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BACKGROUND 
Connect the Coastside serves as the San Mateo 
County Midcoast Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan (Plan or CTMP). Connect the 
Coastside aims to improve the safety and mobility 
for Midcoast residents, businesses and visitors by 
recommending a suite of projects, policies, and 
programs to address current and future 
transportation conditions.  
 
San Mateo CouƴǘȅΩǎ [ƻŎŀƭ /ƻŀǎǘŀƭ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ό[/tύ 
Policy 1.23 provides, in part, that the County shall 
άΦΦΦlimit the maximum number of new dwelling units 
built in the urban Midcoast to 40 units each 
calendar year until...A comprehensive 
transportation management plan, as described in 
Policy 2.53, is incorporated into the LCP.έ In 
addition, LCP policy 2.53 describes the required 
content of a comprehensive transportation 
management plan to address the cumulative traffic 
impacts of residential development on the San 
Mateo County Midcoast. Although the County plans 
to continue limiting the maximum number of 
dwelling units to 40 units each calendar year, the 
County has prepared this comprehensive 
transportation management plan for the San Mateo 
County Midcoast to address the mobility needs of 
Midcoast residents and visitors, to protect coastal 
resources and public access, and to improve the 
livability for Midcoast residents. 
 
Since 2014, {ŀƴ aŀǘŜƻ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 
Building Department has worked in collaboration 
with a team of consultants, community 
stakeholders, and agency partners on the Plan. 
Connect the Coastside was developed through an 
extensive public engagement process, building upon 
previous and current planning efforts, including the 
Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study (Phases 1 and 
2).  
 
 
 

Develop a comprehensive 
transportation management plan to 
address the cumulative traffic 
impacts of residential development, 
including single-family, two-family, 
multi-family, and second dwelling 
units, on roads and highways in the 
entire Midcoast, including the City 
of Half Moon Bay. The plan shall be 
based on the results of an analysis 
that identifies the total cumulative 
traffic impact of projected new 
development at LCP buildout and 
shall propose specific LCP policies 
designed to offset the demand for 
all new vehicle trips generated by 
new residential development on 
Highway 1, Highway 92, and 
relevant local streets, during 
commuter peak periods and peak 
recreation periods; and policies for 
new residential development to 
mitigate for residential 
developmeƴǘΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ 
cumulative impacts on public 
access to the beaches of the 
Midcoast region of San Mateo 
County. 
 
The plan shall thoroughly evaluate 
the feasibility of developing an in-
lieu fee traffic mitigation program, 
the expansion of public transit, 
including buses and shuttles, and 
development of a mandatory lot 
merger program. 

LCP POLICY 2.53 
TRANSPORTATION 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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The scope of the project included:  
ω Collecting data on existing transportation conditions  
ω Projecting future development 
ω Analyzing current and future transportation conditions 
ω Recommending projects, programs, and policies based on the findings 

 
The figure below provides a snapshot of Connect ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ, 
including the interim deliverables that informed and are referenced in the Plan, which are also 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜΩǎ ǿŜōǇŀƎŜΥ https://planning.smcgov.org/connect-coastside  
 
Figure 1: Connect the Coastside Development Timeline and Interim Deliverables 
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¢ƘŜ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ /ƻŀǎǘŀƭ !Ŏǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Ŏertified Local Coastal Program direct the County to 
άǇǊƻǘŜŎǘΣ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŦŜŀǎƛōƭŜΣ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ 
ȊƻƴŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦέ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳs the 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳentation of the public works and land use components of the Local Coastal 
Program and outlines the actions and partnerships that will be necessary to achieve 
recommended improvements. This Plan will support the /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ to pursue funding for 
priority projects and to prepare San Mateo County Midcoast communities to meet future 
transportation needs.  
 
The PlanΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ seek to: 
ω Improve existing traffic conditions and public safety 
ω Expand transportation choices for residents and visitors 
ω Encourage environmentally-friendly transportation options that reduce car trips, 

such as walking, biking and public transit 
ω Respect the character of Midcoast communities and protect coastal resources 
ω Maintain and improve access to coastal resources for both residents and visitors 

 

PLANNING AREA 
/ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜΩǎ project area 
includes unincorporated San Mateo 
County along Highway 1 and the 
ŎƻŀǎǘƭƛƴŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 5ŜǾƛƭΩǎ {ƭƛŘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
northern border of Half Moon Bay ς the 
area covered by the Midcoast Local 
Coastal Program. This includes the 
unincorporated communities of Montara, 
Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton and 
aƛǊŀƳŀǊΦ ¢ƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜŀ ŀƭǎƻ 
includes Highway 92 between Half Moon 
Bay and Interstate 280. Connect the 
/ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ 
focused within the project area. 
 
The impacts of development and regional 
growth affect conditions in the Midcoast; 
ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ study area is larger 
and includes the City of Half Moon Bay 
and rural areas surrounding the study 
area. Future growth and development 
within the study area were considered in 
the traffic impacts analysis. 

Map 1: Connect the Coastside Project and Study Areas 
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SAN MATEO COUNTY MIDCOAST COMMUNITY 
SETTING 
The San Mateo County Midcoast is a unique locale of low-density neighborhoods and eclectic 

commercial areas surrounded by open spaces with the vast Pacific Ocean to the west and the 

Santa Cruz Mountains to the east, setting these communities apart from the metropolitan Bay 

Area. The Midcoast is comprised of five distinct communities - Miramar, El Granada, Princeton 

Moss Beach and Montara, each with defining characteristics, but united by common features 

of developed areas interspersed with open space and agricultural lands, infusing the Midcoast 

with a rural character despite its suburban settlement pattern. Important natural resources and 

habitats in the Midcoast can be found in the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve and several federal, 

state and county parks and beaches. Because of these characteristics, the Midcoast is an 

extremely popular recreational destination for Bay Area residents and visitors. 

 

Highway 1 has served as the primary vehicular Midcoast access route since its construction in 

1934. IƛƎƘǿŀȅǎ м ŀƴŘ фн ŦƻǊƳ ŀ ά¢έ in Half Moon Bay, the neighboring city to the south of the 

Midcoast, and these two-lane highways provide the only access to the Midcoast from north, 

south and east. These two highways also serve as the only arterial roadways in the Midcoast 

and are critical to Midcoast mobility for most trips made by auto or transit, including 

emergency evacuations. As the Bay Area population has grown, the increasing popularity of the 

Midcoast as a place of residence or employment and as a recreational destination has brought 

into stark relief the limitations of Highways 1 and 92 to meet the increasing demands for 

commute, shopping, recreational and other automobile and transit trips. 

 

Highways 1 and 92 are generally two-lane roads with left-turn pockets, acceleration lanes, and 

right-turn lanes at some intersections. Conditions vary from rural, undeveloped surroundings, 

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 good weather and during 

annual events at Half Moon Bay Airport, Pillar Point Harbor and the City of Half Moon Bay.  

 

On Highway 1, visitors park in designated lots and informally along the highway shoulder for 

trail and beach access. Through bicyclists make their way along the coast using the highway 

shoulder, which is narrow in topographically-constrained segments. Pedestrian and bicycle 

activity is prevalent in the community areas and at locations with access to beaches, surfing, 

hiking and trail-biking routes. Mass transit, originally provided by the railroad, is now limited to 

a few bus trips each day. 

 
Posted speed limits on Highway 1 vary from 45 miles per hour (mph) heading south from DevilΩs 
Slide through Montara, to 50 mph south of Montara through Moss Beach, to 55 mph south of 
Moss Beach past Half Moon Bay Airport. At the northern end of the study area, a new tunnel 
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and bridges opened in 2012, bypassing the portion of the Highway 1 roadway at DevilΩs Slide. 
The bypassed portion was transferred to the County and converted to a public scenic area, and 
hiking and biking trail. Heading south, Gray Whale Cove State Beach and Montara State Beach 
are ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƻǊǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 5ŜǾƛƭΩǎ {ƭƛŘŜ ŀƴŘ aƻƴǘŀǊŀΦ wŀƴŎƘƻ 
Corral de Tierra east of Highway 1 is managed by the National Park Service and attracts limited 
recreational visitation to this area. Future plans for improved access are being developed and 
could increase recreational visitors. 
 

In Montara, residential neighborhoods are accessed by the highway and concentrated on the 

east side. Point Montara Lighthouse, J.V. Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, and Seal Cove are popular 

destinations and activity generators in Moss Beach, where large neighborhoods flank both sides 

of Highway 1. Montara and Moss Beach commercial areas are small and concentrated along the 

east side of Highway 1.   

 

El Granada is the largest Midcoast community with residential neighborhoods sprawling over 

the hillsides in a unique, formal plan laid out by Daniel Burnham. 9ƭ DǊŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ small commercial 

districts are concentrated along Avenue Alhambra, one at Capistrano Road and another 

centered around Avenue Portola. Popular and heavily-ǳǎŜŘ {ǳǊŦŜǊΩǎ .ŜŀŎƘ ƭƛŜǎ ƻŦŦǎƘƻǊŜ ƻŦ 9ƭ 

Granada and in conjunction with nearby commercial attractions, generates high parking 

demand largely met by informal parking along Highway 1, in Caltrans unimproved right of way 

and undeveloped lands of the Granada Community Services District. 

 

Princeton has the greatest concentration of commercial activity in the Midcoast with several 

popular restaurants, shops, a large hotel, Half Moon Bay Airport and Pillar Point Harbor, home 

to a small commercial fishing fleet and hosting international surf competitions at Mavericks 

offshore. Miramar, which adjoins Half Moon Bay in the southern Midcoast is characterized by 

neighborhoods straddling Highway 1 and a small but popular commercial area on Mirada Road.  

The most popular segment of the California Coastal Trail in the Midcoast traverses Miramar 

Surf Beach Park, connecting south to Half Moon Bay segments and extending north to El 

Granada and Princeton, creating a premier coastal 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. The east-bound 

uphill portion has a 1.5-mile-long long passing lane beginning 500 feet east of Pilarcitos Creek 

Road, ending just before the summit and the upper Highways 35/92 intersection. The 

unincorporated areas on the western slope and valley bottom support a mix of commercial and 

agricultural uses, many of which host seasonal events that attract thousands of visitors to the 

area, creating congestion and unsafe pedestrian conditions. The eastern slope facing I-280 is 

undeveloped and consists of San Francisco Public Utility Commission watershed lands forested 

with a mix of trees planted decades ago. 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 
Residents of the Midcoast are primarily homeowners, with 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 Granada. Most residents work outside of the Midcoast or 
telecommute. The primary local industries are agriculture, commercial fishing, and hospitality. 
 
Table 1: Midcoast Residents Demographics 

Community Population Median Age 

Median 
Household 

Income 
Percent 
Renters 

Percent 
Homeowners 

Percentage 
Who Speak 
Language 

Other than 
English at 

Home 

Montara 2,504 58.9 $93,167 17.6% 82.4% 7.4% 

Moss Beach 3,604 42.9 $108,860 25.1% 74.9% 25.1% 

El Granada 6,102 46.8 $158,939 16.5% 83.5% 14.5% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2019: American Community Survey 5-year estimates 
Note: Data for Princeton and Miramar is combined with Half Moon Bay and unavailable separately 

 
Table 2: Midcoast Number of Businesses and Employees 

Community Businesses Employees 

Montara 57 275 

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 single-income households, 
may have a harder time paying for living expenses or may be forced to live elsewhere and 
commute to work.  
 
Figure 2: Midcoast Wages v. Family Income 
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TRAVEL BEHAVIORS 
Most Midcoast residents commute to work by driving alone in a vehicle, with average commute 
times from 32.7 minutes (Moss Beach), 33.2 minutes (El Granada) to 39.3 minutes (Montara). 
Percentage of residents regularly working from home (telecommute) were 9.9% (Montara), 
11.2% (El Granada), and 15.5% (Moss Beach), which can help reduce traffic impacts.  
 
Table 3: Midcoast Commute to Work Mode 

Community 

Driving 
Alone (Car, 

Truck or 
Van) Carpool Transit Walk Bike 

Other (Taxi or 
Motorcycle) 

Montara 80.1% - 9.9% - - - 

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 Bureau, 2019: American Community Survey 5-year estimates subject tables 
Note: Data for Princeton and Miramar is combined with Half Moon Bay and unavailable separately 

 
Cabrillo Unified School District conducts a student and parent survey of students as part of its 
Safe Routes to School program to understand how students travel.1 The student travel mode 
survey results from Fall 2019/2020 are shown below. Overall, most students travel to school by 
car (64%) with about 24% using an active mode (walking or rolling).  
 
Figure 3: Cabrillo Unified School District SRTS Student Travel Mode Survey Results - Fall 2019/2020 

 
Notes:  

(1) Source: Carlene Foldenauer, SRTS Coordinator, Cabrillo 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 

                                                      
1Cabrillo Unified School District Safe Routes to School 
(https://www.cabrillo.k12.ca.us/our_community/safe_routes_to_school)   
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OTHER 
CalEnviroScreen is a tool that helps 
identify California communities that 
are most affected by many sources of 
pollution, and where people are 
often especially vulnerable to 
ǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ 
mapped so that different 
communities can be compared. An 
area with a high score is one that 
experiences a much higher pollution 
burden than areas with low scores. 
The Midcoast is considered to be less 
affected than most California 
communities, ranking in the 10-15% 
category. 
https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen  
 
 
 

 
 
The California Healthy Places Index (HPI) 
combines 25 community characteristics into 
a single indexed HPI score. HPI scores for 
each census tract can be compared across 
the state to paint an overall picture of 
health and well-being in each neighborhood 
in California, with light and dark green areas 
indicating places with healthier community 
conditions compared to places symbolized 
in light and dark blue. This tract has 
healthier community conditions than 89.8% 
of other California census tracts. Source: 
https://map.healthyplacesindex.org/  

  

Map 2: CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Results for Midcoast Area 

Map 3: Montara Healthy Places Index (Score 89.8 Percentile) 

https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen
https://map.healthyplacesindex.org/
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OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES 
The Midcoast has opportunities and challenges that will affect how well the mobility needs of 
the community can be met.  
 

OPPORTUNITIES 
Many Midcoast residents are engaged in local government and care passionately about the 
quality of life and future of the Midcoast, as evidenced by the Midcoast Community Council and 
engagement as part of this planning effort. Extensive past planning efforts have further 
developed community consensus around the type of mobility improvements Midcoast 
stakeholders want to see and community values. There is support for thinking about 
transportation differently and amplifying the need for active transportation, and a shared 
desire to not widen Highway 1. Many residents already use walking and bicycling for recreation 
and travel. There is also a shared community desire to reduce development and related 
impacts, with conservation and environmental considerations a widely-held value. As 
technology has evolved, so have transportation services and travel behaviors. A substantive 
number of residents (9 to 15%) already telecommute, helping to reduce the demand for peak-
hour travel. Other transportation technologies, such as on-demand transit, could also make it 
easier to get around the Midcoast and travel to other areas.  
 

CHALLENGES 
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 wildfires. These changes impact the ability to evacuate and respond to 
emergencies, and the durability of transportation infrastructure. Some reinforcement projects 
and emergency work to repair and stabilize roads have proven to be short-term in their 
efficacy, signaling the need for additional comprehensive planning processes. In Sonoma 
County, Caltrans and partners are planning for the long-term realignment of Highway 12 due to 
consistent and more frequent damage due to erosion. The San Mateo County Office of 
Sustainability and Flood and Sea Level Rise Resiliency District have engaged in additional 
planning and modeling to understand the impacts and extent of sea level rise, flooding, and 
wildfire on Midcoast communities.  
 
As it stands now, Highway 1 serves multiple uses (people traveling through, local access to 
neighborhood business district, and primary road for transit), and with little desire and 
opportunity to expand capacity, transportation solutions must be creative and encourage 
behavior change to make an impact. Regional pressures, such as the Bay Area population 
growth, have increased recreational demand and visitor traffic to the Midcoast. The COVID-19 
pandemic has also created uncertainty about the future and what travel behavior changes may 
be here to stay, and technology (such as ability to telecommute and availability of rideshare 

                                                      
2 Gleason Beach Roadway Realignment Project (https://gleasonbeachrealignment.org/) and 
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-11-27/gleason-beach-managed-retreat  

https://gleasonbeachrealignment.org/
https://www.latimes.com/california/story/2020-11-27/gleason-beach-managed-retreat
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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 transit services and use, ridership is currently 
low and development patterns are at the lower end of suburban-level density, making 
providing transit and service expansion expensive per rider. Because of constraints on Highways 
1 and 92, buses are also stuck in traffic along with other vehicles, making express transit service 
more challenging to provide. 
 
CalEnviroScreen is often used as a measure of disadvantaged community status to help 
prioritize State and Regional funding to areas of most need. Compared to the rest of the State 
and region, the Midcoast is not disadvantaged and will not compete as well for funding sources 
that prioritize investments in disadvantaged communities, making the funding strategy to 
implement recommendations in Connect the Coastside more complex.  
 
Connect the Coastside attempts to build on the opportunities and strengths of the Midcoast to 
overcome the challenges that existing conditions create. Through ongoing, active community 
engagement, perseverance, and by leveraging the political will among decision makers, this 
Plan can lead to improved mobility conditions in the Midcoast in a way that protects the 
qualities of the place that make it so special and motivate residents to safeguard them. 
 

Sea Level Rise and Erosion 
In 2018 San Mateo County published a Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment3 for the County 
as part of the Sea Change SMC4 initiative. The Assessment used three sea level rise scenarios to 
identify areas vulnerable to future flooding, and one scenario for coastal erosion projections to 
identify areas likely to be lost over time to erosion:  
 
Table 4: Sea Change San Mateo County Sea Level Rise Scenarios 

BASELINE SCENARIO 
1% annual chance flood (present-day extreme flood also known as 100 year 
flood) 

MID-LEVEL SCENARIO 1% annual chance flood + 3.3 feet of sea level rise 

HIGH-END SCENARIO 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 rise 

 
These scenarios are visualized in the Sea Level Rise and Erosion Maps from the SMC Sea Level 
Rise Vulnerability Assessment below.  
 
The County used sea level rise inundation data from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ tƻƛƴǘ .ƭǳŜΩǎ hǳǊ /ƻŀǎǘΣ hǳǊ CǳǘǳǊŜ ǘƻƻƭΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ still constitutes the best available sea 
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 

                                                      
3 Sea Change San Mateo County Vulnerability Assessment - https://seachangesmc.org/vulnerability-assessment/  
4 Sea Change San Mateo County - https://seachangesmc.org/  

https://seachangesmc.org/vulnerability-assessment/
https://seachangesmc.org/
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the Pacific Institute Study developed by Philip Williams and Associates, Ltd. in 2009. The erosion 
scenario illustrates potential future erosion with 4.5 feet of sea level rise and assumes no 
shoreline protective devices.  
 
The Sea Change SMC report found that certain areas of the Midcoast were vulnerable to sea 
level rise and erosion. Areas of Montara, Moss Beach and Princeton were found to be risk of 
inundation under each of the three sea level rise scenarios. Areas of Montara, Moss Beach, 
Princeton, aƛǊŀŘŀ wƻŀŘ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀǘŜ wƻǳǘŜ м ŀǘ {ǳǊŦŜǊΩǎ Beach are all at risk of erosion. Sea level 
rise and erosion have the potential to impact beaches, parks, trails, roads and natural habitats 
in the Midcoast area.  
 
The Vulnerability Assessment included asset vulnerability profiles for both Mirada Road and 
Highway 1 at {ǳǊŦŜǊΩǎ .ŜŀŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜ aƛǊŀŘŀ wƻŀŘ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǎŜŀ 
level rise and erosion. Under current conditions, Mirada Road is exposed to high water levels 
and waves and has experienced erosion failures. Bluff erosion rapidly undercuts the road, 
making it very sensitive to storm conditions. This segment of Mirada Road is located within the 
area identified by the Pacific Institute Study as susceptible to erosion. Waves routinely overtop 
the bluff and throw water across the full width of Mirada Road during storm events. Higher 
water levels will likely increase the frequency with which Mirada Road and its adjacent 
properties are exposed to wave impacts and will increase erosion impacts on this section. 
 
The Vulnerability Assessment found that Highway 1 at Surfer's Beach is highly vulnerable to sea 
level rise. It is currently exposed to erosive forces, such as waves and water levels, that will only 
grow more severe with sea level rise. This segment of Highway 1 is within the area identified by 
the Pacific Institute Study as susceptible to erosion by 2100. Highway 1 is highly exposed at 
Surfer's Beach; the 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 of highway. 
 
Future updates to Plan Princeton (described further on page 33) will include a more in-depth 
look at sea level rise and coastal erosion in the Princeton area. Initial findings indicate that sea 
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 development. The San Mateo County Harbor District is 
ǇǳǊǎǳƛƴƎ ŀ ōŜŀŎƘ ƴƻǳǊƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǘ {ǳǊŦŜǊΩǎ .ŜŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ access, 
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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2. 9ƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
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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 agency partners 
throughout the process. Stakeholder 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 from a Technical Advisory 
Committee, the Midcoast Community Council, online public surveys and public workshops.  
 
In addition, the Coastal Act recognizes that the public has a right to fully participate in decisions 
affecting coastal planning and development, and that the planning and implementation of 
programs for coastal development should include the widest opportunity for public 
participation. Connect the Coastside also builds on the community outreach that informed the 
Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study. This community-based process developed many of the 
ideas for transportation improvements included in Connect the Coastside.  
 
The goals of the outreach efforts were to hear from as many different Coastside stakeholders as 
possible and to provide multiple ways to learn about and provide comments on the Plan. 
Several outreach opportunities focused on reaching a broad cross-section of Coastside 
stakeholders including youth, monolingual Spanish speakers, workers, renters, and low-income 
residents. 

TIMELINE 
Connect the Coastside was conducted in two phases. The first phase took place from 2014 to 
2016, and included projecting future development on the Midcoast, analyzing current and 
future transportation deficiencies, and exploring potential transportation improvements for 
walking, biking, driving and riding transit. The first phase of the project included extensive 
community engagement efforts, such as a dedicated project website, a virtual workshop, public 
presentations, public workshops, and email updates. In 2017 and 2018, the project went on 
hiatus while a detailed roundabout analysis was conducted.   
 
The second phase took place from 2019 to 2021 and included the preparation and release of a 
complete draft of Connect the Coastside, gathering extensive input and feedback from the 
Midcoast community, updating the plan based on that input, and presenting the final version of 
the plan to the community and key decision makers.  
 
The bulk of recent Connect the Coastside outreach efforts took place from April to August 2020 
and are summarized in this section. In-person outreach events were originally planned for 
March and April 2020, but due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the project team postponed and 
reimagined outreach efforts to ensure the safety of participants. The table below summarizes 
activities with engagement activities in bold. 
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Table 5: Timeline of Connect the Coastside Planning 

Timeframe Planning Progress 

2014 (May ς Aug) ¶ Consultant Contract for Connect the Coastside 

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

2014 (Sep ς Nov) ¶ TAC, MCC Workshop #1 

2014 (Dec) ¶ Buildout Analysis & Traffic Projections Report 

¶ Planning Commission 

2015 (Jan) ¶ Transportation Alternatives Memo 

2015 (Mar ς Apr) ¶ Workshop #2 MCC, TAC, City of Half Moon Bay 

¶ Evaluation of Alternatives to Address Buildout Deficiencies Report 

2015 (Jul) ¶ Board of Supervisors  

2015 (Oct) ¶ Alternative Development Forecast, Alternative Transportation Standards 

¶ MCC Workshop #3 

2015 (Nov) ¶ Development Forecast for the San Mateo County Comprehensive 
Transportation Management Plan Report 

¶ Planning Commission 

2016 (Feb ς Mar) ¶ Evaluation of Recommended Alternative to Address Potential Future 
Transportation Deficiencies Report 

¶ TAC, MCC, Half Moon Bay 

2016 (Apr ς May) ¶ Workshop #4, Planning Commission 

2017 (May) ¶ Board of Supervisors  

2018 (Nov) ¶ MCC Study Session 

2019 (Sep) ¶ Technical Advisory Committee 

2020 (Jan) ¶ Connect the Coastside Public Draft 

¶ MCC 

2020 (Jun) ¶ Virtual Conversations (3) 

2020 (Jul) ¶ MCC (2) 

¶ Youth Focus Group 

2020 (Aug) ¶ Spanish Language Outreach 

¶ Response to Inquiries Report 

2020 (Sep) ¶ Meeting Outreach Summary Report 

¶ MCC, ALAS Youth Group 

2020 (Oct) ¶ Moss Beach Transportation Improvement Evaluation 
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ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
PROJECT WEBSITE 
A project website was used to share information and provide an opportunity for people to 
provide comments. The project website included:  

¶ Background information on the Connect the Coastside project  

¶ Project updates, including announcements about report releases and public meetings  

¶ A document library with relevant documents & meeting materials 

¶ A comment box for community members to submit comments and sign up for the CTC 
emailing list 

¶ A list of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) with answers  

¶ Informational materials such as factsheets and video presentations 

¶ Next steps for the planning process 

¶ Contact information for project staff 
 

EMAIL UPDATES & SOCIAL MEDIA  
In both phases of the project, the project team used email and social media to keep interested 
parties informed about Connect the Coastside and future meetings. These efforts included: 

¶ Blast emails to interested Coastside residents, businesses and stakeholders  

¶ Posting information on Nextdoor.com, Patch and other social media sites 

¶ Posting short videos about the plan on Facebook  
 

ONLINE SURVEYS 
Virtual Workshop 
In 2014, the project team hosted a virtual workshop where interested stakeholders could 
submit comments. The project team identified 11 sub-areas of interest in which participants 
could choose to focus their comments, questions, or concerns; participants could also choose 
to submit general comments regarding Connect the Coastside. Comments received were 
preserved verbatim, for recording accuracy, and catalogued by sub-area as well as primary 
topic of concern (i.e., bike lanes, pedestrian access, traffic and roadway improvements). 
 

Listening to the Midcoast Survey 
In 2020, the project team participated in and reviewed the findings from the Listening to the 
Midcoast Mobility online survey, which was led by the Midcoast Community Council and 
{ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ IƻǊǎƭŜȅΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǇŜ ǘƘŜ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ 
Coastside outreach efforts. 
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PUBLIC WORKSHOPS & COMMUNITY MEETINGS 
The County held 7 public workshops while developing and refining Connect the Coastside. 
During the first phase of the project from 2014 to 2016, the County held four (4) in-person 
public workshops. The purpose of these workshops was to inform participants about the 
purpose and goals of the Plan, update participants on Plan milestones, and 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 three (3) virtual 
community meetings with Coastside stakeholders to share information about the draft Plan and 
ǘƻ ƎŀǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǇǳǘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΦ 9ŀŎƘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ 
following: 

¶ Welcome from County District 3 Supervisor Don Horsley  

¶ Presentation on Connect the Coastside  

¶ Polls to learn about the participants 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 moving forward with the Plan 
 
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 Spanish 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. 
 
Table 6: Connect the Coastside Community Meetings 

Date Topic Format Approximate # of 
Attendees 

November 10, 2014 Opportunities and Constraints In-person  60 

April 15, 2015 Transportation Alternatives In-person 100 

October 22, 2015 Alternative Development-Potential 
Forecast and Transportation Performance 
Standards 

In-person n/a 

April 7, 2016 Recommended Transportation and Land 
Use Improvements 

In-person n/a 

May 30, 2020 Overview of Connect the Coastside Virtual 40 

June 15, 2020 Moss Beach, Montara Virtual 60 

June 30, 2020 El Granada, Princeton, Miramar Virtual 32 
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Strategies for Promoting 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 Coastside 
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 promoted through the 
following methods: 

¶ Email invitations sent to people who expressed interest in receiving updates on Connect 

the Coastside 

¶ Personalized emails from County staff to community connectors (representatives of 

local schools, agencies, community groups and organizations) asking them to spread the 

word about the meetings 

¶ Articles in the Half Moon Bay Review and Coastside Buzz 

¶ Posting on the County of San Mateo Nextdoor page 

¶ Postings on the San Mateo County Planning & Building website, the San Mateo County 

District 3 website, and Midcoast Community Council website  

¶ Flyers posted at post offices, apartments, and shared at Midcoast food distribution 

events 

¶ Announcements at public meetings including the San Mateo County Planning 

Commission and the Midcoast Community Council 

PUBLIC MEETING PRESENTATIONS  
The County has presented information on the Connect the Coastside project at numerous 
public meetings, including meetings of the Midcoast Community Council, the San Mateo County 
Planning Commission, the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors, Half Moon Bay City Council, 
and the Montara Water and Sanitary District Board.  
 

MOSS BEACH TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT EVALUATION 
The County held an evaluation meeting to study Moss Beach with Caltrans staff, three members 
of the Midcoast Community Council, a member of the Planning Commission, and County staff 
from Public Works, Planning and Building, Office of Sustainability, and Office of Supervisor Don 
Horsley. 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.  

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
To engage specific stakeholders, the County formed a Technical Advisory Committee. Members 
of the committee met six (6) times during the course of the project to provide input. Advisors 
included representatives from transportation, infrastructure and public safety agencies, 
schools, businesses and community organizations, and are identified in the acknowledgements 
section of this Plan. Members reviewed and helped refine plan proposals prior to public 
meetings and workshops.   
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PRESENTATIONS TO COMMUNITY GROUPS 
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 Soñar (ALAS) youth group.    
 

Youth Group Meetings  
The project team collaborated with the Youth Leadership institute (YLI) and Ayudando Latinos A 
Soñar (ALAS) to host two (2) virtual Zoom meetings to connect with youth who live, work, 
and/or visit the Coastside, hear about their transportation experiences and needs, and ensure 
that their needs are incorporated in CTC. At the meetings, the County provided an overview 
presentation on Connect the Coastside, and youth participants shared their perspectives on 
ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎƛƴƎ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘation, which Plan ideas 
are most important, how to improve access to their favorite places, and their vision for 
transportation on the coast. Youth also responded to several poll questions about how they get 
around. Biking, walking and transit improvements were most important to this group who rely 
on family members and friends to get around since they cannot drive.  
 

Outreach Method Views and Responses 

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 information about the 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 Connect the Coastside and providing feedback included:  

¶ A Spanish language Connect the Coastside webpage 

¶ Seven (7) Spanish language Connect the Coastside factsheets  

¶ A 20-minute recorded presentation in Spanish that provides an overview of Connect the 

Coastside and was posted to the Spanish language CtC webpage 

¶ Short (2-3 minute) videos in both Spanish and English posted to the ALAS and Coastside 

Hope Facebook pages, describing Connect the Coastside and asking for input 

¶ A paper survey in 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 

¶ Phone and online surveys conducted in Spanish  
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These efforts were successful in reaching a number of people, including:  
 

Outreach Method Views and Responses 

20-minute recorded presentation 14 views 

ALAS Facebook Spanish video & comments 137 views, 2 comments  

Coastside Hope 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 shaping Connect the Coastside. While under development, 
the Plan evolved in several ways based on the input from the community.   

Early community feedback that shaped the Plan included input regarding the proposed 
development forecast and transportation standards for the project. There was significant 
stakeholder feedback focused on the level of potential residential and non-residential 
development identified in the Maximum Buildout Forecast. This led to formulation of the 
Constrained Development Forecast. Stakeholders were concerned with the high level of 
potential development that may exceed the transportation, water and wastewater systems 
capacity. Commenters were also concerned that the current transportation standards might 
lead to projects that did not fit the context of the Midcoast, leading to the development of 
alternative evaluation standards.  
 
In general, commenters were supportive of projects that create safer places to walk, bike, and 
take transit. These include: 

¶ 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 

CoƳƳŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŘǊƛǾƛƴƎΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ 
were different opinions about the following:  

¶ Whether intersections should have roundabouts, traffic signals or any control 

¶ Providing additional parking and where it should be located 

¶ The roadway design treatments that are best for the Midcoast 

Several commenters focused feedback on specific locations in Moss Beach, including the 
proposed recommendations for Carlos Street. Others had concerns about the transportation 
aƴŘ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ Řŀǘŀ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ƳƻǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ 
the impact of projects on traffic congestion. Several commenters were concerned about 
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inconsistencies between the recommendations in the draft Plan and other planning efforts, like 
Plan Princeton and the Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study Phases 1 and 2. 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 were interested in the land use policy 
recommendations and suggested making them mandatory. 
 

CHANGES MADE TO PLAN IN RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY INPUT 
Below are some of the ways the project team updated the Plan to respond to community input: 

¶ Added a Constrained Development Forecast to project the amount of potential 

development in the Midcoast to the year 2040 to provide additional information and 

context and for use in recommended program development. 

¶ Proposed and applied new transportation performance standards that avoid widening 

Highway 1 as a solution to deficiencies. 

¶ Ensured consistency with ongoing and past planning efforts (like Plan Princeton and the 

Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study Phases 1 and 2), including updating maps and 

project descriptions.  

¶ Added information on the history of Connect the Coastside, including past outreach 

efforts. 

¶ Revised ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜd more context to address environmental 

sustainability, accessibility for all ages and abilities, emergency response, and 

evacuation. 

¶ Updated and/or changed specific project recommendations.  

¶ Expanded the implementation chapter to include a phased approach for project 

implementation, including a description of the community engagement process that will 

need to accompany certain projects during future project-level implementation.  
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VISION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES 
Connect the CoastsideΩǎ vision, goals, and objectives reflect the requirements of the County 
General Plan and LCP Policies, feedback from Midcoast stakeholders, and findings of the 
Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study (Phases 1 and 2). /ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜΩǎ vision statement 
represents a shared image of what Midcoast stakeholders hope the transportation system looks 
ƭƛƪŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ goals set the general direction toward achieving the vision, and 
objectives are measurable steps that contribute to reaching each goal.   
 

VISION 
Create a safe and functional multi-modal transportation system that preserves the existing 
character of the Midcoast, serves both Coastside residents and visitors and accommodates 
existing and anticipated future traffic. 
 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
Goal 1: Improve existing traffic and roadway conditions on the Midcoast.  
ω Objective 1.1: Identify existing trouble spots on the Midcoast roadway system and 

propose mitigation measures.  
ω Object 1.2: Consider the impact on emergency response and evacuation when 

designing and implementing mitigation measures.  
 
Goal 2: Lessen the cumulative traffic impacts from future development on the Midcoast. 
ω Objective 2.1: Evaluate the likely development potential of the Midcoast to identify 

future impacts to the transportation system and propose measures to offset those 
impacts.  

ω Objective 2.2: Evaluate the feasibility of developing an in-lieu fee traffic mitigation 
program so projects can pay to offset traffic impacts.  

ω Objective 2.3: Implement a mandatory lot merger program that would reduce 
development potential by merging adjacently-owned substandard lots. 

ω Objective 2.4: Evaluate the potential 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 alternative to motor vehicles, reduce roadway traffic, promote environmental 
sustainability, and ensure people of all ages and abilities can travel. 
ω Objective 3.1: Propose pedestrian projects that address safety and circulation 

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

while meeting relevant performance standards. 
ω Objective 3.3: Identify potential improvements to transit service and bus stops on 

the Midcoast.  
ω Objective 3.4: Propose pedestrian, bicycle, and transit projects that include age-

friendly improvements.  
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Goal 4: Respect the character of Midcoast communities and protect coastal and 
environmental resources. 
ω Objective 4.1: Integrate community input into Plan proposals.  
ω Objective 4.2: Select improvements to avoid damage of Midcoast habitat and 

maintain visual resources.  
 
Goal 5: Maintain and improve access to coastal resources for both residents and visitors. 
ω Objective 5.1: Identify popular Coastside destinations with access issues and 

propose solutions to improve access.  
ω Objective 5.2: Evaluate project ideas for enhanced shoreline public access.  
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3. tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ /ƻƴǘŜȄǘ 
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ACTORS, PARTNERS, AND STAKEHOLDERS 
Although San Mateo County has led the effort to develop Connect the Coastside, there are 
many agencies that can implement its recommendations. Actors are agencies that have 
responsibility or ownership for improving or maintaining infrastructure and services in the 
Midcoast. Partners can work with actors to help implement projects, and often have resources 
to support implementation. Stakeholders have an interest in the outcomes of implementation. 
Collaborators may play a wide range of roles, including: 

¶ Owning 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 support or guidance to ensure plan goals are met 

 

ACTORS 
San Mateo County 
San Mateo County serves as the local government for the unincorporated communities of 
Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Miramar, and Princeton, as well as the unincorporated rural 
lands in the Midcoast. Multiple San Mateo County departments will play a role in implementing 
the recommendations in Connect the Coastside, including the Departments of Planning and 
Building, Public Works, and Parks, and the Office of Sustainability. The Planning and Building 
Department will play a part in moving forward and championing CTC recommendations, as well 
as project permitting. The Department of Public Works builds and maintains county roads and 
infrastructure and maƴŀƎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ-of-way. The Parks Department operates county 
parks and trails, including Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, Pillar Point Bluff, Quarry Park, Mirada Surf, 
and 5ŜǾƛƭΩǎ {ƭƛŘŜ ¢ǊŀƛƭΦ The Office of Sustainability works to improve sustainability in the county, 
including through alternative transportation and greenhouse gas emission reductions, and 
maintaining ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ !ŎǘƛǾŜ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ and Climate Action Plan.  

Caltrans 
/ŀƭǘǊŀƴǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ƻŦ IƛƎƘǿŀȅǎ м ŀƴŘ фнΦ aŀƴȅ ƻŦ 
the projects contained in Connect the Coastside rely on active partnerships between the 
County of San Mateo and Caltrans. Caltrans must approve all modifications within the Highway 
1 and Highway 92 rights of way. Caltrans may also construct many of the improvements within 
the right of way envisioned in Connect the Coastside. Caltrans manages competitive state and 
federal funding sources for improvements, as well. The /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǿƛƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ /ŀƭǘǊŀƴǎΩ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ 
design, planning, approval, funding and constructing these improvements. 
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SamTrans 
/ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜƭȅ ƻƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ {ŀƳ¢ǊŀƴǎΣ {ŀƴ aŀǘŜƻ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ 
agency. SamTrans provides bus service to the Coastside and broader county community. Any 
expansion of transit service will require investments by SamTrans in vehicles, maintenance and 
ƭŀōƻǊΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ {ŀƳ¢Ǌŀƴǎ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘƛƴƎ άwŜƛƳŀƎƛƴŜ {ŀƳ¢ǊŀƴǎΣέ ŀ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ 
that could identify further improvements to Coastside service. 

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

San Mateo County Harbor District 
Pillar Point Harbor, adjacent to El Granada and Princeton, is under the San Mateo County 
IŀǊōƻǊ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ can partner with the Harbor District on several 
Connect the Coastside recommended projects, including improvements to the Coastal Trail.  

Granada Community Services District 
The Granada Community Services District provides a number of services to the unincorporated 
areas of El Granada, Princeton, Princeton-by-the-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, which creates opportunities for the County and the District to 
coordinate the Burnham Park planning with planning for the Multimodal Parallel Trail.  

 

PARTNERS 
National Parks Service 
Rancho Corral de Tierra was recently made part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
under the management of the National Parks Service. Several improvements (Highway 1 bike 
lanes, bike parking, the Parallel Trail and the California Coastal Trail) proposed in Connect the 
Coastside will improve access to Rancho Corral de Tierra. Ongoing coordination with the 
National Parks Service will be important during the implementation of these projects.   

San Mateo County Flood and Sea Level Rise Resiliency District (FSLRRD or OneShoreline) 
The San Mateo County Flood and Sea Level Rise Resiliency District 
(https://resilientsanmateo.org/) is an agency that addresses sea level rise, flooding, coastal 
erosion, and large-scale stormwater infrastructure improvements through integrated regional 
planning, project implementation, and long-term maintenance.  
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City of Half Moon Bay (HMB) 
San Mateo County will coordinate with the 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 proceeds from Measure A, 
which is a voter-approved half-cent sales tax that funds many different transportation-related 
projects and programs. The County can apply to the Transportation Authority for Measure A 
funds to help pay for many of the recommended improvements in the Connect the Coastside 
plan.  

City/County Association of Governments, Congestion Management Agency (C/CAG-CMA) 
The City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG), is a Joint Powers Authority whose 
membership includes San Mateo County and its 20 cities. C/CAG works 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 Agency, C/CAG prepares a Congestion Management 
Program every two years. This program 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 projects. The Congestion Management and Environmental Quality Committee 
(CMEQ) provides guidance and recommendations on all matters relating to traffic congestion 
management, travel demand management, coordination of land use and transportation 
planning, mobile source air quality programs, energy resources and conservation, and other 
environmental issues facing the local jurisdictions in San Mateo County to the C/CAG Board of 
Directors. The committee provides.  

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission is the transportation planning, financing and 
coordinating agency for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area.  MTC collaborates with a 
network of other public agencies to help support the streets, roads, highways, transit 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 transportation plan and allocates and prioritizes a 
variety of transportation funding. 
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California Coastal Commission (CCC) 
The California Coastal Commission implements the California Coastal Act and oversees 
development within the Coastal Zone. Much of the Connect the Coastside study area is located 
within the Coastal Zone and the jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
Local Coastal Program (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. These policies will 
be used in evaluating transportation projects within the Coastal Zone.  

State Coastal Conservancy 
The Coastal Conservancy is a State agency that protects coastal resources and helps the public 
to enjoy them. Coastal Conservancy has been tasked by the state legislature to help complete 
the Coastal Trail. The 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 access to and along the coast.  

STAKEHOLDERS 
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 
Midcoast community in developing and expressing a long-range vision of the Midcoast, which 
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 implementation. 

Midcoast Residents, Workers & Visitors 
The improvements proposed in Connect the Coastside are intended to service Midcoast 
residents, workers and visitors. The perspectives and preferences of the people who live, work, 
and visit on the Midcoast were integral to shaping the final plan and recommendations. The 
implementation of Connect the Coastside recommendations will require the continued input 
and involvement of stakeholders.  
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POLICY CONTEXT 
Connect the Coastside was shaped by previous planning efforts and will help inform future 
planning on the Coastside. Several existing laws, community plans and regulatory frameworks 
have guided the creation of Connect the Coastside, including the: 

¶ California 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 the principles and 
policies contained in these planning documents. 

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 planning efforts include Plan Princeton, the Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study Phases 
1 and 2, the Highway 1 Congestion and Safety Improvement Project, the Coastside Access 
Study, SamTrans Coastside Transit Study, and others. Additionally, 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 SamTrans, the Unincorporated San Mateo County 
Active Transportation Plan, Plan Princeton, County Climate Action Plan, Granada Community 
Services District Burnham Strip park plan, and 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 Board of Supervisors, 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 Management Plan  

¶ San Mateo County Road Fund  

¶ San Mateo County Road Design Standards 

¶ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƻŦ {ŀƴ aŀǘŜƻΩǎ CƛǾŜ-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)  

¶ Plan Bay Area  

¶ State Transportation Improvement Program  

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 
plans and develop needed amendments to the LCP. The table below provides a timeline of key 
planning and policy efforts. 
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Table 7: Planning and Policy Efforts Timeline 

Year Plan or Policy 

1978 ¶ Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada Community Plan 

1980-Present ¶ San Mateo County Local Coastal Program and amendments 

2001 ¶ San Mateo County Trails Plan 

2002 ¶ Midcoast Recreational Needs Assessment 

2010 ¶ Highway 1 Safety & Mobility Study Phase 1 

¶ California Coastal Trail Midcoast Pillar Point to Mirada Surf 

2011 ¶ San Mateo County Congestion Management Program 2011 (C/CAG) 

2012 ¶ CA Coastal Trail MCC Concept Plan 

¶ Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study Phase 2 

2013 ¶ San Mateo Local Coastal Program 

¶ San Mateo County Traffic Impact Study Requirements 

2014 (May ς Aug) ¶ Plan Princeton Existing Conditions 

2015 (Mar ς Apr) ¶ San Mateo County Coastside Access Study 

2015 (Aug) ¶ Highway 1 Congestion and Safety Improvement Project 

2018 (Apr) ¶ Caltrans Transportation Concept Report SR1 South 

¶ Caltrans D4 Bike Plan 

2018 (May) ¶ Half Moon Bay Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 

2018 (Aug) ¶ SamTrans Coastside Transit Study 

2020 ¶ Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Land Use Plan Update 

Ongoing ¶ 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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SUMMARY OF RELEVANT PLANS & POLICIES 
California Coastal 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 foundational goals that 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 Coastal Act policies 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, subject to certain retained powers held by the Coastal Commission. 

Local Coastal Program 
{ŀƴ aŀǘŜƻ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ [ƻŎŀƭ /ƻŀǎǘŀƭ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ό[/tύ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƎǳƛŘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻŀǎǘŀƭ 
zone while protecting coastal resources. Any and all development projects in the Coastal 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 infrastructure proposals 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 significant amendmeƴǘǎ ǘƻ {ŀƴ aŀǘŜƻ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ [ƻŎŀƭ 
Coastal Program regarding the Midcoast. One of these amendments was Policy 2.53, which 
ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ά/ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴέ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ 
the cumulative impacts of Midcoast development. Connect the Coastside is designed to fulfill 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ tƻƭƛŎȅ нΦро ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
components of the Local Coastal Program, including the public works and new development 
components. Some of the standards proposed 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 
The San Mateo County General Plan guides decision making and the physical development of 
the unincorporated areas of the county. The General Plan contains several chapters that 
contain policies related to Connect the Coastside, including: 

¶ Vegetative, Water, Fish and Wildlife Resources 

¶ Park and Recreation Resources 

¶ Visual Quality  

¶ Urban Land Use 

¶ Water Supply  

¶ Transportation 

¶ Housing  

¶ Energy and Climate Change 
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The General Plan has a goal to plan for a transportation system that provides for the safe, 
efficient, and convenient movement of people and goods 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 modes of travel.  

Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan 
This plan sets goals and policies for the growth of Montara, Moss Beach, and El Granada. The 
Community Plan contains relevant policies on circulation, road standards, trails, conservation 
and open space, and community appearance.  

Caltrans Transportation Concept Report (TCR) for SR 1 South 
The purpose of the Transportation Concept Report is to evaluate current and projected 
conditions along state routes and communicate the vision for development in each Caltrans 
District over a 25-year 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 Bridge. ¢ƘŜ ¢/wΩǎ 
strategies include supporting Connect the Coastside, 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 planning for sea level rise. 

Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Study 
The Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study Phases 1 and 2 are community-based 
transportation studies with recommended improvements to Highway 1 in the unincorporated 
communities of Princeton, El Granada, Miramar, Montara, and Moss Beach. The Phase 1 effort 
was funded through a Caltrans Community-Based Transportation Planning Grant in partnership 
with the Local Government Commission. The Plan was developed through an extensive 
community process that included a focus groups, community workshops, walk audits, and a 
design charette. Many of the recommendations in Connect the Coastside are from these 
studies. 

Unincorporated San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan  
The Unincorporated San Mateo 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 prioritizes projects in unincorporated areas across the Bay Side and Coast side. 
As of December 2020, the Draft Plan was available for review, with a Final Plan is anticipated to 
be released and submitted for approval by the County Board of Supervisors in 2021.   

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 
Point Harbor and Moss Beach. The purpose of this project is to make a comprehensive update 
to the policies, plans, and standards regulating the Princeton study area. The Connect the 
Coastside project team has coordinated with the Plan Princeton project team to ensure 
consistency between the two plans.  
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Reimagine SamTrans 
Lƴ ǎǳƳƳŜǊ нлмфΣ {ŀƳ¢Ǌŀƴǎ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ άwŜƛƳŀƎƛƴŜ {ŀƳ¢Ǌŀƴǎέ ŀƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻ ŀ 
comprehensive operational analysis (COA) to identify the challenges in the current bus system 
using data and public engagement and identify opportunities to improve SamTrans service. The 
overarching goals of Reimagine SamTrans are to improve the transit experience, grow new and 
ƳƻǊŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǊƛŘŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘ {ŀƳ¢ǊŀƴǎΩ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ŀǎ ŀ Ƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊΦ 
Recommendations from Reimagine SamTrans could include route, system, and/or vehicle 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 identify potential solutions. SamTrans put a 
hold on the effort due to the COVID-19 public health crisis and plans to restart the project in 
2021.   

Granada Community Services District Burnham Strip Park Plan 
The Granada Community Services District has developed a Preliminary Burnham Park Plan for 
the creation of a park on the Burnham Strip in El Granada between Highway 1 and Obispo Road, 
with plan submission targeted for the first quarter of 2021. The Connect the Coastside project 
team will continue to coordinate with the Granada Community Services District on creating 
connections between the future park and the multimodal parallel trail and addressing parking 
needs.  

Plan Half Moon Bay 
In summer 2013, the City of Half Moon Bay initiated a process to update its General Plan, Local 
Coastal Program, and Zoning Ordinance. At their October 20, 2020 regular meeting, the City 
Council voted to approve the Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Land Use Plan Update and submit it 
to the California Coastal Commission for certification. The Land Use Plan contains the primary 
policies governing land use and development within the city limits, including policies on 
transportation.  
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4. 9ȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ tǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ 
[ŀƴŘ ¦ǎŜ /ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ 
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BACKGROUND 
The way we use land has a major impact on traffic and the way people travel. A 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 evaluated existing conditions to understand current development 
patterns and the associated traffic impacts. The existing conditions analyses clarifies what 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 team projected the future development potential of the Study Area by 
creating buildout forecasts. This is an estimate of how more residential units and commercial 
square footage could be expected in the future. The buildout forecast is an input to a travel 
demand model, which can be used 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 describes existing land use conditions and the future projected land use and 
development conditions that serve as the backdrop for the transportation analysis. The 
processes summarized here are ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ CƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
San Mateo County CompreheƴǎƛǾŜ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ tǳōƭƛŎ wŜǾƛŜǿ 5ǊŀŦǘέ 
όhŎǘƻōŜǊ нлмрύ ŀƴŘ ά.ǳƛƭŘƻǳǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ tǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ wŜǇƻǊǘέ ό{ŜǇǘŜƳōŜǊ нлмпύΦ  
 

EXISTING LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT 
Land uses in the unincorporated Connect the Coastside study area include a mix of residential, 
commercial, agriculture, industrial, institutional, recreational, and airport. Most land in the 
unincorporated Connect the Coastside study area is reserved for Open Space and Agriculture. 
Many of the traffic generating uses (residential, commercial, 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 Area General Plan Land Uses 

 
 

Table 8: Study Area General Plan Land Uses (Unincorporated) 

Land Use Type Percentage 

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 LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT 
MAXIMUM BUILDOUT FORECAST 
The project team developed a Maximum Buildout Forecast (MBF) in 2014 to use as an input for 
the travel demand model and make 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 regulations. In other 
words, ōǳƛƭŘƻǳǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ŜƴŘǇƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ. LCP Policy 2.53 specifically 
requires that Connect the Coastside analyze the traffic impacts of projected new development 
at LCP buildout, which means using the current land use policies and zoning rules of Local 
Coastal Program to calculate buildout. 
 
The Maximum Buildout Forecast looked at both residential and non-residential uses in order to 
create a holistic estimate about future traffic conditions. The forecast included four subareas: 
the Midcoast; Princeton; Rural Lands; and Half Moon Bay. The 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 area. The 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 
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The Maximum Buildout Forecast was created using the following information:  

¶ Existing parcel data 

¶ Existing zoning 

¶ Natural features data 

¶ Public lands data 

¶ County Assessor data: existing land use and (to the extent available) existing building 

square footage, assessed building and land value, and property ownership 

The development analysis also included assumptions to estimate:  
(1) the amount of existing development, for parcels for which this data was not 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ !ǎǎŜǎǎƻǊΩǎ Řŀǘŀ ŦƛƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ  

(2) the amount and type of future development prƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ƻƴ άƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǎƛǘŜǎΦέ  
 
Opportunity sites were identified for each subarea. Opportunity sites are parcels that are 
undeveloped or underutilized and which likely be developed in the future. Assumptions 
followed those of the San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update and the Plan Princeton effort, 
where relevant. Development assumptions for both residential and non-residential 
development were refined based on what is allowed by zoning, the typical density and intensity 
of existing development, and regulatory constraint factors.  
 

Table 9: Residential Development in 2014 and at Maximum Buildout 

Subarea 
Existing (2014) 
Housing Units 

Maximum Buildout 
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 existing mobile homes were not accounted for in the November 2014 Existing Conditions Report.  

 
Table 10: Non-Residential Development in 2014 and at Maximum Buildout Forecast 

 Existing (2014) Maximum Buildout 

Subarea Non-Residential Sq. Ft. Total Jobs 
Non-Residential Sq. 

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 

 



40 

 

CONSTRAINED DEVELOPMENT FORECAST 
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, a Constrained Development Forecast (CDF) was created in 2015 to project 
development until the year 2040, which is consistent with other local and regional forecasts. As 
part of this effort, a modified Maximum Buildout Forecast was created to account for updated 
data and assumptions, including corrections to data on existing and proposed development and 
reconsideration of employment density assumptions. The CDF used the modified Maximum 
Buildout Forecast as a starting point, and then took into account the following potential 
constraints:  

¶ San Mateo County LCP Policy 1.23, which limits residential development in the 

unincorporated Midcoast to 40 units per year, and 

¶ The market demand for new housing and non-residential development in Half Moon 

Bay based on the market analysis conducted in 2014 for the Half Moon Bay General Plan 

Update.  

The CDF also considered Half Moon Bay Measure D, which limits residential growth to 1 percent 
annually in Half Moon Bay and 1.5 percent Downtown. For Half Moon Bay, the zoning-based 
forecast resulted in a lower level of residential development than would be allowed under 
Measure D. Thus, zoning would be the most limiting factor for residential development in Half 
Moon Bay.  

Table 11: Residential Constrained Development Forecast for 2040 

Subarea 
Existing (2014) 
Single-family 

Units 

Existing (2014) 
Multi -family 

Units 

Existing (2014) 
Total Housing (Single + 

Multifamily)  Units 

Projected 2040 
Housing Units 

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.  

 
Table 12: Non-Residential Constrained Development Forecast for 2040 

 Existing (2014) Projected 2040 

Subarea Non-Residential Sq. Ft. Total Jobs 
Non-Residential Sq. 

Ft. 
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 represents a more realistic projection of future 
development to the year 2040 than the Maximum Buildout Forecast. However, many factors 
will contribute to the amount of actual development that will take place by 2040, and the 
Constrained Development Forecast represents just one estimate of future conditions.   
 

DEVELOPMENT BETWEEN 2015 AND 2020 
Since 2014, 102 additional units were constructed in the unincorporated Midcoast, averaging 
17 new housing units each year. This is well below the limit of 40 new housing units in Midcoast 
required by LCP 1.23 and below the amount of yearly new units predicted by the Constrained 
Development Forecast. The amount of non-residential development in the unincorporated 
Midcoast is also less than the amount predicted by the Constrained Development Forecast for 
that period of time.  
 

Table 13: Annual Development from 2015 to 2020 

Year 
New Midcoast Housing 

Units Constructed 

New Midcoast Non-

Residential Sq. Ft. 

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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CITY OF HALF MOON BAY LAND USE PLAN UPDATE 
In 2020, 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:  

¶ The HMB LCLUP development analysis accounts for the new policies in the updated 
HMB Land Use Plan   

¶ The CTC development analysis uses 2014 as a starting year, while the HMB development 
analysis uses 2018 as a starting year  

¶ 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 the HMB LCLUP maximum theoretical buildout forecast estimates a 1,315 unit decrease 
from what the previous 1996 Land Use Plan anticipated. HMB LCLUP policies that impact future 
development include: 

¶ A Town Center concept that 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 traffic and other impacts.  

¶ A workforce housing overlay that creates affordable housing sites for agriculture, 
specified churches, public schools, and State parklands. The Workforce Housing Overlay 
is intended to reduce vehicle trips by providing housing closer to places of employment 
on the coast. 

¶ Several substantially developed Planned Developments were re-designated to reflect 
their actual land uses. 

 
Table 14: City of Half Moon Bay 2020 Local Coastal Land Use Plan Development Forecast Summary 

 
Source: https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3153/Appendix-B_Buildout_HMB-LCLUP_2020-
Final-CC-Draft_Sept-2020 

  

 Existing (2018) 2040 Projection Maximum Theoretical Buildout 

Housing Units  4,830 5,612 7,051 

Jobs 5,379 6,053 7,684 

https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3153/Appendix-B_Buildout_HMB-LCLUP_2020-Final-CC-Draft_Sept-2020
https://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3153/Appendix-B_Buildout_HMB-LCLUP_2020-Final-CC-Draft_Sept-2020
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5. ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ 
tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ aŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ 

ŀƴŘ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ 
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COMMON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
This section describes common ways to measure transportation system performance, including 
ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 
performance standards are important ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ άǿƘŀǘ ƎŜǘǎ ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǘǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ 
standards show what is considered deficient now and what would be considered deficient in 
the future. They also influence where solutions are needed and what those solutions could be. 
 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 
A common way to measure ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ [ŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƻǊ ά[h{έ. LOS 
generally describes operating conditions of a road from the perspective of the driver and is 
described in terms of speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and 
comfort and convenience.5 
 
LOS looks at the level of congestion during a peak travel period compared to free-flow 
conditions. Peak periods are when highest number of people are often traveling the most, like 
the: 

¶ weekday morning commute (7:00 ς 9:00 am),  

¶ weekday evening commute (4:00 ς 6:00 pm), and the  

¶ weekend recreational peak period (10:00 am ς 2:00 pm),  
 
LOS is measured in letter grades where ά!έ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴts free-flow conditions and άCέ represents 
extremely long delays. LOS can be applied to both intersections and roadway segments.  
 
LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections are shown in Table 15.  
 
Table 15: Intersection Level of Service Definitions 

Level of 
Service 

Signalized Intersection 
Average Delay 

(sec/veh) 

Unsignalized 
Intersection Average 

Delay (sec/veh) Description 

A Җ мл Җ мл Free flow/Insignificant Delay 

B Ҕ мл ŀƴŘ Җ нл Ҕ мл ŀƴŘ Җ мр Stable Operation/Minimal Delay 

C Ҕ нл ŀƴŘ Җ ор Ҕ мр ŀƴŘ Җ нр Stable Operation/Acceptable Delay 

D Ҕ ор ŀƴŘ Җ рр Ҕ нр ŀƴŘ Җ ор Approaching Unstable/Tolerable Delay 

E Ҕ рр ŀƴŘ Җ ул Ҕ ор ŀƴŘ Җ рл 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 
 
  

                                                      
5 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000 
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Roadway segment level of service is based upon the peak traffic volume (v) relative to the 
capacity of the roadway or intersection (c). ά/ŀǇŀŎƛǘȅέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ Ŧƭƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ 
roadway can accommodate under normal conditions. Roadway segment level of service is 
expressed as a άv/c ratioέ and the amount of capacity filled by traffic volumes determines the 
level of service. 

ὖὩὥὯ ὝὶὥὪὪὭὧ ὠέὰόάὩ ὺ

ὙέὥὨύὥώ ὅὥὴὥὧὭὸώ ὧ
 
ὺ

ὧ
 ὙὥὸὭέ 

 
Roadway segment level of service thresholds are different depending on the roadway type:  
ω A two-lane highway is a roadway with one lane for use by traffic in each direction.6  
ω A multi-lane highway is one which has more than one lane in each direction.  

 
On a two-lane highway, a driver must use the opposing lane of traffic to pass a slower vehicle. 
As traffic volumes increase, the ability to pass a slower car goes down and platoons of vehicles 
are formed, increasing the delay experienced by motorists. Therefore, for two-lane highways, 
the volume and capacity used to calculate the v/c ratio combines both directions: the capacity 
used in Connect the Coastside for two-lane roads is 2,800 vehicles per hour (1,400 vehicles per 
lane per hour in each direction).7 
 
On a multi-lane highway, the roadway level of service criteria is for each direction of travel 
separately. The capacity used in Connect the Coastside for multilane highway segments is 2,200 
vehicles per hour per lane and is evaluated per lane and per direction, so a four-lane highway 
has a 4,400 vehicle per hour total capacity in each direction. The specific roadway LOS criteria 
for two-lane and multi-lane highways are shown below in Table 16.  
 
Table 16: Roadway Level of Service Definitions 

 Two-Lane Highways Multi -Lane Highways 

Level of 
Service 

% Time 
Delay 

Max v/c 
ratio1 

Average 
Travel Speed2 

% Time 
Delay 

Max v/c 
ratio3 

Average 
Travel Speed2 

A 30 0.00 ς 0.04 54 30 0.00 ς 0.30 50 

B 45 0.04 ς 0.16 51 45 0.30 ς 0.50 50 

C 60 0.16 ς 0.32 48 60 0.50 ς 0.70 50 

D 75 0.32 ς 0.57 46 75 0.70 ς 0.84 49 

E >75 0.57 ς 1.00 41 >75 0.84 ς 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 2,800 passenger 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, reduce speed 

by 4 mph for each 10-mph reduction in design speed below 60 mph; assumes that speed is not restricted to lower values by 
regulation. 

3. Ratio of flow rate to an ideal capacity of 2,200 passenger cars per hour per lane. 

 

                                                      
6 Defined by the San Mateo County Congestion Management Program 
7 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.  
 
Figure 4: Intersection and Roadway Level of Service Visualization  

 
Graphic courtesy of: https://policymanual.mdot.maryland.gov/mediawiki/index.php?title=File:LOS_Graphic.jpg 

 
In order to improve level of service, generally traffic volumes need to decrease, or roadway 
capacity needs to increase. Increasing the capacity of a roadway usually means adding lanes to 
a road, removing obstacles to travel (like cars waiting to turn by adding turn lanes), changing 
signal timing so more cars can get through at a certain location, or improvements like lane 
widening to make it easier for cars to go faster.  
 

DELAY INDEX 
Level of service does not fully explain traffic operations, and improving LOS often results in 
projects out of step with other goals ς like sustainability 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 dropping. Another method to measure roadway 
performance from the perspective of the driver is to use a delay index, which is defined as the 
ratio of the peak period travel time on a corridor to ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜŜπŦƭƻǿ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ǘƛƳŜ.  
 

ὖὩὥὯ ὖὩὶὭέὨ ὝὶὥὺὩὰ ὝὭάὩ

ὊὶὩὩ Ὂὰέύ ὝὶὥὺὩὰ ὝὭάὩ
 ὈὩὰὥώ ὍὲὨὩὼ ὠὥὰόὩ 

 
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 trip takes 10 
minutes during a morning commute time (peak period), instead of 5 minutes during the middle 
of the night (typically a free flow travel time). The graphic on the next page illustrates different 
delay index values for a trip.  

https://policymanual.mdot.maryland.gov/mediawiki/index.php?title=File:LOS_Graphic.jpg
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Figure 5: Illustration of Delay Index 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Clock faces created by Alexander Wiefel from Noun Project 

 
Using a Delay Index allows for more flexibility and creativity in transportation solutions than 
Level of Service because it is not dictated by the roadway capacity.  
 

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED 
Vehicle miles 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. California Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) initiated an update to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines to change 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 level of service (LOS) for determining 
significant traffic impacts from projects. Measuring vehicle miles traveled better captures the 
collective impact of driving, such as greenhouse gas emissions, impacts to air quality, and 
access to goods and services, whicƘ ŀǊŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƎƻŀƭǎΦ 
 
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) and has produced 
interim guidelines.8 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 from a VMT analysis.  
 

                                                      
8 https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements  

Trip takes 15 minutes  
with no traffic 

Delay Index = 15/15 
or 1 

Trip takes 20 minutes 
with some traffic 

Delay Index = 20/15 
or 1.3 

Trip takes 30 minutes 
with more traffic 

Delay Index = 30/15 
or 2.0 

https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements
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OTHER 
Level of service and the delay index do not directly address how well a road performs for other 
modes of travel, such as those who are walking, bicycling, or taking public transit. Measuring 
vehicle miles traveled can indicate how well an area supports those who choose not to 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 better understand conditions and 
performance for other modes. Examples include:  
 

¶ 2010 Highway Capacity Manual Multimodal Level of Service ς Method for evaluation 
multimodal level of service to estimate LOS for auto, bus, bicycle, and pedestrian level 
of service in urban contexts. 

¶ Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index (PEQI)ς First 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 provides a score. The PEQI considers things 
like sidewalk connectivity, lighting, shade, and areas to rest.  

¶ Bicycle Environmental Quality Index (BEQI) ς Similar 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. 

¶ Public Transit ς Public transit operators use a variety of different metrics to measure 
system performance and make changes, including overall ridership, passengers per mile 
or hour, miles between accidents, and on-time performance.  

 
None of these have been incorporated into local regulatory frameworks to date. 
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CURRENT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
The following policies include performance standards that apply to roads in the San Mateo 
County Midcoast:  
 

¶ San Mateo County Congestion Management Program9 

¶ San Mateo County Traffic Impact Analysis Requirements10  

¶ {ŀƴ aŀǘŜƻ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ [ƻŎŀƭ /ƻŀǎǘŀƭ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ11  
 

SAN MATEO COUNTY CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
The City/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 needs, including 
addressing congestion. CMP legislation requires the use of level of service to measure roadway 
performance and sets standards for how well all roadway segments (including highways) in San 
Mateo County can perform before being considered deficient: 
 

¶ Roadway segment ς Level of Service E 

¶ Intersection ς Level of Service E 
  

SAN MATEO COUNTY TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS 
The County of San Mateo Department of Public Works requires that traffic and circulation 
impacts of proposed developments must be analyzed and defines the minimum acceptable 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ƛǎ ά/Σέ ǿƛǘƘ ƴƻ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŀǘ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ 
LOS D. The requirements state that on occasion, LOS D may be allowed for peak periods.  
 
In 2020, the County adopted interim criteria to determine transportation-related 
environmental impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act using vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT). Projects that exceed VMT thresholds based on their project type may have a 
significant impact that would require mitigation; the baselines are:  
 

¶ For residential projects ς 13.60 home-based trip VMT per resident 

¶ For office ς 16.65 home-based work trip per VMT per worker 
 
Transportation projects must have a 0-net increase in Total VMT. 
 

                                                      
9 San Mateo County Congestion Management Program, 2019, San Mateo City/County Council of Governments 
(C/CAG) (https://ccag.ca.gov/programs/transportation-programs/congestion-management/)  
10 San Mateo County Traffic Impact Analysis Requirements, 2013 and 2020, County of San Mateo, Department of 
Public Works, Roadway Services (https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-
requirements)  
11   County of San Mateo Local Coastal Program Policies, 2013, County of San Mateo, Planning and Building 
Department 

https://ccag.ca.gov/programs/transportation-programs/congestion-management/
https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements
https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements
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SAN MATEO COUNTY LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 
¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ [ƻŎŀƭ /ƻŀǎǘŀƭ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ό[/tύ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ нΦпо ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘŜƴ 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴΣ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ά5έ ƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǇŜŀƪ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎΣ 
ŀƴŘ [ŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ά9έ ƛǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǊŜŎǊeational peak periods. Since the language in 
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. 
 

CURRENT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS SUMMARY 
The roadway standards that apply to Midcoast roads are summarized in the table below: Local 
Coastal Program (LCP) standards apply to Highways in the coastal zone and San Mateo County 
standards apply to County-owned roads.  
 
Table 17: Existing Midcoast Roadway Standards 

Application Performance Measure Threshold for Deficiency on 
Weekday Peak 

Threshold for Deficiency on 
Weekend Peak 

Signalized 
Intersection 

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

Unsignalized 
Intersection 

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

Roadway 
Segment 

Level of Service D (LCP) or E (C/CAG) E (LCP) 
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PROPOSED PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
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 speeds -- things like widening roads to 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 impact natural environments and take away space 
for other roadway users, including pedestrians and cyclists. These solutions were rejected by 
stakeholders because they did ƴƻǘ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƎƻŀƭǎΦ 
Therefore, the project team proposed updated performance standards designed to better 
describe the transportation systemΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ in the Midcoast.  
 
Using a different performance standard that better aligns with Midcoast stakeholder values 
allows for a more diverse set of transportation solutions; which are described further below. 
 

INTERSECTION PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
Most intersections within the study area are unsignalized minor approach roads intersecting 
with Highways 1 and 92, and most are controlled by stop signs for minor approaches or are 
uncontrolled. Therefore, any deficiency or required mitigation due to intersection level of 
service should balance the need of the minor street traffic with the flow of traffic along the 
highways. To address this, the proposed intersection standard for the Midcoast requires 
unsignalized intersections to meet a peak-hour signal warrant to be considered deficient. This 
helps ensure that the volume of traffic using the minor approach is large enough to warrant 
additional intersection control and the associated disruption to traffic flow along Highway 1. 

Example of a minor and stop-controlled intersection at Highway 1 and 8th 
Street in Montara; 8th ǎǘǊŜŜǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άƳƛƴƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƻǇ-ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭƭŜŘέ ǎǘǊŜŜǘΦ 
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ROADWAY PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
There are no alternate routes to Highways 1 or 92 with comparable roadway capacity, so any 
deficiencies using roadway level of service as a standard would lead to highway widening. 
Highways widening is not in line with the Midcoast vision and is largely infeasible due to 
environmental constraints.  
 
To avoid traffic mitigations that require adding highway lanes, the proposed roadway standard 
for the Midcoast is the delay index. Using the 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 the Highways 1 
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 peak times. Connect the Coastside 
proposes that the Delay Index be increased to 3.0 for segments that have adjacent Class I 
bicycle facilities or Class II bicycle facilities along at least 80% of the length. The higher standard 
allows for increased delay to motorists but encourages improvements that provide mobility 
across multiple modes. This is in accordance with statewide and County General Plan Complete 
Streets policies that encourage provision of capacity for all modes of travel. 
 
Table 18: Proposed Midcoast Roadway Performance Standards 

Application Performance 
Measure 

Threshold for Deficiency 

Signalized Intersection Level of Service LOS C with no individual movement operating at worse 
than LOS D1 

Unsignalized Intersection Level of Service Same as signalized and must meet a peak-hour signal 
warrant2 

Roadway Segment that serves 
vehicles only 

Delay Index Greater than 2.0 
(Example: 10 minutes to drive with no congestion would 
be deficient if it took over 20 minutes to drive during 
peak commute times) 

Roadway segment with 
adjacent Class 1 or Class II 
Bikeway for at least 80% of 
length 

Delay Index Greater than 3.0 
(Example: 10 minutes to drive with no congestion would 
be deficient if it took over 30 minutes to drive during 
peak commute times) 

New land use or 
transportation projects 

Vehicle miles 
traveled 

Final guidelines to be developed by San Mateo County in 
collaboration with C/CAG3 

1As defined by the San Mateo County Traffic Impact Study Requirement and San Mateo County Local Coastal Program 
2Signal warrant: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/safety-programs/camutcd/traffic-manual-ch9  
3Interim guidelines for application are available at: https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements 

 

  

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/safety-programs/camutcd/traffic-manual-ch9
https://publicworks.smcgov.org/documents/traffic-impact-analysis-requirements
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OTHER MODES 
Data on other modes of travel is limited, making measurements both challenging to do and less 
useful in identifying deficiencies. In addition, to meet local and state goals related to advancing 
equity and addressing climate change, common sense improvements to increase access for 
walking, bicycling, and transit are critical. Connect the Coastside recommends using the 
following guidelines to identify improvements related to parking, walking, bicycling, and transit.  
 

Parking 
The Midcoast is an important regional recreational destination and recreational parking can 
increase public access and help prevent overflow parking into residential areas. Connect the 
Coastside used weekend peak-period parking occupancy to assess parking need and aims that 
beach access points should have no more than 95% parking occupancy in the associated 
recreational parking facility during the recreational peak. Recreational destinations include Gray 
²ƘŀƭŜ /ƻǾŜ {ǘŀǘŜ .ŜŀŎƘΣ aƻƴǘŀǊŀ .ŜŀŎƘΣ ŀƴŘ {ǳǊŦŜǊΩǎ .ŜŀŎƘΦ 
 

Walking 
Providing safe and comfortable walking facilities and crossings can increase the overall number 
of people who choose to walk and create a more accessible community.  Some areas will have 
lower demand for walking, such as roadways near vacant land. Other areas, such as commercial 
corridors and residential streets, could be accessed more frequently by people walking. 
Hotspots for pedestrian activity are key destinations such as beaches, commercial areas, view-
points, and transit stops. 
 

In general,  

¶ Areas with low demand do not need large infrastructure improvements and could be 
addressed through trail connections and shared-use paths. 

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

¶ 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. 

¶ As traffic volumes increase, the level of improvement needed to provide a safe crossing 
increases, from a simple marked 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 prefer different 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, the greater the speeds and volumes of a roadway, the more 
important it is to provide a bikeway of high quality that is separated from roadway traffic. The 
National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) recommends that bike lanes are 
most helpful on 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 and vehicular traffic should be considered, such as left-side bike lanes, 
buffered bike lanes and bike paths.12 
 
Bicycle parking should be provided at all key destinations, including beach access points, parks, 
trailheads, schools and central business districts. The San Mateo County Zoning Regulations13 
states that άbicycle 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 
ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎ ǎǇŀŎŜ ǇŜǊ ǇŀǊŎŜƭΦέ This regulation will help increase the amount of bicycle 
ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ [/t ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊƛƴƎ 
bicycle parking in all Coastal Zone parking lots, including specific requirements for several 
coastal access points. 
 

Transit 
In July 2019, SamTrans launched Reimagine SamTrans, which will study SamTrans services in-
depth, including strengths, challenges, and community needs. Ultimately, the project will 
recommend a new Service Policy Framework, such as new or re-routed bus lines and goals for 
ridership and use that are tailored to the areas of lower-density 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 the Coastside 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 experience and recommends that all bus stops have a 
paved waiting platform to support those with disabilities, and that all bus stops should have a 
bench, while heavily used bus stops in areas susceptible to inclement weather conditions 
should have a full shelter.  
  

                                                      
12 https://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/bike-lanes/conventional-bike-lanes/ 
13 Zoning 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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6. 9ȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ tǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ 
¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ 
/ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ 
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BACKGROUND 
As described in the Existing and Projected Land Use Conditions chapter (page 36), Connect the 
Coastside aims 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 determine transportation impacts, first the project team evaluated existing 
conditions and collected data (like vehicle counts) to assess traffic conditions. The existing 
conditions analyses clarifies what 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.  
 
In order to project future transportation impacts, the maximum buildout forecast described in 
the land use chapter was inputted into a travel demand model. In San Mateo County, C/CAG 
in partnership with the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) is responsible for developing and 
maintaining the countywide travel demand model. The model is updated every 5 years and 
projects conditions 25 years into the future. Although the C/CAG-VTA transportation model 
does not include regional growth projections beyond 2040, and the maximum buildout forecast 
will not occur by then, the maximum buildout forecast was used to assess traffic impacts, 
consistent with the directives of LCP Policy 2.53. 
 
The outputs of the travel demand model were further processed using additional 
transportation software to identify the traffic impacts of the maximum buildout forecast 
scenario. The project team could then compare existing conditions to projected future 
conditions to understand what type of transportation and land use solutions might be needed.  
 
Based on the findings of the data analysis and communityΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 
transportation on the Midcoast, the project team recommended different ways to measure 
transportation performance (page 51) and then identified solutions to address the impacts 
(Chapter 7).  
 
This section provides an overview of existing transportation conditions, existing performance, 
and the future transportation impacts associated with projected development. The processes 
summarized here are ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άEvaluation of Recommended Alternative 
ǘƻ !ŘŘǊŜǎǎ tƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ CǳǘǳǊŜ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ 5ŜŦƛŎƛŜƴŎƛŜǎ wŜǇƻǊǘέ όaŀǊŎƘ нлмсύΣ άDevelopment 
Forecast for the San Mateo County Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan Public 
wŜǾƛŜǿ 5ǊŀŦǘέ όhŎǘƻōŜǊ нлмрύ ŀƴŘ ά.ǳƛƭŘƻǳǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎ tǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ wŜǇƻǊǘέ 
(September 2014).  

  



57 

 

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS 
DRIVING 
As described in the introduction, driving is the primary mode of transportation in the Study 
Area. The main roadway corridors are:  
 

¶ /ŀōǊƛƭƭƻ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ όIƛƎƘǿŀȅ мύΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǊǘƘπǎƻǳǘƘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴ and 

¶ San Mateo Road (Highway фнύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘπǿŜǎǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ  
 
Highways 1 and 92 are owned and managed by Caltrans and provide regional connections to 
San Francisco (north), San Mateo (east) and Santa Cruz (south). Highways 1 and 92 are largely 
one lane in each direction, with limited areas for passing, left-turn pockets for turning, and 
right-turn lanes. The remainder of the roadway network is comprised of two-lane County roads 
that range from arterials, such as Airport Street in Princeton-Moss Beach, to narrow rural 
roadways, such as Beach Way in Moss Beach. Many local roadways do not have center-lane 
striping or edge striping.  
 
The roadway network serves to connect people and goods within the Midcoast and to 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 Midcoast resources, 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 residents feel 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 
calculate existing performance standard deficiencies (Existing Transportation Performance 
Standard Deficiencies on page 71). Vehicle volumes at key locations along Highway 1 have not 
changed significantly when compared to 2017 and 2019 counts (see Appendix D). 
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Map 7: Roadway Network 
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PARKING 
Vehicular parking on the Midcoast ranges from on-street parking in neighborhoods, along 
Highway 1, with some off-street parking lots for recreational use, and some parking provides by 
local businesses that are open to public use (see Table 19: Study Area Parking Inventory on 
page 60).  
 
The San Mateo County Coastside Access Study conducted a recreational parking inventory and 
use survey near park sites along the coast ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 5ŜǾƛƭΩǎ {ƭƛŘŜ (north) and El Granada (south). 
When designated lots fill to capacity, visitors often park on the roadside, which is legally 
permitted (as long as the vehicle is outside of the travel way). These vehicles were counted as 
άƻǾŜǊŦƭƻǿέ ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ nearby parking area. 
 
The study found an estimated 396 parking spaces in designated parking areas. During the data 
collection period, a total of 423 parked vehicles were observed in the designated and overflow 
parking areas ς or a 107% occupancy rate. Out of all study locations, the highest overflow was 
observed at Montara State Beach and McNee Ranch (137%), while Quarry, Wicklow, and 
Mirada Surf saw the least occupancy rate at 26%.  
 
Many parking lots are not paved and lack striped spaces, leading to inefficient use. Some 
private parking lots are required to provide parking for public use, but do not necessarily have 
signs showing visitors that parking is available.  
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Table 19: Study Area Parking Inventory 

Lot Name Area Spaces Public /  
Private 

Notes 

Devil's Slide Trail 1 North of Montara 15 Public Free 

Devil's Slide Trail 2 North of Montara 9 Public Free 

Gray Whale Cove State Beach North of Montara 72 Public Free 

Gray Whale Cove Surplus North of Montara 35 Public Free 

McNee Range State Park North of Montara 7 Public Free 

Martini Creek North of Montara 42 Public Free 

Montara State Beach North of Montara 8 Public Free 

La Costanera North of Montara 40 Public /  
Private 

Restaurant parking 
after 5 pm 

Point Montara Lighthouse Hostel Montara 25 Private Hostel guests only 

Montara Water & Sanitary District Montara 15 Private MWSD only 

Fitzgerald Marine Reserve  Moss Beach 40 Public Free 

Church of Jesus Christ LDS Moss Beach 170 Private Church only 

Moss Beach Distillery Moss Beach 43 Public /  
Private 

Restaurant 
parking. 14 spaces 
public. 

Harbor Lot A Pillar Point and HAF Airport 322 Public Free/Permit 

Harbor Lot B Pillar Point and HAF Airport 52 Public Free 

Harbor Lot C Pillar Point and HAF Airport 147 Public Permit 

Boat Launch and Trailer Lot Pillar Point and HAF Airport 135 Public Fishermen only 

Harbor Commercial Fishermen Lot Pillar Point and HAF Airport 40 Public Permit 

Pier Pillar Point and HAF Airport 20 Public 
 

Launching Facility Pillar Point and HAF Airport 18 Public 
 

Harbor Village Lot Pillar Point and HAF Airport 488 Public /  
Private 

 

Pillar Point Inn Pillar Point and HAF Airport 12 Private 
 

Barbara's Fish Trap Pillar Point and HAF Airport 37 Private 
 

Half Moon Bay Brewing Company (SE) Pillar Point and HAF Airport 43 Private 
 

Half Moon Bay Brewing Company 
(NW) 

Pillar Point and HAF Airport 50 Private 
 

Half Moon Bay Yacht Club Pillar Point and HAF Airport 14 Private Open to public 
when club is closed 

Nasturtium Pillar Point and HAF Airport 12 Private 
 

American Legion Pillar Point and HAF Airport 27 Private 
 

Mezza Luna Pillar Point and HAF Airport 37 Private 
 

Pillar Point Recreation Area Pillar Point and HAF Airport 35 Public 
 

Jean Lauer Trailhead Pillar Point and HAF Airport 10 Public 
 

West Point Ave & Stanford Lot Pillar Point and HAF Airport 20 Public 
 

Scenic Overlook Highway 92 12 Public 
 

Lower Crystal Springs Reservoir Route 35 18 Public 
 

Source: Appendix A of Connect the Coastside Buildout Analysis and Projections Final Report, November 20, 2014 
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WALKING  
Network 
There are many areas where people already walk. 
Stakeholders shared a desire to walk more to Midcoast 
destinations. Key destinations are largely spread along 
Highway 1 and are primarily near the coast. Destinations 
include beaches, trails, viewpoints and surfing areas, as 
well as businesses and services, such as the Post Office.  
 
The pedestrian network generally consists of 
intermittent sidewalks along local roads, roadway 
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 facilities 
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 access, and the many community-
serving destinations along Highway 1, the lack of 
pedestrian accommodation causes safety concerns and 
discourages people from walking. It also conflicts with 
ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ /ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ {ǘǊŜŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ Ŧŀƛƭǎ ǘƻ 
comply with guidelines for paths of travel to key 
locations (including transit stops) per the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA). 
 
  

The Parallel Trail was 
conceptualized in the Highway 
1 Safety and Mobility 
Improvement Study (Phase 1) 
and is envisioned to be a bicycle 
and pedestrian path alongside 
Highway 1, spanning from 
Montara and connecting with 
the Naomi Patridge Trail in Half 
Moon Bay. The Parallel Trail will 
allow Midcoast residents and 
visitors of all ages and abilities 
to access neighboring 
communities, town centers, 
schools and recreational 
destinations on foot or bike.  
 
The first section of the Parallel 
Trail, from Mirada Road north 
to Coronado Street, has been 
funded and implementation 
should begin in 2021. The Trail 
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 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƻǊ ǎŜŜ ƳƻǊŜ 
documents associated with 
County PLN 2015-00325. 
 

MIDCOAST MULTI-MODAL 
PARALLEL TRAIL 



62 

 

Map 8: Key Destinations and Pedestrian Demand 
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Crossings 
There are three marked pedestrian crossings within the Study 
Area at signalized intersections of Highway 1 and local streets: 
Coronado Street, Capistrano Road (S), and just south of the 
Tom Lantos ¢ǳƴƴŜƭ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǾƛƭΩǎ {ƭƛŘŜ ¢ǊŀƛƭΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ 
uncontrolled pedestrian crossing at Virginia Avenue in Moss 
Beach. Existing crossings at signalized intersections are just 
two parallel transverse lines, a design that has been shown to 
have lower visibility for drivers than alternatives, such as 
continental crosswalks (also known as zebra striping). There 
are no marked or controlled (e.g., at a stop sign or signal) 
crossings of Highway 1 in the communities of Miramar and 
Montara. The existing crossings are located near areas of 
dense residential and commercial land use and are notably 
missing from most recreational access points, such as 
trailhead parking lots and designated vista points. Caltrans has 
posted pedestrian crossing signs in a few of these high activity 
locations along Highway 1 throughout the Midcoast, but with 
no pavement markings. 
 
Every intersection is considered a legal crossing for 
pedestrians, even if unmarked (e.g., no crosswalk). Visitors to 
coastal beaches who park east of Highway 1, including on the 
eastern shoulder, must cross Highway 1 without marked 
crossings or sidewalks with little or no signage to alert drivers 
of people crossing. Similarly, on Highway 92, during seasonal 
spikes in commercial activity, many people cross the highway 
to access businesses and activities with no marked crossings. 
Despite these unsafe conditions and high weekend traffic 
volumes, many people walk to and cross Highways 1 and 92, 
and several collisions have occurred as a result14.  
 

                                                      
14 From 1/1/14 to 12/31/18, there were 4 pedestrian-involved collisions and 7 bicycle-involved collisions on 
Highways 1 and 92. Of the 4 pedestrian-involved collisions, 3 were crossing in a legal crosswalk at an intersection 
and 1 was crossing not in a crosswalk. Data from SWITRS GIS Map, Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), 
Safe Transportation Research and Education Center, University of California, Berkeley. 2021. 
https://tims.berkeley.edu/  

The Southern Skyline 
Boulevard Ridge Trail 
Extension Project led by 
the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission will 
extend the Ridge Trail 
south from SR-92 
alongside Skyline 
Boulevard to Henrik 
Ibsen Road. The trail 
would help extend the 
Bay Area Ridge Trail, 
which would provide 
100 miles of continuous 
trail from Marin County 
to southern San Mateo 
County. 
 
Currently, there are 
limited and 
discontinuous shoulders 
and no pedestrian 
facilities (sidewalks and 
crosswalks) or bikeways 
on Highways 92 and 35. 
In order to fully connect 
the trail, a safe crossing 
of Highway 92 is 
needed.   

RIDGE TRAIL 

https://tims.berkeley.edu/
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Parking lot with no marked crossing of Highway 1 to reach Gray Whale Cove 

Marked pedestrian crossing of Highway 1 at Virginia Avenue 
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BICYCLING 
The Caltrans Highway Design Manual categorizes bicycle facilities into four classes:  

Icons courtesy of The Noun Project. Class I icon άBike and Pedestrian Pathέ created by Bence Bezeredy from Noun 
Project. https://thenounproject.com/ 
 
There are few dedicated bicycle facilities with some local roads signed as Class III Bike Routes 
without sharrows. Some bicyclists use Highway 1 as an intercommunity route along the coast, 
since it is the only direct and continuous north-south connection. Highway 1 has paved 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘŜǊǎ όǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ уπŦŜŜǘ ǿƛŘŜύ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ōǳǘ ƴƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ bikeway. There are safety 
concerns for bicyclists along Highway 1 due to high vehicle speeds and parked cars often 
blocking the shoulder. Intersections along Highway 1 typically have wide cross-sections and 
large corner radii that are designed for fast-moving vehicles and turns, and generally make 
conditions more inaccessible and uncomfortable for both bicyclists and pedestrians. Some avid 
cyclists use Highway 92 as one of a handful of potential coastal access routes between eastern 
and western San 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 grades, some with high speed traffic.  
 
There is also a lack of bicycle parking at recreational and other destinations within the Study 
Area. Some public short-ǘŜǊƳ ōƛŎȅŎƭŜ ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǘ tƛƭƭŀǊ tƻƛƴǘ IŀǊōƻǊΣ {ŀƳΩǎ /ƘƻǿŘŜǊ 
House, and at a few of the County parks. 
 
The lack of bicycle facilities along key routes, through intersections, and availability of bicycle 
ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎΣ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /ƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ {ǘǊŜŜǘǎ tƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŀŎŜǊōŀǘŜǎ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜ 
congestion, especially during commute hours and peak summer tourist times. People on the 
Midcoast have few safe options to get around other than by car. 

Class I: Multi-use, paved paths that are separated from vehicular traffic 
and enable two-way travel for bicyclists and pedestrians

Class II: On-street striped bike lanes, with or without painted buffer

Class III: Shared right-of-way for bicyclists and motorists often with 
άǎƘŀǊǊƻǿέ ǎȅƳōƻƭǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǾŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘǿŀȅ ƛǎ ǘƻ 
be shared with bicyclists

Class IV: Separated bike lanes or cycle-track, with a physical separation 
between vehicle traffic and bikeway
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TRAILS AND COASTAL ACCESS 
The Midcoast has an extensive trail network and recreational areas, making it an important 
regional and local destination. Coastside recreational areas include several parks, beaches, 
scenic viewpoints, tidepools and other attractions along the coastline. The California Coastal 
Trail (CCT) a scenic, recreational public trail system envisioned to be continuous along the 
California coast is a popular resource. The CCT is intended to primarily serve people walking, 
but also accommodates other users, including cyclists, wheelchair users, and equestrians on 
some trail segments. Existing portions of the CCT run in a north-south direction west of 
Highway 1 north of Montara, in Princeton, Moss Beach and 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 the City of Half Moon Bay 
and Pillar Point Harbor, transitioning to an on-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 transportation facilities, especially because the roadway network 
does not support people walking or bicycling as well as it could. When recreational destinations 
are accessed by foot, pedestrians often walk directly there via local streets, parking lots, or, at 
times, privately-owned property (for example, where owners allow users to access public 
beaches).   
 
 

Pillar Point Bluff 
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TRANSIT 
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 service. Fixed route transit 
services follow a specific route, time table, and pick up at pre-designated stops. Dial-a-ride are 
demand-responsive services, where transit services are available to pick-up at specific locations 
and times under certain conditions of eligibility. 
 
While providing mobility options for some travelers, transit does not function as a primary 
mode of transportation for most discretionary transit riders because of its limited coverage and 
long headways (time between buses). Transit service has continued to change due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, as transit agencies face reduced ridership and additional protocols to 
ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΦ {ƻƳŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ tŀŎƛŦƛŎŀΩǎ 5ŜǾƛƭΩǎ {ƭƛŘŜ wƛŘŜ ǎƘǳǘǘƭŜ, all 
school-day only routes (e.g., Route 18), and Route 118 have been temporarily suspended. 
 
Table 20: Transit Services Serving the Study Area 

Route Description Peak 
Headway 
(min) 

Off Peak 
Headway 
(min) 

Span of 
Service (weekdays 
listed first) 

SamTrans 17  
(fixed route) 

Linda Mar Park & 
Ride (Pacifica)  ς 
Pescadero  

30 
60 (weekdays) 
120 
(weekends) 

5:30 AM ς 9:30 PM 

SamTrans 18 
(fixed route) 

Montara ς Half Moon 
Bay 

30 N/A 
7:00 AM ς 9:20 AM 
3:15 PM ς 4:20 PM 

SamTrans 110 
(fixed route) 

Linda Mar Park & 
Ride ς Daly City BART 

60 60 
5:45 AM ς 11:00 PM 
6:30 AM ς 9:00 PM 

SamTrans 112 
(fixed route) 

Linda Mar Park & 
Ride ς Colma BART 

60 60 
6:00 AM ς 9:45 PM 
8:00 AM ς 8:45 PM 

SamTrans 294 
(fixed route) 

Pacifica ς 
Miramontes Point  

60 120 5:30 AM ς 9:00 PM 

SamTrans FLX 
Pacifica 
(on demand) 

Linda Mar and 
Southern Pacifica 

45 N/A 6:15 AM ς 6:50 PM 

RediCoast 
(on demand) 

5ŜǾƛƭΩǎ {ƭƛŘŜ -  Santa 
Cruz County 

  
6:30 AM ς 8:00 PM 
8:00 AM ς 5:00 PM 
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SamTrans Route 17 is the primary transit service serving the Midcoast. It runs weekday 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 Street, and Capistrano Road.  
 
SamTrans Route 18 is a school day only bus that runs service connecting Montara, Moss 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 days between 7:00 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 is a regional express bus that operates along Highway 92, connecting Half 
Moon Bay to the Hillsdale Caltrain station in San Mateo. This line operates all days of the week 
and is an important regional link and could serve as a connection for visitors to the coast. 
 
SamTrans Routes 110 and 112 connect from the Linda Mar Park and Ride to BART stations. This 
requires a transfer for Midcoast residents from Route 17 to the Linda Mar Park and Ride to 
these routes.  
 
SamTrans FLX Pacifica service offers a mix of fixed and flexible routing in the Linda Mar 
neighborhood of Pacifica. The shuttle travels clockwise serving bus stops from the 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 accessed riding the FLX. FLX picks up riders 
directly for their homes or other locations within one-half mile of the service route.  
 
SamTrans OnDemand was a pilot microtransit service that launched on May 6, 2019 and served 
a five square-mile area around the Linda Mar community in Pacifica. It replaced the FLX Pacifica 
shuttle through May 2020. Trips were requested via smartphone application, enabling real-time 
dispatching and routing of vehicles to pickup and drop-off locations. The SamTrans customer 
service center is also equipped to process trip requests over the phone. Service was available 
between 6:15 AM and 6:30 PM. OnDemand ultimately served fewer overall passengers, 
operated more vehicle revenue miles, garnered more customer complaints and required higher 
operating costs. The pilot analysis determined that OnDemand was not as effective for school 
service or first/last mile trips. 
 
RediCoast is a paratransit service that provides curb-to-curb transportation for disabled citizens 
ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 5ŜǾƛƭΩǎ {ƭƛŘŜ to the north and the border of Santa Cruz County to the south. 
Travel outside of these areas is possible by pre-arranging with other paratransit providers (e.g. 
Redi-Wheels for eastern San Mateo County, Outreach for Santa Clara County, etc.). Citizens 
qualify for RediCoast services under certain accessibility conditions. 
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Transit Stop Amenities  
Most bus stops are identified by a pole with sign in the study area. Some are lacking ADA 
accessible boarding platforms, and very few have benches or shelters.  
 

SamTrans Ridership Trends 
In 2018, SamTrans completed the Coastside Transit Study,15 which studied bus service on the 
coastside, recommended new ways to serve residents, and identified future avenues of study. 
The study reported that 96-99% of Midcoast households own cars, indicating there is a very low 
άǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ-ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘέ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ŀ ƭower propensity to ride transit.  The Study found 
that ridership declined on all coastside routes in 2017 compared to 2016. Route 17 had the 
largest drop in ridership with a 28 percent drop in the ridership per service hour. Route 294 was 
the least productive at 7.1 riders per service hour, followed closely by the FLX Pacifica route at 
8 passengers per service hour. Route 110 is among the most productive in terms of ridership 
per service hour at 27 riders per service hour.  
 
  

                                                      
15 SamTrans Coastside Access Study webpage. Available at: 
https://www.samtrans.com/Planning/Planning_and_Research/Coastside_Transit_Study.html (Accessed 12/1/20) 

Route 17 bus stop at California Avenue and Etheldore Street in Moss Beach 

https://www.samtrans.com/Planning/Planning_and_Research/Coastside_Transit_Study.html
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Cabrillo Unified School District Student Transportation 
At one point, the Cabrillo Unified School District provided school bus service for students 
traveling to Farallone View Elementary School; the District currently and will continue to 
provide transportation services to students with special needs. Providing dedicated bus service 
is costly to the District, especially with budget cuts and adapting to distance learning during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The District anticipates reduced demand for transit services as it recently 
changed its approach to school choice, allowing more residents to attend the school closer to 
their home and student enrollment is projected to decrease by 347 students16 over the next 
five years.  

 

Discussion 
Currently, none of the fixed route transit routes have enough ridership to meet SamTrans 
minimum ridership goals, nor for provision of amenities at stops.17 Midcoast stakeholders 
indicated that frequent and direct access to BART stations was the highest transit service 
priority while some requested mid-day and weekend service to reach other activities. Others 
requested coordination between SamTrans and Cabrillo Unified School District to ensure transit 
serves student needs, including to reach after-school activities, and is safe for students with 
additional staff or chaperone support. Additional 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 transit stop could be 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 Cabrillo Unified School District Board Presentation by 
Thomas Williams of Enrollment Projection Consultants 
17 SamTrans 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 TRANSPORTATION PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
DEFICIENCIES 
In order to identify potential improvements, the project team first assessed existing conditions 
based on the current and recommended performance standards (see Chapter 5 for definitions). 
This section describes the findings of this analysis and existing deficiencies.  
 

INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 
Data, including vehicle volumes and turning movements to calculate existing conditions Level of 
Service (LOS) was collected for 23 intersections along Highways 1 and 92 in 2014. The 
intersection LOS analysis was conducted using the criteria discussed in the Current Performance 
Standards section on page 49.  
 
Table 21 includes the following information by peak period:  

¶ Intersection location 

¶ Control Type ς Describes the type of control at each intersection, including two-way 
stop control on the minor street (TWSC) or signalized 

¶ Delay ς Is the additional travel time experienced by a driver that is attributable to the 
presence of a traffic signal and/or conflicting traffic.  

¶ Level of Service 

¶ Warrant analysis ς Whether the intersection meets conditions necessary for a peak-
hour signal warrant, per the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

 
All signalized intersections within 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 periods, per the 
existing performance standards. These are denoted in red in the table.  
 
All intersections that operate below the existing performance standard are minor-street, stop-
controlled and only have one lane of approach. None of the intersections operating below the 
existing performance standard meet a peak-hour signal warrant. Only Cypress Avenue has more 
than 50 vehicles per hour on an approach turning onto Highway 1. The /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Draft 
Intersection Control Evaluation analysis found that Cypress Avenue and Highway 1 meets the 8-
hour vehicular volume warrant (Warrant 1) and 4-hour vehicular volume warrant (Warrant 2).18  
 
Highway 92 and Skyline Boulevard (west) does not meet the existing performance standard for 
intersection LOS during any period; Skyline Boulevard has a channelized-yield right turn onto 
Highway 92 and less than 50 vehicles turning left onto Highway 92. Neither Skyline Boulevard 
nor Muddy Road/Ox Mountain Landfill Road meet signal warrants so are not considered 
deficient under the proposed performance standard for intersection LOS. 

                                                      
18 Warrant definitions in the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(https://mutcd.fhwa.dot.gov/htm/2009/part4/part4c.htm) 
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Table 21: Existing Conditions Intersection Level of Service 

 
 AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Weekend (Midday) Peak Hour 

Street Names 
Control 
Type 

Delay1 LOS 
Meets 

Peak Hour 
Warrant2 

Delay1 LOS 
Meets 

Peak Hour 
Warrant2 

Delay1 LOS 
Meets 

Peak Hour 
Warrant2 

HIGHWAY 1                     

SR-1 / 2nd St TWSC 16.1 (WB) C N 15.7 (WB) C N 22.4 (WB) C N 

SR-1 / 7th St TWSC 12.6 (EB) B N 13 (EB) B N 14.8 (EB) B N 

SR-1 / 8th St TWSC 18.7 (WB) C N 32.5 (WB) D N 45.3 (WB) E N 

SR-1 / 16th St TWSC 31.6 (EB) C N 39.5 (EB) E N 42.6 (WB) E N 

SR -1 / Carlos St TWSC 12.3 (WB) B N 12.1 (WB) B N 12.7 (WB) B N 

SR-1 / Vallemar St TWSC 17.6 (EB) C N 24.5 (WB) C N 21.8 (WB) C N 

SR-1 / California Ave TWSC 25.6 (WB) D N 44.4 (WB) E N 53.7 (WB) F N 

SR-1 / Virginia Ave TWSC 22.6 (WB) C N 38.5 (WB) E N 57.1 (WB) F N 

SR-1 / Vermont Ave (WB) TWSC 27.5 (WB) D N 45 (WB) E N 50.1 (EB) F N 

SR-1 / Cypress Ave (EB)3 TWSC 44.2 (EB) E N 104.6 (WB) F N 146 (EB) F N 

SR-1 / St Etheldore St TWSC 23.2 (WB) C N 34.1 (WB) D N 37.1 (WB) E N 

SR-1 / Capistrano Rd (North) TWSC 17.4 (EB) C N 22.1 (EB) C N 30.6 (EB) D N 

SR-1 / Coral Reef Ave TWSC 16.3 (WB) C N 24.5 (WB) C N 28.7 (WB) D N 

SR-1 / Capistrano Rd (South) Signalized 19.1 B N/A 17.5 B N/A 20.7 C N/A 

SR-1 / Coronado St Signalized 21.7 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 

SR-1 / Magellan Ave TWSC 53.5 (EB) F N 78.5 (EB) F N 102.2 (EB) F N 

SR-1 / Medio Ave TWSC 104.5 (WB) F N 73.9 (WB) F N 254.8 (WB) F N 

SR-1 / Miramar Dr TWSC 21.3 (EB) C N 91.7 (EB) F N 46.9 (EB) E N 

SR-1 / Mirada Rd TWSC 126.2 (WB) F N 112.7 (WB) F N 282.3 (WB) F N 

HIGHWAY 92                     

SR-92 / Muddy Rd (Ox Mt Landfill) TWSC 64.7 (SB) F N 92.6 (SB) F N 33.5 (SB) D N 

SR-92 / Skyline Blvd (West, Upper) TWSC 35.5 (NB) E N 72.9 (NB) F N 626.9 (NB) F N 

SR-92 / SR-35 (East, Lower) Signalized 11.7 B N/A 22.0 C N/A 41.9 D N/A 
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Notes:  
1Signalized intersections and all-way stop controlled (AWSC) intersections are reported by the average delay and LOS for the intersection; two-way stop 
controlled (TWSC) intersections are reported with the worst approach's delay and LOS 
2Section 4C.04 of the CA-MUTCD describes the conditions necessary to meet a peak hour signal warrant (https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/safety-programs/documents/ca-mutcd/rev-5/camutcd2014-part4-rev5.pdf) 
3DKS prepared a Draft Intersection Control Evaluation memorandum for the intersection of Cypress Avenue and Highway 1. The intersection was found to 
meet signal warrants 1 and 2 based on data collection completed in 2019. 

 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/safety-programs/documents/ca-mutcd/rev-5/camutcd2014-part4-rev5.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/safety-programs/documents/ca-mutcd/rev-5/camutcd2014-part4-rev5.pdf
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ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE 
As described on page 44, roadway Level of Service is based on the volume (v) and capacity (c) of 
the roadway segment, where capacity is defined by the number of lanes per direction and the 
volume is measured. The v/c is then calculated and compared to the threshold range described 
in the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) Congestion Management Program; the 
existing LOS thresholds are in Table 16 on page 45; roadway LOS D is acceptable for peak 
weekday periods and LOS E is acceptable for weekend periods. 
 
Deficient roadway segments according to the existing performance standards are highlighted in 
red in Table 22. All roadway segments are considered sufficient along Highway 1 except for 
Coronado Street to Medio Avenue, Medio Avenue to Miramar Drive, and Miramar Drive and 
Mirada Road during the weekday peak periods. On Highway 92, the segments between R Rd 
and Muddy Road, and Muddy Road and Skyline Blvd are considered deficient during the 
weekday peak periods.  
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Table 22: Existing Conditions Roadway Segment Level of Service 

   AM PM Weekend (Midday) 

Location Class Capacity 
Volume 
(veh/hr) 

v/c LOS 
Volume 
(veh/hr) 

v/c LOS 
Volume 
(veh/hr) 

v/c 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  0.51 D 

9th St and Carlos St Two-Lane Highway 2,800          893  0.32 C       1,237  0.44 D       1,512  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 Ave 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 S Two-Lane 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 E       1,947  0.70 E       2,017  0.72 E 

Medio Ave and Miramar Dr Two-Lane Highway 2,800       1,682  0.60 E       1,961  0.70 E       2,112  0.75 E 

Miramar Dr and Mirada Rd Two-Lane Highway 2,800       1,650  0.59 E       1,932  0.69 E       2,205  0.79 E 

Highway 92 

R Rd and Muddy Road Two-Lane Highway 2,800       1,670  0.60 E       1,873  0.67 E       1,689  0.60 E 

Muddy Road and Skyline Blvd Two-Lane Highway 2,800       1,663  0.59 E       1,890  0.68 E       1,553  0.55 D 

Skyline Blvd and SR 35 Two-Lane Highway 2,800       1,259  0.45 D       1,220  0.44 D       1,258  0.45 D 

SR 35 and I-280 Two-Lane Highway 2,800       1,495  0.53 D       1,705  0.61 E       1,859  0.66 E 
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DELAY INDEX 
Connect the Coastside proposes using the Delay Index to measure roadway segment 
performance (see page 52). A Delay Index was calculated for Highway 1 corridor from 1st Street 
in Montara to Mirada Road in Miramar, and for Highway 92 from west of Ox Mt Landfill Road, 
near the City of Half Moon Bay border, to east of Highway 92 and Highway 35 (Lower) 
intersection.  
 
Most Highway 1 intersections are uncontrolled, resulting in low off-peak free-flow travel times. 
Although certain segments have slower traffic during peak hours, the entire corridor is 
evaluated as one segment to calculate the Delay Index and determine impacts. Under existing 
conditions, both directions of travel along Highway 1 show a Delay Index below the proposed 
performance standard of 2.0 for all time periods. While discrete segments along Highway 1 are 
not held to any defined standard, it can be noted that none of them currently exceed the 
standard. For Highway 92, the entire segment in the study area is below the standard of 2.0 
during all periods. 
 
This reflects that most of delay occurs at intersections, which have a separate (LOS) evaluation 
metric and standard. Measures to reduce delay for the highways are therefore most effective at 
the corridor level. Delay Index values and travel times are provided below. 
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Table 23: Existing Conditions Delay Index for Highway 1 

  FREE FLOW~ AM Midday (Weekend) PM 

Highway 1 - Southbound Travel Time 
Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
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 Road 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 

Highway 1 - Northbound Travel Time 
Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Mirada Road to Capistrano (North) 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 1st Street 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 

 
 
Table 24: Existing Conditions Delay Index for Highway 92 

  
FREE 

FLOW~ AM 
Midday 

(Weekend) PM 

Highway 92 

Travel 
Time 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

HMB City Limit to I-280 Ramp (EB) 08:42 12:51 1.48 12:51 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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PROJECTED TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS 
BACKGROUND 
In order to identify future transportation deficiencies (i.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 demand on weekdays were developed using 
the San Mateo County C/CAG-VTA Travel Demand Model. The Travel Demand model can 
forecast traffic volumes for a general area called a Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) (see map 
on page 38). Since having area-wide volumes does not tell us the actual impact on key 
performance indicators at specific locations, the Furness process19 was used to spread the 
volumes out to intersections along the corridor based on land use. The general process for 
projecting future transportation conditions on weekdays is as follows:  
 

1. Run travel demand model for current year (2014) Ą Existing weekday peak hour traffic 
volumes  

2. Run travel demand model for horizon year (2040) Ą Forecasted weekday peak hour 
traffic volumes based on regional growth and other factors by TAZ 

3. Update travel demand model for horizon year (2040) with Maximum Buildout Forecast 
land use Ą Forecasted weekday peak hour traffic volumes based on assumption of 
Maximum Buildout by TAZ 

4. Compute the future segment volumes by adding growth-related traffic to existing 
volumes, and use the Furness process to assign volumes to intersections Ą Forecasted 
weekday peak hour traffic volumes by intersection and segment 

5. Analyze the forecasted traffic data using additional software (e.g., Synchro and 
Simtraffic) Ą Forecasted weekday peak hour intersection and roadway Level of 
Service and 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 volumes. The general process for projecting 
future transportation conditions on weekends is as follows: 
 

1. Conduct 7-day vehicle counts along Highways 1 and 92 Ą Determine weekday midday 
and Saturday midday peak-hour volumes conversion factor 

2. Use updated travel demand models for 2040 with Maximum Buildout Forecast and 
apply conversion factor to weekday model volumes into weekend model volumes based 
on counts Ą Forecasted weekend peak hour traffic volumes 

                                                      
19 !ǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ άǘǊƛǇ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƻŘŜƭƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ƳŀǘŎƘƛƴƎ ŀ ǘǊƛǇ ƳŀƪŜǊΩǎ 
origin with destinations in different zƻƴŜǎ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ άǘǊƛǇ ƳŀǘǊƛȄΣέ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘǊƛǇǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ 
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 intersections Ą Forecasted weekend peak 
hour traffic volumes by intersection and segment 

4. Analyze the forecasted traffic data using additional software (e.g., Synchro and 
Simtraffic) Ą Forecasted weekend peak hour intersection and roadway segment Level 
of Service and delay 

 
The results of the transportation analysis based on the projected Maximum Buildout Forecast is 
described further in the following section. Travel demand models are just that ς models ς and 
all models have limitations. Travel demand models cannot replicate the nuances of human 
behavior and travel choices, nor can they effectively consider the physical environment. The 
purpose of the model is to provide a sense of what will happen based on the future changes 
that is reasonable based on the assumptions.  
 

PROJECTED DEFICIENCIES 
There are two ways growth affects transportation conditions:  
 

1. Increase in number of vehicles wanting to access highways from within the Study Area 
causing increased delays. Development within the Study Area increases the number of 
vehicles wanting to turn on Highways 1 and 92 from side streets within the Study Area. 
This growth is spread along multiple access points but can result in increased delay at 
intersections along Highways 1 and 92, most of which only have a single lane of access 
and are controlled by minor-street stop signs. 

2. Growth in regional pass-through traffic, leading to increased congestion. While 
development within the Study Area results in an increase in traffic volumes along 
Highway 1, some traffic is also due to regional pass-through trips which do not start or 
end within the Study Area.  

 
The sections below describe when transportation conditions become deficient under the 
Maximum Buildout Forecast based on the existing and recommended performance standards. 
 

Intersection Level of Service 
Connect the Coastside uses intersection LOS D for intersections during the weekday peak hours 
and LOS E for weekend peak hours as the performance standard, per the Local Coastal 
Program. The operation of study intersections under Maximum Buildout Forecast conditions as 
compared to Existing Conditions is shown in Table 25. Intersections that operate below the LOS 
D during weekday peak periods or below LOS E during weekend peak periods are denoted in 
red. 
 
Under Maximum Buildout Forecast conditions, the signalized intersection of Highway 1 and 
Coronado Street will operate at LOS D during the weekday peak hours. The majority of 
unsignalized intersections along Highway 1 have minor street approaches that will operate 
below the LOS D standard.  All of these unǎƛƎƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƛƴƻǊπǎǘǊŜŜǘΣ ǎǘƻǇπ 
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controlled and only have one lane of approach. Of these intersections, California Avenue and 
Cypress Avenue are projected to have more than 75 vehicles per hour on an approach turning 
onto Highway 1 and satisfy signal warrants 1 and 2 under Maximum Buildout Forecast 
conditions. ²ƘƛƭŜ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƭŀƴŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǊƛƎƘǘπ
turning vehicles onto Highway 1, the main cause for intersections failing LOS under Maximum 
Buildout Forecast conditions ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǾƻƭǳƳŜ ŀƭƻƴƎ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ мΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ ƭŜŦǘπ
turning vehicles on the minor streets needing to wait a long time for a sufficient gap between 
cars to safely enter Highway 1. This could be mitigated by controlling intersections with high 
minor street volumes and combining low volume minor street approaches where feasible.
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Table 25: Maximum Buildout Forecast Intersection Level of Service Compared to Existing Intersection Level of Service 

   
AM Peak Hour LOS PM Peak Hour LOS 

Weekend (Midday) 
Peak Hour LOS 

Street Names 
Existing 

Control Type 
LOS 

Standard1 
Max. 

Buildout2 
Existing2 

Max. 
Buildout2 

Existing2 
Max. 

Buildout2 
Existing2 

Highway 1                 

SR-1 / 2nd Stº TWSC C(D) F C F C F C 

SR-1 / 7th St TWSC C(D) C B C B C B 

SR-1 / 8th Stº TWSC C(D) F C F D F E 

SR -1 / 16th St^º TWSC C(D) F C F E F E 

SR -1 / Carlos St TWSC C(D) C B C B C B 

SR-1 / Vallemar Stº TWSC C(D) D C F C E C 

SR-1 / California Aveº TWSC C(D) F D F E F F 

SR-1 / Virginia Aveº TWSC C(D) F C F E F F 

SR-1 / Vermont Ave (WB)º TWSC C(D) F D F E F F 

SR-1 / Cypress Ave (EB)º TWSC C(D) F E F F F F 

SR-1 / Etheldore St (South)º TWSC C(D) F C F D C E 

SR-1 / Capistrano Rd (North) TWSC C(D) C C C C D D 

SR-1 / Coral Reef Aveº TWSC C(D) F C F C F D 

SR-1 / Capistrano Rd (South) Signalized C(D) C B C B C C 

SR-1 / Coronado Stº Signalized C(D) D C D B E B 

Obispo Rd / Coronado St TWSC C(D) B B B B B B 

SR-1 / Magellan Aveº TWSC C(D) F F F F F F 

SR-1 / Medio Aveº TWSC C(D) F F F F F F 

SR-1 / Miramar Drº TWSC C(D) E C F F F E 

SR-1 / Mirada Rdº TWSC C(D) F F F F F F 

Highway 92                 

SR-92 / Ox Mt. Landfill Rd TWSC C(D) E F F F F D 
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SR-92 / Skyline Blvd (West, 
Upper) 

TWSC C(D) F E F F F F 

SR-92 / SR-35 (East, Lower) Signalized C(D) D B F C F D 

 
Notes: 
1LOS standard provided within parenthesis are for any one individual movement 
2Signalized intersections and all way stop-controlled (AWSC) are reported by the LOS for the intersection; two-way stop controlled (TWSC) intersections are 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊǎǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΩǎ level of service 
ºIntersection falls below the existing intersection LOS standard under maximum buildout forecast conditions 
^ Level of Service analysis was done as part of draft Intersection Control Evaluation memos; LOS for existing and buildout for each time period are reported for 
HCM 2010 TWSC 
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Roadway Level of Service 
Table 26 shows roadway segment LOS under Maximum Buildout Forecast conditions compared 
to existing conditions. Local Coastal Program Policy 2.43 sets LOS D as the acceptable level of 
service for roadway segments during weekday peak periods, and LOS E as acceptable during 
weekend (recreational peak periods when assessing the need for road expansion.  
 
Under Maximum Buildout Forecast Conditions, both 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 high-through volumes on Highways 1 and 92. Connect the Coastside does not 
recommend using Roadway Level of Service as a performance measure moving forward.
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Table 26: Maximum Buildout Forecast Roadway Segment Level of Service Compared to Existing Roadway Segment Level of Service 

  
 AM PM Weekend (Midday) 

Location Class Capacity 
Max. 

Volume 
(veh/hr) 

Max 
v/c 

Max. 
LOS 

Existing 
LOS 

Max. 
Volume 
(veh/hr) 

Max 
v/c 

Max. 
LOS 

Existing 
LOS 

Max. 
Volume 
(veh/hr) 

Max 
v/c 

Max. 
LOS 

Existing 
LOS 

Highway 1 

1st St and 2nd St 
Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1867 0.67 E D 2162 0.77 E D 2421 0.86 E D 

2nd St and 7th St 
Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1688 0.60 E D 1940 0.69 E D 2265 0.81 E D 

7th St and 9th St 
Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1737 0.62 E D 2019 0.72 E D 2297 0.82 E D 

9th St and Carlos 
St 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1886 0.67 E C 2154 0.77 E D 2397 0.86 E D 

Carlos St and 
Vallemar St 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1876 0.67 E D 2151 0.77 E D 2396 0.86 E D 

Vallemar St and 
California St 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1800 0.64 E D 2068 0.74 E D 2323 0.83 E D 

California St and 
Vermont St 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1873 0.67 E D 2166 0.77 E D 2428 0.87 E D 

Vermont St and 
Cypress Ave 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1956 0.70 E D 2178 0.78 E D 2388 0.85 E D 

Cypress Ave and 
Etheldore St 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1871 0.67 E D 2136 0.76 E D 2428 0.87 E D 

Etheldore St and 
Capistrano Rd N 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1756 0.63 E D 2312 0.83 E D 2061 0.74 E D 

Capistrano Rd N 
and Coral Reef 
Ave 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1637 0.58 E D 2264 0.81 E D 1961 0.70 E E 

Coral Reef Ave 
and Capistrano 
Rd S 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1598 0.57 E D 2170 0.78 E D 2059 0.74 E D 

Capistrano Rd S 
and Coronado St 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 1835 0.66 E D 2244 0.80 E D 2291 0.82 E D 

Coronado St and 
Medio Ave 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 2505 0.89 E E 2897 1.03 F E 2925 1.04 F E 
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Medio Ave and 
Miramar Dr 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 2559 0.91 E E 2955 1.06 F E 2962 1.06 F E 

Miramar Dr and 
Mirada Rd 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 2596 0.93 E E 2743 0.98 E E 3190 1.14 F E 

Highway 92  

R Rd and Muddy 
Road 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 2078 0.74 E E 2360 0.84 E E 2266 0.81 E E 

Muddy Road and 
Skyline Blvd 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 2156 0.77 E E 2474 0.88 E E 2457 0.88 E D 

Skyline Blvd and 
SR 35 

Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 2657 0.95 E D 3030 1.08 F D 3117 1.11 F D 

SR 35 and I-280 
Two-Lane 
Highway 

2800 2237 0.80 E D 2516 0.90 E E 2669 0.95 E E 
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Delay Index 
A delay index was calculated for study segments along entire lengths of Highways 1 and 92 
within the study area under Maximum Buildout Forecast conditions per the proposed use of 
the Delay Index as a performance measure.  
 
Delay Index and travel times for study segments along Highway 1 and Highway 92 under 
Maximum Buildout Forecast Conditions compared to existing conditions are shown on the next 
page. The Highway 1 southbound segment exceeds the delay index performance standard of 
2.0 during the weekday PM peak hour, mainly on the southern portion of the route from 
Capistrano (North) to Mirada Road. Highway 92 meets the delay index performance standard of 
2.0 for the entire route under both existing and Maximum Buildout Forecast conditions.  
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Table 27: Maximum Buildout Forecast Conditions Delay Index Compared to Existing Conditions for Highway 1 

 

FREE 
FLOW~ EXISTING MAXIMUM BUILDOUT* 

   AM 
Midday 

(Weekend) PM AM Midday (Weekend) PM 

Highway 1 - 
Southbound 

Travel 
Time 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time Delay Index 

1st Street 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 1.35 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 - 
Northbound 

Travel 
Time 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
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 1.22 07:51 1.21 07:53 1.22 09:22 1.44 09:01 1.39 

 
~ 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 highlighted in red 
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Table 28: Maximum Buildout Forecast Conditions Delay Index Compared to Existing Conditions for Highway 92 

  
FREE 

FLOW~ EXISTING MAXIMUM BUILDOUT* 

    AM 
Midday 

(Weekend) PM AM 
Midday 

(Weekend) PM 

Highway 92 

Travel 
Time 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

Travel 
Time 

Delay 
Index 

HMB City Limit to I-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 

I-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 highlighted in red; all of Highway 92 meets thresholds 
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OTHER 
Based on the guidelines discussed on page 53, the following concerns should be addressed, as 
safety concerns and the need for multimodal facilities will increase in the Maximum Buildout 
Forecast condition and are critical to reduce traffic congestion and meet the ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ 
and goals: 
 
ω Driving 

o Conflicting pavement markings (e.g., left-turn pockets) and lack of pavement 
markings leads to increased speeds and safety concerns, and driver confusion, 
adding to congestion. 

ω Parking 
o Poor parking utilization due to lack of signage and pavement markings, leads to 

poor occupancy at existing lots and congestion as drivers circle for parking. 
ω Walking Network 

o Lack of continuity in sidewalks and pathways creates an inhospitable walking 
environment, deterring both visitors and residents to walk for short trips, like to 
school or to the Post Office. 

ω Pedestrian Crossings 
o Few controlled marked crossings of Highways 1 and 92 near important 

destinations, such as recreational areas, trailheads, bus stops and to/from 
parking lots, creates additional safety concerns and deters walking. 

o Existing marked crossings lack supportive safety infrastructure for the volumes 
and speeds along highways, creating safety concerns and further deterring 
walking. 

ω Bikeways 
o Few designated bikeways (most are Class III Signed Bike Routes) and little bicycle 

parking makes bicycling as a primary mode of transportation challenging.   
ω Trails 

o California Coastal Trail is a state and regional priority and is incomplete and lacks 
a consistently defined alignment.  

o Trails will continue to be major trip-generators with additional trail-roadway 
crossings and amenities needed. Trails often follow roadway network 
alignments, so must be considered in any transportation recommendations. 

ω Transit 
o Low frequency of buses, lack of amenities at bus stops, and limited hours of 

operation deter transit ridership for those who have the option to drive, and do 
not serve students well.  

o Lack of visitor-serving 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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7. wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
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BACKGROUND 
This chapter includes proposed projects, policies and programs intended to meet community-
identified needs; offset the demand for all new vehicle trips generated by new residential 
development on Highway 1, Highway 92, and relevant local streets during commuter peak 
periods and peak recreation periods; and to mitigate for existing and future ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩǎ 
significant adverse cumulative impacts on public access to the beaches of the Midcoast region 
of San Mateo County. It is important to note that just because a location does not meet a 
deficiency as defined by the current and proposed performance standards, it does not mean a 
recommendation is not appropriate. Recommended projects are intended to address 
community needs and traffic safety concerns, which are not captured by the current and 
proposed performance standards. Accordingly, Connect the Coastside includes project 
proposals to improve walking, bicycling, transit service and driving to improve mobility and 
safety for Midcoast residents.  
 
/ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ 
preliminary and at the planning-level. Some projects are not intended for implementation in 
the near-term, as they would address future deficiencies. It is beyond the scope of this Plan to 
develop final designs and engage at the individual project-level; graphics depicting projects are 
conceptual only and not reflective of final design. All projects involving construction will require 
a community engagement process and detailed design process that will consider 
environmental, regulatory, topographic, fiscal and other constraints.  
 
Quantifying mode shifts when new active transportation facilities are provided where they did 
not exist is challenging; therefore, Connect the Coastside cannot project the benefits from a 
modal shift. As more effective data collection and analysis tools emerge, future updates to this 
plan will include assessments of multimodal improvements.  
 
This chapter is organized as follows:  

¶ Developing Recommendations (page 92) 

¶ Recommended Infrastructure and Service Improvements (page 93) ς summary tables 
and maps, followed by recommendations organized by mode 

¶ Mitigated Transportation Performance (page 133) ς results of analysis incorporating 
infrastructure recommendations 

¶ Recommended Planning Studies (page 139) 

¶ Recommended Policies and Programs (page 142) 

¶ Recommended Standards and Evaluation (page 152) 

¶ Other Efforts to Improve Transportation Conditions (page 154)  
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DEVELOPING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Connect ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘǎƛŘŜΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ come from various sources and have been refined 
over time. In general, recommendations were developed as follows:  
 

1. Determine where deficiencies occur in existing and projected (Maximum Buildout 
Forecast) conditions based on the performance standards. 

2. Gather information on transportation concerns, priorities, and potential projects from 
stakeholders, such as Technical Advisory Committee, Midcoast Community Council, and 
community members. 

3. Review relevant past and ongoing plans and studies to inform recommendations, such 
as Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study (Phases 1 and 2), Unincorporated 
San Mateo County Active Transportation Plan, and Plan Princeton.  

4. Review forthcoming transportation projects led by other actors, such as Caltrans, and 
proposed development projects, such as Big Wave.  

5. Identify limitations to potential project recommendations, such as topography, 
environmental resources and available right-of-way.  

6. Identify a suite of potential improvements based on findings to meet proposed 
standards while advancing community goals.  

7. Share potential improvements with stakeholders for feedback and refinement. 
8. Develop the final list of recommendations in Connect the Coastside.  

 
The potential improvements are based upon the ability to address performance standard 
deficiencies (existing and projected), preliminary feasibility, cost, consistency with the Local 
Coastal Program (including environmental considerations), community character, traffic safety, 
and ability to reduce overall demand for driving.  
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RECOMMENDED INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICE 
IMPROVEMENTS  
Recommended improvements are intended to increase mobility, address safety concerns, and 
resolve performance standard deficiencies. Improvements are detailed in separate sections by 
mode (roadway (R), pedestrian (Pe), bikeways (B), transit (T), parking (Pa), recreational trails, 
and other), and are not in any particular order of priority within each section. The following 
table summarizes recommendations, followed by a series of maps by community, and then 
detailed discussion of each project. This section concludes with a performance standards 
assessment. 
 
Table 29: Recommended Infrastructure Projects 

Proj. 
# 

Project Name Brief Description Community 

R1 Highway 1 Shoulder 
Treatment 

Construct consistent shoulder treatment of curb and gutter in "Village" 
ŀƴŘ άCǊƛƴƎŜέ ƛƴ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘŜŘ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ IƛƎƘǿŀȅ м 

All 

R2 Highway 1 Side Street 
Stop Signs 

Install stop signs and pavement markings at all side streets of SR-1 
where missing 

All 

R3 Gray Whale Cove Turn 
and Acceleration Lanes 

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

North of 
Montara 

R4 Highway 1 Turn and 
Acceleration Lanes at 8th 
Street 

Modify striping to create left-turn lane into 8th St from Highway 1 
southbound and acceleration lane out of 8th St to continue Highway 1 
southbound 

Montara 

R5 16th St / Highway 1 
Intersection Control 

Intersection control, with preliminary recommendation of single-lane 
roundabout 

Moss 
Beach 

R6 California Ave / Highway 
1 Intersection Control 

Intersection control, with preliminary recommendation of single-lane 
roundabout 

Moss 
Beach 

R7 Cypress Ave / Highway 1 
Intersection Control 

Intersection control, with preliminary recommendation of multi-lane 
roundabout 

Moss 
Beach 

R8 Main Street Traffic 
Calming and 
Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Connectivity 

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

Montara 

R9 Carlos Street Realignment 
to 16th Street 

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

Moss 
Beach 

R10 Carlos Street Traffic 
Calming 

Striping, signage, and completion of missing sidewalk, with conversion 
to one-way southbound with parking reoriented facing south on Carlos 
Street to accommodate the Parallel Trail and calm traffic in central Moss 
Beach 

Moss 
Beach 

R11 Highway 92 / Highway 35 
(East, Lower) Intersection 
Improvements 

Intersection improvements to facilitate pedestrian and bicycle crossings 
and improve signal timing 

Highway 92 

R12 Highway 92 / Highway 35 
(West, Upper) 
Intersection Control 

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

Highway 92 

R13 Highway 92 Truck Signs "Trucks Use Right Lane" signage along Highway 92 Highway 92 
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R14 Highway 92 Left-turn 
Pockets 

Provide left-turn pockets at local businesses on Highway 92 Highway 92 

Pe1 New and Improved 
Crossings of Highways 1 
and 92 

Improve existing and add new pedestrian crossings on Highways 1 and 
92 including marked crossings with flashing beacons, overcrossing of 
Highway 1 / south of Carlos St, and improve Highway 1 / Coronado St 

All 

Pe2 Highway 1 Multimodal 
Parallel Trail 

Connected walking and bicycling facilities along the east side of Highway 
1 through connected Class I Path, sidewalks, and Class III Bike Route, 
with marked crossings of intersecting streets with the path 

All 

Pe3 Midcoast Alignment 
Completion of California 
Coastal Trail 

Recommended California Coastal Trail alignment and improvements in 
the Midcoast including: wayfinding signage, Class I Path, Class III Bike 
Route, trails, and paths. 

All 

Pe4 Highway 1 Sidewalks in 
Moss Beach and Montara 

Add sidewalks in central Montara and Moss Beach in front of businesses 
located on Highway 1 and marked crossings of side streets intersection 
with Highway 1 

Montara, 
Moss 
Beach 

Pe5 Central Moss Beach 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvements 

Add sidewalk on west side where missing on Etheldore St (north of 
California Ave) and California Ave (south of Etheldore) to connect to 
existing sidewalks, and add Class III Bike Route on California Ave from 
Etheldore St to Highway 1 

Moss 
Beach 

Pe6 Montara Safe Routes to 
School  

Various improvements to make it easier to walk and bike to Farallone 
View Elementary School, including sidewalks, Class III Bike Routes, 
improved crossings, and stop signs 

Montara 

Pe7 El Granada Safe Routes to 
School 

Various improvements to make it easier to walk and bike to El Granada 
Elementary School and the Wilkinson School, including sidewalks, Class 
III Bike Routes, traffic calming, and improved crossings. 

El Granada 

Pe8 Capistrano Road (South) 
Intersection 
Improvements 

Improve intersection for pedestrian access including high visibility 
crosswalks, refuge islands and guide signs 

El Granada, 
Princeton 

B1 Highway 1 Bikeway Bikeway designation on Highway 1 of Class II Bike Lanes All 

B2 Airport Street Bikeway 
and Princeton 
Connections 

Bicycle and pedestrian connections from Moss Beach to Princeton via 
Cypress and Airport St. 

Princeton 

B3 Capistrano Road Bikeway Bikeway designations on Capistrano Road, including Class III Bike Route 
with paved shoulders, Class III Bike Route with sharrows, and Class II 
Bike Lanes. 

Princeton 

B4 Highway 92 Bikeway Bikeway designation on Highway 92 of Class III and widening shoulders 
where feasible 

Highway 92 

B5 Bicycle Parking Install short-term bicycle parking at key destinations throughout the 
Midcoast 

All 

T1 Transit Stop 
Improvements 

Ensure all bus stops have ADA accessible pad, with additional amenities 
at higher use stations including benches, shelters, and lighting 

All 

T2 Recreational Shuttle Recreational weekend shuttles that run from 1) Hillsdale Caltrain Station 
to the Midcoast via Highway 92, continuing north to Gray Whale Cove 
and returning, and 2) Colma BART to Highways 1 and 92 intersection 
and returning 

All 

T3 Increased Midcoast Bus 
Service 

Additional bus service on the Route 17 and new express bus service 
during peak hours between the Midcoast and Colma BART 

All 

Pa1 Upper Gray Whale Cove 
Parking Lot 
Improvements 

Improve parking lot with pervious concrete to improve drainage and 
increase parking use 

North of 
Montara 

Pa2 Wayfinding Install wayfinding signage to help orient drivers to navigate the 
Midcoast, including to find parking 

All 
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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 Infrastructure Improvements El Granada 
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Map 14: Recommended Infrastructure Improvements Miramar 

 
  














































































































































































