Zan¥seemap
on page38). Sincehaving areawide volumesdoes not tell us the daal impact on key
performance indicators at specific locations, the Furness prétess used to spreathe
volumes out taintersections along the corridor based on land use. The general process for
projecting future transportation conditionsn weekdayss as follows:

1. Run travel demand model for current year (2024 )Existingweekday peak houtraffic
volumes

2. Run travel demand model for horizon year (20A0forecastedveekday peak hour
traffic volumes based on regional growth and other factdrg TAZ

3. Update travel demand modé&br horizon year (2040)ith Maximum Buildout Forecast
land useA Forecastedveekday peak houtraffic volumes based on assumption of
Maximum Buildoutby TAZ

4. Computethe future segment volumes by adding growttlated trafficto existing
volumes, and use the Furness process to assign volumes to interse&tibosecasted
weekday peak houtraffic volumes by intersection and segment

5. Analyze the forecasted traffic data using additional software (e.g., Syaciaro
Simtraffig A Foreastedweekday peak hour intersectioand roadwayLevel of
Serviceand delay

The C/CAG Travel Demand Model is intended to represent conditions on an average weekday,
rather than modeling weekend travel conditions. Therefore, the project team used a different
approach to determine future weekend traffic volumé&$e general procedsr projecting

future transportation conditions on weekends is as follows:

1. Conduct 7dayvehicle counts along Highways 1 and®Determineweekdaymidday
and Saturday midday peakour volumesconversion factor

2. Use updated travel demand models for 204@hwWaximum Buildout Forecasind
apply conversion factao weekday model volumeisito weekend modeVolumesbased
on countsA Forecasted weekend peak hour traffic volumes

Y1 3aSaaAry3d aONARLI RAAGNROGdzIAZ2YE A& LINIL 2F (GKS (NI yaLR2N

origin with destinations in differentzy S& (2 ONBFGS | GGNAL) YIGNAEZE 2N KS

origins and destinations. The Furness method is a matrix modification method used to extrapolate trip distribution
based on future growth.
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3. Compute the future segment volumes by adding growth to existing volumes, and use
the Furness process to assign volumes to intersectiprisorecastedveekend peak
hour traffic volumes by intersection and segment
4. Analyze the forecasted traffic data using additional software (e.g., Syaciro
SimtraffiQ A Forecastedveekendpeak hour intersection and roadway segmehevel
of Serviceand delay

The results of the transportation analysis based on the projected Maximum Buildout Forecast is
described further in the following sectioiiravel demand models are just thatmodelsg and

all modelshave limitationsTravel demand modelsannot replicatehe nuancesof human

behavior andravel choice, nor can they effectively consider tipfiysicalenvironment.The

purpose of the model is to provide a sense of what will happen basdtefuture changes

that is reasonable based on the assumptions.

There are two ways growth affects transportation conditions:

1. Increase in number of vehicles wanting to access highwigs within the Study Area
causingincreased delaysDevelopment within the Study Area increases the number of
vehicles wanting to turn on Highwa$ and 92 fronside streets withirthe Study Area.
This growth is spread along multiple access points but can result in increased delay at
intersections along Highwayl and 92, most of which only have a single lane of access
and are controlled by minestreet stop signs.

2. Growth in regional passhrough traffic, leading to increased congestiolVhile
development within the Study Area results iniaorease in traffic volumes along
Highway 1, somgaffic is also due to regional pasisrough trips which do nostart or
endwithin the Study Area

The sections below descrilvehentransportation conditiondecome deficientunder the
MaximumBuildoutForecasbased orthe existing and recommendgeerformance standards.

Intersection Level of Service

Connect the Coastside useersectionLOS Dor intersections during the weekday peak heur
and LOS E for weekepeak hoursas the performancstandard per the Local Coastal

Program The operation of study intersections undéiaximumBuildoutForecast conditionas
compared to Existing Conditiorsshownin Table25. Intersections thabperate below the LOS

D during weekday peak periods or below LOS E during weekend peak periods are denoted in
red.

UnderMaximumBuildoutForecast onditions the sgnalized intersection of Highwayahd
Coronado Street will operate at LOS D duringwieekday peak hoursThe majority of
unsignalized intersections along Highway 1 have minor street approachewithaperate

below the LOS D standardll of theseuna A Ay I £t AT SR AYy(iSNaRSOlA2Yya
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controlled and only have one lane of approach. Of these intersections, California Avenue and

Cypress Avenuare projected tchave more than 75 vehicles per hour on an approach turning

onto Highway 1 and safly signal warrargt 1 and 2inder Maximum Buildout Forecast

conditons2 KAt S | RRAY3 I RRAGAZ2Y I | LIINRFOK flySa Yl
turning vehicles onto Highway 1, the maause for intersection&iling LOSInder Maximum

Buildout Forecasconditionsh & G KS KA 3IK (GKNRdzZAK @2f dzyS +f2y3 |
turning vehicles on the minor streeheeding to wait a long time for a sufficient gap between

cars to safely enter Highway 1. This could be mitigated by controlling interseatitim high

minor street volumes and combining low volume minor street approagitesre feasible.
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Table25: Maximum Buildout Forecast Intersection Level of Service Compared to Existing Intersection Level of Service

Weekend (Midday)

q
AM Peak Hour LOS| PM Peak Hour LOS Peak Hour LOS

I e L =
Highway 1

SR1/2nd St° TWSC C(D) C C C
SR1/7th St TWSC C(D) C B C B C B
SR1/ 8th St° TWSC C(D) C D E
SR1/ 16" St TWSC C(D) C E
SR-1/ Carlos St TWSC C(D) C B C B C B
SR1/ Vallemar St° TWSC C(D) D C C E C
SR1 / California Ave® TWSC C(D) D

SR1 / Virginia Ave® TWSC C(D) C

SR1/Vermont Ave (WB)° TWSC C(D) D

SR1 / Cypress Ave (EB)° TWSC C(D)

SR1 / Etheldore St (South)° TWSC C(D) C D C E
SR1 / Capistrano Rd (North) TWSC C(D) C C C C D D
SR1 / Coral Reef Ave® TWSC C(D) C C D
SR1 / Capistrano Rd (South) Signalized C(D) C B C B C C
SR1 / Coronado St° Signalized C(D) C B E B
Obispo Rd / Coronado St TWSC C(D) B B B B B B
SR1 / Magellan Ave® TWSC C(D)

SR1 / Medio Ave® TWSC C(D)

SR1 / Miramar Dr° TWSC C(D) C E
SR1 / Mirada Rd° TWSC C(D)

Highway 92

SR92 / Ox Mt. Landfill Rd TWSC C(D) D
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SR92 / Skyline BlvdWest, TWSC cO)
Upper)
SR92 / SR35 East,Lower) Signalized C(D)

Notes:
1LOS standard provided within parenthesis are for any one individual movement
2Signalized intersections aradl way stopcontrolled @WSC) are reported by tHeOSor the intersection; tweway stop controlled (TWSC) intersections are

NBLIZ2NIGSR gAGK (levslofgavidd G I LILINR I OKQ4&
°Intersection falls below thexisting intersectiohOS standardnder maximum buildout forecast conditions
" Level of Service analgsvas done as part of draft Intersection Control Evaluation memos; LOS for existing and buildout for each time penpmitaecefos

HCM 2010 TWSC
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Roadway Level of Service

Table26 shows roadway segment LOS under Maximum Buildout Forecast conditions compared
to existing conditionsLocal Coastal PrograRolicy 2.43 sets LOS D as the acceptable level of
service for roadwga segments duringveekdaypeak periods, and LOS E as acceptable during
weekend (recreationgbeak periods when assessing the need for road expansion.

Under Maximum Buildout Forecast Conditiphsth Highways 1 and 92 do not meet the
defined LOS standard for any roadway segment. These are highlighted in red. This is due to the
forecasted higkthrough volumes on Highways 1 and €nnect the Coastside does not
recommend using Roadway Level oh&= as a performance measure moving forward.
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Table26: Maximum Buildout Forecast Roadway Segment Level of S€aticpared to Existing Roadway Segment Level of Service

AM PM Weekend (Midday)
Max. . Max. . Max. .
. . Max | Max. | Existing Max | Max. | Existing Max | Max. | Existing
Location Class Capacity | Volume vic LOS LOS Volume vic LOS LOS Volume vic LOS LOS
(veh/hr) (veh/hr) (veh/hr)
Highway 1
istStand 2nds{ | Wwolane 2800 1867 | 0.67 D 2162 | 0.77 D 2421 | 086 | E D
Highway
ond Stand 7ths| WoLkane 1 oen0 | 1688 | 0.60 D 1940 | 0.69 D 2265 | 081 | E D
Highway
7th Stand oth St| | wolane 2800 1737 | 0.62 D 2019 | 0.72 D 2297 | 082 | E D
Highway
9th Stand Carlog  Twolane 2800 1886 | 0.67 C 2154 | 0.77 D 2397 | 086 | E D
St Highway
Carlos Stand Twolane 2800 1876 | 0.67 D 2151 | 0.77 D 2396 | 086 | E D
Vallemar St Highway
Vallemar Stand | TwoLane 2800 1800 | 0.64 D 2068 | 0.74 D 2323 | 083 | E D
California St Highway
California Stand) ~ Twolane 2800 1873 | 0.67 D 2166 | 0.77 D 2428 | 087 | E D
Vermont St Highway
VermontStand | Twolane | ,gqy | 1955 | (70 D 2178 | 0.78 D 2388 | 085 | E D
Cypress Ave Highway
Cypress Ave and Two-Lane
T e ot Highway 2800 1871 | 0.67 D 2136 | 0.76 D 2428 | 087 | E D
Etheldore Stand) ~ TwoLane 2800 1756 | 0.63 D 2312 | 0.83 D 2061 | 074 | E D
Capistrano Rd N Highway
Capistrano Rd N TwolLane
and Coral Reef . 2800 1637 | 0.58 D 2264 | 0.81 D 1961 | 070 | E E
Highway
Ave
Coral Reef Ave Twolane
and Capistrano ) 2800 1598 | 0.57 D 2170 | 0.78 D 2059 | 074 | E D
Highway
Rd S
Capistrano Rd S| Twolane 2800 1835 | 0.66 D 2244 | 0.80 D 2201 | 082 | E D
and Coronado St  Highway
Coronado Stand ~ Twolane 2800 2505 | 0.89 2897 | 1.03 2925 | 1.04 E
Medio Ave Highway
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Mgdlo Ave and TvyoLane 2800 2559 0.91
Miramar Dr Highway

Miramar Dr and Two-Lane

Mirada Rd Highway 2800 2596 0.93
Highway 92

R Rd and Muddy| TvyoLane 2800 2078 074
Road Highway

Muddy Road and Two-Lane

Skyline Blvd Highway | 2800 | 2156 | 077
Skyline Blvd and| Two-Lane

SR 35 Highway 2800 2657 0.95
SR35and280 | WoLAn® | g0 | 2237 | 0.80

Highway

2955 1.06
2743 0.98
2360 0.84
2474 0.88
3030 1.08
2516 0.90

2962 1.06 E
3190 1.14 E
2266 0.81 E E
2457 0.88 E D
3117 1.11 - D
2669 0.95 E E
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Delay Index

Adelay index was calculated for study segments along entire lengths of Higthveayl 92
within the study areainder Maximum Buildout Forecast conditioper the proposed use of
the Delay Index as a performes measure

Delay Index antraveltimes for study segments along Highway 1 &hghway92 under
MaximumBuildoutForecasConditionscompared to existing conditionge@shownon the next
page.TheHighway 1 southbound segment exceeds the delay ip#gformancestandard of
2.0 during the weekday PM peak hour, mainly on the southern portion of the foone
Capistrano (North) to Mirada RoaHighway 92 meets thdelay indexperformancestandard of
2.0 for the entire route under both existing and Maximum Buildout Forecast conditions.
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Table27: Maximum Buildout Foreca&tonditions Delay Indé&xompared to Existing Conditidios Highway 1

FREE
FLOW~ EXISTING MAXIMUM BUILDOUT*
Midday
AM (Weekend) PM AM Midday (Weekend) PM
Highway 1- Travel | Travel| Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel Delay Travel
Southbound Time Time | Index Time Index | Time | Index | Time Index Time Index Time | Delay Index
1stStreet to 16th
Street 01:00 | 00:29 | 0.49 00:33 0.55 | 00:32 | 0.53 00:34 0.58 00:48 0.80 00:39 0.66
16th Street to
Capistrano (North) 02:59 | 03:40 | 1.23 03:56 1.32 | 03:50 | 1.28 03:34 1.19 04:02 1.35 03:41 1.23
Capistrano
(North) to Mirada
Road 02:29 | 03:10 | 1.27 03:21 135 | 03:16 | 1.31 05:43 2.30 07:45 3.12 10:39 4.28
Total 06:28 | 07:19 | 1.13 07:50 1.21 | 07:37 | 1.18 09:51 1.52 12:35 1.94 14:59 2.32
Highway 1- Travel | Travel| Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel Delay Travel
Northbound Time Time | Index Time Index | Time | Index | Time Index Time Index Time | Delay Index
Mirada Road to
Capistrano (North) 02:36 | 03:05| 1.18 03:29 1.34 | 03:27 | 1.32 03:29 1.34 04:54 1.88 04:32 1.74
Capistrano
(North) to 16th Street| 02:59 | 03:24 | 1.14 03:27 1.16 | 03:28 | 1.16 03:15 1.09 03:20 1.12 03:24 1.14
16th Street to 1st
Street 00:54 | 01:00 | 1.11 01:00 1.10 | 00:56 | 1.04 01:09 1.28 01:08 1.25 01:06 1.21
Total 06:29 | 07:28 | 1.15 07:56 122 | 0751 | 1.21 07:53 1.22 09:22 1.44 09:01 1.39

~ Free Flow is segment length divided by $peed limit and an output of Synchro
* In Maximum Buildout conditions, segments that do not meet the delay index standard of 2.0 are highlighted in red
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Table28: Maximum Buildout Forecast Conditions Delay Index Compared to §Xistiditions for Highwa§2

FREE
FLOW~ EXISTING MAXIMUM BUILDOUT*
Midday Midday
AM (Weekend) PM AM (Weekend) PM

Travel Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay | Travel | Delay
Highway 92 Time Time Index Time Index Time Index Time Index Time Index Time Index
HMB City Limit to-280 Ramp (EB) 08:42 12:51 1.48 12:51 1.48 12:43 1.46 12:48 1.47 12:39 1.45 12:40 1.46
[-280 Ramp to HMB City Limit (WB ~ 08:42 12:25 1.43 12:25 1.43 12:49 1.47 12:21 1.42 12:44 1.46 12:45 1.47

~Free Flow is segment length divided by the speed limit and an output of Synchro

* In Maximum Buildout conditions, segments that do not meet the delay index standard of 2.0 are highlightegath oetHighway 92 meets thresholds
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Based on the guidelineiscussean pages3, the following concerns should be addressasl

safety concernand the need for multimodal facilitiesill increasein the Maximum Buildout
Forecast conditiomndare critical to reduceraffic congestiorand meettheO2 Y Y dzy A G & Q&
and goals

w Driving

o Conflicting pavement markings (e.qg., aftn pockets) and lack of pavement
markings leadto increased speedsnd sdety concerns, and drivezonfusion
adding to congestion

w Parking

o Poor parking utilization due to lack of signage and pavement maskiegd to

poor occupancat existing lotsand congestion as drivers circle for parking
w Walking Network

o Lack of continuity in sidewalks and pathwaysatesan inhospitable walking
environment deterring both visitors and residents to walk for short trifise to
school or to thePost Office

w Palestrian Crossings

o Few controllel marked crossings of Highway and 92nearimportant
destinations such as recreationakreas, trailheads, bus stops and to/from
parking lots creates additional safety concerns and deters walking.

o Existing marked crossiatpck supportive safety infrastructure for the volumes
and speeds along highwaygeating safety concerns and further deterring
walking.

w Bikeways

o Few designated bikeways (most are Class Ill Signed Bike Randdg)le bicycle

parking makes bicyclirgs a primary mode dfansportation challenging.
w Trails

o California Coastal Trailastate and regional priority and imcompleteand lacks
aconsistentlydefined alignment

o Trailswill continue to bemajor trip-generatorswith additional traitroadway
crossings and amenities needed. Trails often follow roadway network
alignments, so must be considered in any transportation recommendations.

w Transit

o Low frequency of busetack of amenitie at bus stops, and limited hours of
operation detertransit ridership for those who have the option to drj\end do
not serve students well

0 Lack of visitosserving transit options to travel to Midcoast or get around while
there encourages driving as the primary mode for visitors to the coast.
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BACKGROUND

This chapter includesroposed projects, policies and programs intendedrteet community
identified need;, offset the demand for all new vehicle trips generated by new residential
development on Highway 1, Highway 92, and relevantllsttaets during commuter peak

periods and peak recreation perigasndto mitigate forexisting and futurcR S @St 2 LIYSy i Qa

significant adverse cumulative impacts on public access to the beaches of the Midcoast region
of San Mateo Countyt is important to note that just because a location does not meet a
deficiency as defined by the current and proposed perfanogastandardst does not mean a
recommendation is not appropriat&kecommended projects are intended to address

community needs and traffic safety concerns, which are not captured by the current and
proposed performance standards. Accordinglpnnect tle Coastside includes project

proposals to improve walking, bidyng, transit service and driving to improve mobility and

safety for Midcoast residents.

/| 2yySOG GKS /21aiaiRSQa LINRBLRASR LINR2SOGax
preliminary and athe planninglevel. Some projects are not intended for implementation in

the nearterm, as they would address future deficiencies. It is beyond the scope of this Plan to
develop final designs and engage at the individual pregetl; graphics depictingrojects are
conceptual only and not reflective of final desigxil. projects involving construction will require

a community engagement process and detailed design process that will consider
environmental, regulatory, topographic, fiscal and other coaisits.

Quantifyingmode shifswhen newactive transportatiorfacilities are providedvhere they did
not existis challengingtherefore, Connect the Coastsidmnnotprojectthe benefits froma
modal shift. Asnore effective data collection ar@halysigools emerge, future updates to this
plan will include assessmentsmtiltimodal improvements

This chapter is organized as follows:
1 Developing Recommendations (pa@®
1 Recommended Infrastructure and Service Improvements (8&ye summary tables
and maps, followed by recommendations organized by mode
1 Mitigated Transportation Performance (pa@83) ¢ results of analysis incorporating
infrastructure recommendations
Recommended Planning Studies (pa§6)
Recommended Policies and Programsy@b42)
Recommended Standards and Evaluatjoagel52)
Other Efforts to Improve Transportation Conditions (pa§4)

= =4 -4
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DEVELOPING RECOMMENDONS

Connecti KS / 2| ai aA RS Qdomdivm 2aviodsSsygurcesiatideybéen refined
over time. In general, recommendations wereeloped as follows:

1.

2.

7.
8.

Determine where deficiencies occurexisting and projected (Maximum Buildout
Forecast) conditionbased orthe performance standards

Gatherinformation on transportatbn concerns, priorities, and potentiptojectsfrom
stakeholders, such as Technical Advisory Committee, Midcoast Community Council, and
community members.

Reviewrelevant pastand ongoingplansand studiego inform recommendationssuch

as Highway Bafety and Mobility Improvement Study (Phases 1 and 2), Unincorporated
San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan, and Plan Princeton
Reviewforthcomingtransportation projects led by other actors, such as Caltrans, and
proposed development projectsich as Big Wave.

Identify limitations to potential projectecommendationssuch asopography
environmental resourceand available righof-way.

Identify a suite ofpotential improvementdased on findings to meet proposed

standards whileadvancing community goals.

Share potential improvements with stakeholders for feedback and refinement.

Develop the final list afecommendationsn Connect the Coastside.

The potential improvementare based upon the ability to addregerformance standard
deficiendes(existing and projectedpreliminaryfeasibility, cost, consistency with thecal
Coastal Progrartincluding environmental consideratiopgommunity charactertraffic safety,
and ability to reduce overall demand for driving

92



RECOMMENDHENFRASTRUCTURID SERVICE
IMPROVEMENTS

Recommendedmprovements are intendetb increasemobility, address safety concernand
resolveperformance standard deficiencies. Improvemeats detailed in separate sectiors/
mode (roadway(R) pedestrian (Pe)bikeways(B), transit(T), parking(Pa) recreational trails
and othel, and are not in any particular order of prioritythin each sectionThe following
table summarizes recommendatign®llowed by a series of maps bgmmunity, and then
detailed discussion of each proje@tis section concludes withperformance standards
assessment.

Table29: Recommended Infrastructure Projects

Proj.
#
R1
R2

R3

R4

R5
R6
R7

R8

R9

R10

R11

R12

R13

Project Name

Highway 1 Shoulder
Treatment

Highway 1 Side Street
Stop Signs

Gray Whale Cove Turn
and Acceleration Lanes

Highway 1 Turn and
Acceleration Lanes at 8th
Street

16th St/ Highway 1
Intersection Control
California Ave / Highway
1 Intersection Control
Cypress Ave / Highway 1
Intersection Control

Main Street Traffic
Calming and
Bicycle/Pedstrian
Connectivity

Carlos StreeRealignment
to 16th Street

Carlos Street Traffic
Calming

Highway 92 / Highway 35
(East, Lower) Intersectior
Improvements

Highway 92 / Highway 35
(West, Upper)
Intersection Control
Highway 92 Truck Signs

Brief Description

Construct consistent shoulder treatment of curb and gutter in "Villagt
YR GCNAYy3AS¢ Ay RSaA3dIylGiSR | NB
Install stop signs and pavement markings at all side streeS&Raf
where missing

Install leftturn bay with painted island to provide storage area for-eft
turn movements in and out of Gray Whale Cove parking lot (from
southbound Highway 1) and acceleration langum left out of parking
lot and continue southbound on Highway 1

Modify striping to create lefturn lane into 8th St from Highway 1
southbound and acceleration lane out of 8th Sttntinue Highway 1
southbound

Intersection control, with preliminary recommendation of sintdee
roundabout

Intersection controlwith preliminary recommendation of singlane
roundabout

Intersection control, with preliminary recommendation of mtlline
roundabout

Pedestrian access, traffic calming and bicycle improvements in Cent
Montara between 7th and 11th Streets, including: curb extensions,
sidewalks, marked crossings, mini traffic circle, and bike route.

Realign northern terminus of Carlos Street at Highway 1 to connect
16th Street.

Striping, signage, and completion of missing sidewalk, with conversi
to oneway southbound with peking reoriented facing south on Carlos
Street to accommodate the Parallel Trail and calm traffic in central N
Beach

Intersection improvements to facilitate pedestrian andyzxle crossings
and improve signal timing

Add traffic signal and crossing improvements to facilitate connection
for trail users and turning movements for motorists.

"Trucks Use Right Lane" signage along Highway 92

93

Community
All
All

North of
Montara

Montara

Moss
Beach
Moss
Beach
Moss
Beach
Montara

Moss
Beach
Moss
Beach

Highway 92

Highway 92

Highway 92



R14  Highway 92 Lefturn Provide leftturn pockets at local businesses on Highway 92 Highway 92

Pockets

Pel New and Improved Improve exsting and add new pedestrian crossings on Highways 1 a All
Crossings of Highways 1 92 including marked crossiawith flashing beaconsvercrossing of
and 92 Highway 1 / south of Carlos St, and improve Highway 1 / Coronado

Pe2  Highway 1 Multimodal Connected walking and bicycling facilities along the east side of Higl All
Parallel Trail 1 through connected Class | Path, sidewalks, and Class Il Bike Rou

with marked crossings of intersecting streets with the path

Pe3  Midcoast Alignment Recommended California Coastal Trail alignment and improvements All
Completion of Califorai = the Midcoast including: wayfinding signage, Class | Path, Class Il B
Coastal Trail Route, trails, and paths.

Pe4 | Highway 1 Sidewalks in | Add sidewalks in ec#ral Montara and Moss Beach in front of business Montara,
Moss Beach and Montare located on Highway 1 and marked crossings of side streets interseci Moss

with Highway 1 Beach
Pe5 Central Moss Beach Add sidewalk on west side where missing on Etheldore St (north of | Moss
Bicycle and Pedestrian = California Ave) and California Ave (south of Etheldore) to connect to Beach
Improvements existing sidewalks, and add Class Il Bike Route on California Ave fr

Etheldore St to Highway 1
Pe6 @ Montara Safe Routes to | Various improvements to make it easier to walk and bike to Farallon Montara
School View Elementary School, including sidewalks, Class Il Bike Routes,
improved crossings, and stop signs
Pe7 El Granada Safe Routes | Various impreements to make it easier to walk and bike to El Grana( El Granada
School Elementary School and the Wilkinson School, including sidewalks, C
11l Bike Routes, traffic calming, and improved crossings.
Pe8 | Capistrano Road (South)| Improve intersection for pedestrian access including high visibility | El Granada,

Intersection crosswalks, refuge islands and guide signs Princeton
Improvements

Bl Highway 1 Bikeway Bikeway designation on Highway 1 of Class Il Bike Lanes All

B2 Airport Street Bikeway | Bicycle and pedestrian connections from Moss Beach to Princeton v Princeton
and Princeton Cypress and Airport St.
Connections

B3 Capistrano Road Bikewa' Bikeway designations on Capistrano Road, including Class Il Bike F Princeton
with paved shoulders, Class Il Bike Route with sharrows, and Class
Bike Lanes.

B4 Highway 92 Bikeway Bikeway designation on Highway 92 of Class Il and widehimglders | Highway 92
where feasible

B5 Bicycle Parking Install shortterm bicycle parking at key destinations throughout the = All
Midcoast
T1 Transit Stop Ensure all bus stogsave ADA accessible pad, with additional ameniti All
Improvements at higher usettions including benches, shelters, and lighting
T2 Recreational Shuttle Recreational weekend shuttles that run from 1) Hillsdale Caltrain Stz All

to the Midcoastvia Highway 92, continuing north to Gray Whale Cov¢
and returning, and 2) Colma BART to Highways 1 and 92 intersectio
and returning

T3 Increased Midcoast Bus | Additional bus service on the Route 17 and new express bus service All
Service during peak hows between the Midcoast and Colma BART

Pal Upper Gray Whale Cove  Improve parking lot with pervious concrete to improve drainage and North of
Parking Lot increase parking use Montara
Improvements

Pa2 | Wayfinding Install wayfinding signage to help orient drivers to navigate the All

Midcoast, including to find parking
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Map 9: Recommended Infrastructure Improvements North of Montara
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Map 10: Recommended Infrastructure Improvements Montara
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Map 11. Recommended Infrastructure Improvements Moss Beach
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Map 12: Recommended Infrastructure Improvements Princeton
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Map 13: Recommended frastructure Improvements El Granada
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Map 14: Recommended Infrastructure Improvements Miramar
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