
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  November 4, 2015 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  INFORMATIONAL ITEM:  Status update on the 

Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan (“Connect the 
Coastside”). 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2014-00430 (County of San Mateo) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
This is an informational report on the current Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan (“Connect the Coastside”).  Connect the Coastside is a long 
range planning effort required by San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (“LCP”) 
Policy 2.53, which stipulates the need to evaluate future development impacts on the 
regional transportation system, including coastal access, within the unincorporated 
Midcoast area and the City of Half Moon Bay (“study area”). 
 
The County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department manages Connect the 
Coastside and has contracted DKS Associates to conduct a technical analysis, develop 
strategic alternatives, and produce a plan to help manage long-term development and 
transportation in the study area. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Receive staff’s presentation on the status of Connect the Coastside Community and 
provide input regarding the next steps for moving forward. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Since staff’s last update to the Planning Commission on December 10, 2014, the project 
team has received community feedback 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 Buildout Analysis and Traffic Projections Report.  Stakeholders were 
concerned with the high level of development that may exceed the transportation, water 
and wastewater systems capacity.  The proposed horizon for a revised development 
forecast is 25 years, for a target year of 2040, consistent with existing regional land use 



2 

and transportation planning models.  The forecasted development levels, under existing 
land use policies, would supplement the prior Buildout Analysis and Traffic Projections 
Report and provide the basis for revised Transportation Alternatives and land use 
policies. 
 
Development Forecast 
 
A zoning-based Buildout Analysis was completed in the fall of 2014.  This analysis 
identified vacant and underutilized sites, and applied potential densities and intensities 
of future residential and non-residential development on those sites to estimate the 
amount of possible future development.  However, in response to feedback from 
stakeholders, an alternative development forecast has been developed to project the 
next 25 years of development.  This Constrained Development Forecast recommends a 
development forecast that accounts for growth control under LCP regulations as well as 
a market analysis done for Half Moon Bay, and uses the most constraining of these 
factors as they apply to residential and non-residential development and to the 
unincorporated Midcoast and the City of Half Moon Bay.  The Constrained Development 
Forecast will supplement the zoning-based Buildout Analysis. 
 
Alternative Transportation Standards 
 
Existing LCP transportation standards are vehicle‐based standards which measure 
deficiencies such as road capacity (how full Highway 1 and SR 92 are and how much 
delay vehicles entering onto Highway 1 experience).  There is no consideration given to 
other modes of travel and, as a result, developers are not responsible for addressing 
the indirect and cumulative impacts of development on pedestrians, bicycles, transit, 
and parking. 
 
The lack of multimodal standards encourages continued growth in automobile use while 
not providing safe and efficient non‐automotive options.  Additionally, there are no 
standards to identify deficiencies in parking availability, and inadequate parking can 
result in parking spillover into residential areas.  Mitigations resulting from new 
standards should avoid causing deficiencies to occur in different modes. 
 
The Alternative Transportation Standards propose that existing roadway segment and 
intersection standards be revised to provide exemptions for facilities that do not add 
significant volumes to minor approaches and for those that prioritize other modes of 
transportation.  The Alternative Standards would also implement multimodal standards 
to identify deficiencies that occur as increased automotive demand hinders the ability of 
pedestrians and bicycles to operate safety and efficiently, and implement standards to 
identify deficiencies in transit and parking services that do not adequately meet 
demand. 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  November 4, 2015 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: INFORMATIONAL ITEM:  Briefing on the Comprehensive Transportation 

Management Plan (“Connect the Coastside”) 
 
 County File Number:  PLN 2014-00430 (County of San Mateo) 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This is an informational report on the current Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan (“Connect the Coastside”).  Connect the Coastside is a long range 
planning effort required by San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (“LCP”) Policy 
2.53, which stipulates the need to evaluate future development impacts on the regional 
transportation system, including coastal access, within the unincorporated Midcoast 
area and the City of Half Moon Bay (“study area”). 
 
The County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department manages Connect the 
Coastside and has contracted DKS Associates to conduct a technical analysis, develop 
strategic alternatives, and produce a plan to help manage long-term development and 
transportation in the study area. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Receive staff’s presentation on the status of Connect the Coastside Community and 
provide input regarding the next steps for moving forward. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Rob Bartoli, Planner II, Telephone 650/363-1857 
 
Applicant:  County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department 
 
Owner:  Unincorporated Midcoast and City of Half Moon Bay 
 
Location:  Land area south of Tom Lantos Tunnels (Devil’s Slide), extending to the 
southern terminus of the City of Half Moon Bay, including areas west and east of 
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Highway 1 (to Interstate 280), as well as land areas proximate to Highway 92, from 
Highway 1 to Interstate 280. 
 
Chronology 
 
Date  Action 
 
August 8, 2012 - Coastal Commission certifies Midcoast LCP Update, 

including new LCP Policy 2.53 calling for the development of 
a Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan. 

 
May 20, 2014 - Board of Supervisors approves contract with DKS to prepare 

the Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan. 
 
May 29, 2014 - Project Initiated:  Scope of Work finalized and data collection 

commenced. 
 
August 27, 2014 - Project introduction and status update to the Midcoast 

Community Council. 
 
September 30, 2014 - Draft Buildout Analysis and Traffic Projections Report 

presented at Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
Meeting #1. 

 
October 22, 2014 - Presentation to Midcoast Community Council on draft 

Buildout Analysis and Traffic Projections Report. 
. 
November 10, 2014 - Public workshop at Half Moon Bay Brewery. 
 
December 10, 2014 - Project status report to Planning Commission. 
 
March 4, 2015 - Hybrid Transportation Alternative presented to Technical 

Advisory Committee (TAC). 
 
April 8, 2015 - Midcoast Community Council Briefing. 
 
April 15, 2015 - Public Workshop #2 – Evaluation of Alternatives. 
 
April 21, 2015 - Half Moon Bay City Council Update. 
 
July 7, 2015 - Amendment to agreement with DKS to allow for additional 

analysis and public outreach regarding development forecast 
and transportation alternatives. 

 
September 9, 2015 - Draft Development Forecast and Alternative Transportation 

Standards presented to TAC. 
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October 14, 2015 - Presentation to Midcoast Community Council. 
 
October 20, 2015 - Presentation to Half Moon Bay City Council. 
 
October 22, 2015 - Public Workshop #3 – Land Use Forecast and Alternative 

Transportation Standards. 
 
November 4, 2015 - Project status report to Planning Commission. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In August 2012, the California Coastal Commission approved the LCP Midcoast Update 
with conditions described in LCP Policy 2.53, to conduct a transportation management 
plan.  Local Coastal Program Policy 2.53 reads as follows: 
 
 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 development’s significant 
adverse 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. 

 
In May of 2014, a contract was signed with DKS Associates to develop the 
Comprehensive Transportation Management Plan (the “Plan”).  Since that date, there 
have been public workshops, presentations to elected bodies, and a number of advisory 
meetings.  After the second workshop for the Plan in April of 2015, there was significant 
stakeholder feedback focused on the level of potential residential and non-residential 
development identified in the Buildout Analysis and Traffic Projections Report.  
Stakeholders were concerned with the high level of potential development that may 
exceed the transportation, water and wastewater systems capacity.  LCP Policy 2.53 
requires that the Plan analyze cumulative traffic impacts based on LCP Buildout; 
however, stakeholders have requested, and staff agrees, that further information is 
needed regarding forecasted development on the Midcoast. 
 
The proposed horizon for a revised development forecast is 25 years, for a target year 
of 2040, consistent with existing regional land use and transportation planning models.  
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The forecasted development levels, under existing land use policies, would supplement 
the prior Buildout Analysis and Traffic Projections Report and provide the basis for 
revised Transportation Alternatives and land use policies. 
 
Development Forecast 
 
A zoning-based Buildout Analysis was completed in the fall of 2014.  This analysis 
identified vacant and underutilized parcels, and applied existing densities of future 
residential and non-residential development on those sites to estimate the amount of 
possible future development.  However, in response to feedback from stakeholders, an 
alternative development forecast was developed to project the next 25 years of 
development.  The Constrained Development Forecast recommended to the Planning 
Commission is a development forecast that accounts for growth control under LCP 
regulations as well as the market analysis done for Half Moon Bay, and applies the 
most constraining of those factors as they apply to residential and non-residential 
development and to the unincorporated Midcoast and the City of Half Moon Bay.  The 
Constrained Development Forecast will supplement the zoning-based Buildout Analysis. 
 
The Constrained Development Forecast uses the updated zoning-based Buildout 
Analysis as a starting point, and then takes into account the following potential 
constraints: 
 
1. The growth management limitations in the San Mateo County Midcoast Local 

Coastal Plan and the City of Half Moon Bay’s Measure D. 
 
2. 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. 

 
This Constrained Development Forecast is a 25-year forecast, consistent with other 
local and regional forecasts being produced.  With regard to growth control measures, 
Policy 1.23 in the Midcoast LCP limits residential development in the unincorporated 
Midcoast to 40 units per year, while Measure D limits residential growth to 1 percent 
annually in Half Moon Bay, or 1.5 percent growth in the downtown area.  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, while the LCP’s growth management 
protocol would be the most limiting growth factor in the unincorporated Midcoast. 
 
The Constrained Development Forecast also takes into account projected growth rates 
for residential and non-residential development from the market study conducted in 
2014 for the Half Moon Bay General Plan Update.  These growth rates reflect our best 
understanding of the interaction between market demand and development constraints 
in Half Moon Bay.  The market study indicates the least amount of non-residential 
development in Half Moon Bay. 
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In developing the Constrained Development Forecast, the County and Consultant Team 
also analyzed potential constraints related to water and sewer capacity under current 
public works and urban water management plans.  However, it was determined that this 
potential constraint may be adjusted over time, and may not be an appropriate basis on 
which to undertake long-term transportation and land use planning. 
 
The amount of residential and non-residential development expected based on the 
Constrained Development Forecast is summarized below: 
 
Residential Development 
 
As of 2014, there were 8,781 residential units in the Study Area, including 4,300 in the 
unincorporated Midcoast, and 4,481 in Half Moon Bay.  The Constrained Development 
Forecast finds an estimated capacity for 1,094 future units in the unincorporated 
Midcoast and 694 future units in Half Moon Bay.  Together with units currently in the 
development pipeline, this would result in a total of 5,416 units in the unincorporated 
Midcoast and 5,335 units in Half Moon Bay, or 10,750 housing units in the Study Area 
by 2040.  This represents a 26% increase in residential units in the unincorporated 
Midcoast, a 19% increase in Half Moon Bay, and a 22% increase overall, or 76 units per 
year in the Study Area.  Existing housing, pipeline development, future development, 
and total residential development are summarized in Table 1 of the Forecast, including 
the proportion of development in unincorporated San Mateo County and Half Moon Bay, 
and the proportion of single- and multi-family units. 
 
The Study Area would be expected to have 1,980 fewer units in 2040 using the 
Constrained Development Forecast, compared to the updated zoning-based buildout 
analysis.  The Constrained Forecast results in 1,620 fewer units in the unincorporated 
Midcoast and 400 fewer units in Half Moon Bay compared to the zoning-based buildout. 
 

Table 1 
Constrained Residential Development Forecast for the CTMP (2040) 

 Existing Pipeline4 CTMP Forecast (2040) Total (2040)  

 
 

Subarea 

 
Total 
Units1 

 
Single-
Family2 

 
Multi-

Family3 

 
Total 
Units 

 
Single-
Family 

 
Multi-
Family 

 
New 

Units5, 6 

 
Single-
Family7 

 
Multi-

Family7 

Total 
Units 

(2040) 

 
Single-
Family 

 
Multi-
Family 

 
% 

Change 

Unincorporated 
Midcoast 

 
4,300 

 
4,005 

 
295 

 
22 

 
19 

 
3 

 
1,094 

 
716 

 
378 

 
5,416 

 
4,740 

 
676 

 
26% 

Half Moon Bay 4,481 3,493 988 160 105 55 694 508 186 5,335 4,106 1,229 19% 

Total 8,781 7,498 1,283 182 124 58 1,787 1,224 564 10,750 8,846 1,905 22% 
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Notes: 

1. 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 single-family units. 

2. Includes manufactured homes. 

3. Includes housing in mixed-use buildings and caretaker units. 

4. Development projects under review as identified by San Mateo County in 2013-2015 and the City of Half Moon Bay 

in 2014. 

5. New residential development in unincorporated Midcoast limited to 40 units per year under Policy 1.23 of the San 

Mateo County Midcoast LCP (2014).  In the City of Half Moon Bay, Measure D limits residential growth to 1% per 

year, or 1.5% in the downtown area.  However, in Half Moon Bay, existing zoning is projected to result in less 

development than would be allowed under Measure D. 

6. Future development in Half Moon Bay is based on a 0.7% average annual growth rate projected in the Economic 

and Real Estate Conditions and Trends report (2014) prepared by EPS for the Half Moon Bay General Plan Update. 

7. Assumes single-family/multi-family split found for zoning-based buildout analysis:  67% single-family and 33% multi-

family in the unincorporated Midcoast, and 75% single-family and 25% multi-family in Half Moon Bay. 

Sources:  San Mateo County Assessor, 2014; San Mateo County, 2014; City of Half Moon Bay, 2014; EPS, 2014; Dyett & 

Bhatia, 2015. 

 
Non-Residential Development 
 
ABAG estimates that there are currently approximately 2,500 jobs in the urbanized 
unincorporated Midcoast and 5,330 in Half Moon Bay, as well as a small number in 
the remainder of the unincorporated County.  The Constrained Development Forecast 
finds a capacity for an increase of 2,443 new jobs in the unincorporated Midcoast, for 
a total of 4,994 jobs by 2040.  This represents a 96% increase in the current jobs in 
the unincorporated Midcoast.  In Half Moon Bay, this would translate to an increase of 
370 jobs, for a total of 5,704 by 2040.  This would be a 7% increase in jobs in Half Moon 
Bay.  Overall, there would be a 36% increase in jobs for the Study Area.  Existing, 
pipeline, future, and total non-residential development projections are summarized in 
Table 2 of the Forecast Memo, including the proportion of development in 
unincorporated San Mateo County and Half Moon Bay. 
 
The Study Area would be expected to have 2,837 fewer jobs in 2040 using the 
Constrained Development Forecast compared to the updated zoning-based buildout 
analysis.  The Constrained Development Forecast results in 165 fewer jobs in the 
unincorporated Midcoast and 2,672 fewer jobs in Half Moon Bay compared to the 
zoning-based buildout. 
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Table 2 
Constrained Non-Residential Development Forecast for the CTMP (2040) 

 Existing Pipeline3 CTMP Forecast (2040) Total (2040)  

 
Subarea 

 
Existing Jobs2 

Pipeline Non-
Residential Sq. Ft. 

Pipeline 
Jobs2 

Potential Non-
Residential Sq. Ft. 4, 5 

Potential 
Jobs 

 
Total Jobs 

 
% Change 

Unincorporated 
Midcoast 

 
2,551 

 
303,000 

 
439 

 
851,800 

 
2,003 

 
4,994 

 
96% 

Half Moon Bay 5,334 37,500 94 294,000 276 5,704 7% 

Total 7,885 340,500 533 1,145,800 2,279 10,698 36% 

Notes: 

1. Combines the total "known" square footage from the County Assessor data with estimated square 

footage of other parcels with non-residential development.  Estimated intensity of existing development 

is based on that of "known" development. 

2. Estimated based on assumed ratio of jobs per square foot of non-residential development in different 

categories (e.g., visitor-serving commercial, retail commercial, industrial). 

3. Development projects under review as identified by San Mateo County in 2013-2015 and the City of Half 

Moon Bay in 2014. 

4. Future development in unincorporated Midcoast is based on an analysis of vacant and underutilized 

land, average FAR of existing development in each zoning district, and other factors.  Development in 

Neighborhood Commercial and comparable zones is adjusted downward in proportion to reduction in 

residential units to account for lower demand. 

5. Future development in Half Moon Bay is based on average annual growth rates by the employment 

sector as projected in the Economic and Real Estate Conditions and Trends Report (2014) prepared by 

EPS for the Half Moon Bay General Plan Update.  Square footage estimated is based on assumed ratio 

of jobs per square foot of non-residential development in different categories (e.g., visitor-serving 

commercial, retail commercial, industrial), using the same assumptions as in the zoning-based buildout 

analysis. 

Sources:  The San Mateo County Assessor, 2014; San Mateo County, 2014; City of Half Moon Bay, 2014; EPS, 

2014; Dyett & Bhatia, 2015. 

 
Alternative Transportation Standards 
 
The identification of adequate measures and standards for both the Midcoast and the 
City of Half Moon Bay is vital to providing an accurate assessment of current and 
forecasted transportation deficiencies and determining the most efficient and feasible 
improvements to address those deficiencies without disrupting the unique context and 
character of the Coastside area.  Evaluation of the transportation network, using 
proposed standards and improvements to address any identified deficiencies, will occur 
during the later stages of this project. 
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The purpose of transportation standards is to provide a framework with which to identify 
existing deficiencies in the transportation network and to identify what deficiencies will 
be caused by future development, including single-family, multi‐family, and second unit 
residential development, and non‐residential development. 
 
Under existing LCP standards, impacts are only defined by vehicle‐based standards 
which measure deficiencies such as road capacity (number of vehicles on Highway 1 
and on SR 92 and how much delay experienced by those vehicles entering Highway 1).  
There is no consideration given to other modes and, as a result, developers are not 
responsible for addressing the indirect and cumulative impacts of development on 
pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and parking. 
 
The lack of multimodal standards encourages continued growth in automobile use by 
prioritizing capacity and control improvements that interrupt the flow along Highway 1 
and interfere with the existing context and character of the study area while not 
providing safe and efficient non‐automotive options.  Additionally, there are no 
standards to identify deficiencies in parking availability, and inadequate parking can 
result in parking spillover into residential areas.  Mitigations resulting from new 
standards should avoid causing deficiencies to occur in different modes. 
 
The Alternative Transportation Standards propose that existing roadway segment and 
intersection standards be revised to provide exemptions for facilities that do not add 
significant volumes to minor approaches and for those that prioritize other modes.  
The Alternative Standards would also implement multimodal standards to identify 
deficiencies that occur as increased automotive demand hinders the ability of 
pedestrians and bicycles to operate safety and efficiently, and to implement standards 
to identify deficiencies in transit and parking services that do not adequately meet 
demand. 
 
Staff’s preliminary recommendation is that the following alternative standards be used 
to measure roadway congestion regarding: 
 
Roadway Segments 
 
The Midcoast offers a unique transportation network with only one main road in each 
direction (Highway 1 in the north‐south direction and SR 92 in the east‐west direction) 
and little support for widening to increase capacity throughout the corridor.  Instead of 
basing Level of Service (LOS) on roadway capacity, the use of a Delay Index to 
measure roadway congestion addresses how users experience congestion and how it 
affects their time spent in congestion.  Depending on how segments are defined, it 
would allow for the identification of deficiencies and improvements, to address specific 
bottlenecks, and causes of congestion within a segment, instead of requiring full scale 
widening improvements.  Segment boundaries should be defined by any change in 
number of lanes or change in land use (i.e., at gateway intersections, defining the 
bounds of Midcoast Communities). 
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Implementation of this standard would require the collection of travel time runs during 
peak hours and modeling to determine how proposed improvements or growth would 
affect travel time at various levels of congestion during AM Peak Hours, PM Peak 
Hours, and Weekend Peak Hours.  Proposed improvements that affect intersections 
would also affect travel times, allowing for an accurate representation of the tradeoff 
between intersection LOS and roadway LOS. 
 
Staff’s preliminary recommendation is to change the existing LOS standard to a 
Delay Index standard during the Weekday AM and PM commute peak hours and 
during the Weekend midday recreational peak hour of 2.0.  This would mean that a 
segment that took 10 minutes to drive with no congestion would be deficient if it took 
over 20 minutes to drive the same segment during peak commute times.  For segments 
that have adjacent Class I bicycle facilities or Class II bicycle facilities that are 
connected to Class I trails, a Delay Index of 3.0 would be acceptable. 
 
Intersections 
 
Because the majority of intersections within the study area are unsignalized and only 
controlled by stops signs for minor approaches, any proposed improvements should 
appropriately balance the need of minor street traffic with the flow of traffic along 
Highway 1 and SR 92.  Allowing exceptions to the standard based on the context of the 
intersection within the network and the volume of traffic using the minor approach would 
address the concerns of the community that the flow of traffic not be overly affected by 
the addition of the unnecessary signalization.  Staff’s preliminary recommendation is 
that any unsignalized intersection, with a minor approach operating below the existing 
LOS standard of D, that does not meet a peak hour signal warrant, would not be 
considered deficient.  This would mean that intersections without a large enough 
demand on the side street would not require any improvement. 
 
For unsignalized intersections that meet a Caltrans peak hour signal warrant, or for 
signalized intersection, the preliminary recommendation is that the LOS standard should 
remain the same, allowing for identification of locations where roundabouts or traffic 
signals should be implemented or where the efficiency of a signal could be improved 
through more efficient signal timing, or the addition of turn lanes and acceleration lanes 
to separate turning traffic from through traffic. 
 
Staff also anticipates recommending the following multimodal standards to better 
understand the need and use of other modes of transportation within the project area, 
such as pedestrian, bicycle, public transit, and parking. 
 
Pedestrian 
 
The San Mateo County Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan presents a 
Pedestrian INDEX Walking Demand Score to model walking demand throughout the 
County.  Another element that will be reviewed is the Pedestrian Environmental Quality 
Index.  This index will allow staff to measure the level of pedestrian service in the 
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project area.  These two combined indexes will establish locations where pedestrian 
standards are required and what the level or quality those standards must meet.  Based 
upon certain Walking Demand scores, segments along Highway 1 would need to meet 
a Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index score of a certain amount.  This methodology 
is explained in greater detail by the attached Alternative Transportation Standards 
memo. 
 
Bicycle 
 
Similar to the pedestrian model, a Bicycle Environmental Quality Index would be 
established to score segments of road on Highway 1.  The score would then be used to 
see if improvements to the segment would be required for bicycles.  The standard would 
also look at bike parking at any beach point and recreational facility or major trip 
generator. 
 
Transit 
 
To avoid overcrowding of transit services, staff recommendation is to set a standard for 
the transit capacity utilization of buses standing capacity to not exceed a two-hour 
average of 85% during the weekday commute peak period and the weekend 
recreational peak period. 
 
While SamTrans has existing ridership standards for when benches or shelters are 
placed at bus stops, staff is recommending that the standards would recognize the 
lower transit demand of a rural coastal setting to provide safe and comfortable bus 
stops for transit users. 
 
Parking 
 
To ensure that there is adequate parking at Coastside recreational facilities and other 
attractions, staff is recommending that the standard for any beach access point is that 
no more than 85% parking occupancy shall occur during an average weekend midday 
peak within 1/4 mile of a recreational parking facility. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
Following the feedback received from members of the public, the San Mateo County 
Planning Commission, the Half Moon Bay City Council, and the Midcoast Community 
Council on the alterative transportations standards and the development forecast, the 
next project phases include evaluation of the revised transportation forecast and 
development land use policy concepts, with the intent to identify a preferred alternative 
that could achieve an effective, productive balance between future transportation 
demand and land use development on the Midcoast, consistent with LCP Policy 2.53.  
The forecast and policies will be subject to review and feedback from the TAC, as well 
as the public, through meetings and a workshop, to occur in spring of 2016. 
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The following chronology lists anticipated actions, which includes expected project 
culmination in summer 2016: 
 
Date  Action 
 
December 2015 - Board of Supervisors Update 
 
January 2016 - Technical Advisory Committee Meeting for Revised 

Transportation Forecast 
 
February 2016 - MCC and Half Moon Bay City Council updates 
 
March 2016 - Public Workshop #4 for Revised Transportation Forecast 
 

 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting for Land Use Policy 
Concepts 

 
April 2016 - MCC and Half Moon Bay City Council update; Public 

Workshop #5 for Land Use Policy Concepts 
 
June 2016 - Planning Commission Adoption of Draft Plan; CEQA analysis 

released 
 
July 2016 - Board of Supervisors Adoption of Draft Plan 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Development Forecast Memo 
B. Alternative Transportation Standards Memo 
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Development Forecast for the San Mateo 
County Comprehensive Transportation 
Management Plan – Public Review Draft 

Background 

This	report	summarizes	an	assessment	of	potential	development	in	the	Study	Area	for	the	
San	Mateo	County	Comprehensive	Transportation	Management	Plan	 ሺCTMPሻ,	 as	 required	
by	 the	 San	 Mateo	 County	 Midcoast	 Update	 to	 the	 Local	 Coastal	 Program.	 The	 resulting	
Development	 Forecast	 is	 based	 on	 an	 analysis	 of	 potential	 development	 allowed	 under	
existing	zoning;	Local	Coastal	Program	ሺLCPሻ	regulatory	constraints;	development	 trends;	
and	regional	growth	projections.	The	assumptions	used	 for	 the	Development	Forecast	are	
being	prepared	 in	consultation	with	County	staff	and	 in	coordination	with	the	City	of	Half	
Moon	Bay.		

Recommended Methodology 

The	 recommended	 development	 forecast	 accounts	 for	 growth	 control	 under	 LCP	
regulations	 as	 well	 as	 the	 market	 analysis	 done	 for	 Half	 Moon	 Bay,	 and	 uses	 the	 most	
constraining	of	those	factors	as	they	apply	to	residential	and	non‐residential	development	
and	 to	 the	unincorporated	Midcoast	and	 the	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay.	The	Consultant	Team	
recommends	that	this	Constrained	Development	Forecast	be	used	as	a	basis	for	planning	for	
the	 CTMP.	 	 	 The	 Constrained	 Development	 Forecast	 will	 supplement	 the	 Zoning‐based	
Buildout	Analysis.	

BACKGROUND 

A	zoning‐based	Buildout	Analysis	was	completed	in	the	fall	of	2014.	This	analysis	identified	
vacant	 and	 underutilized	 sites,	 and	 applied	 potential	 densities	 and	 intensities	 of	 future	
residential	 and	 non‐residential	 development	 on	 those	 sites	 to	 estimate	 the	 amount	 of	
possible	 future	 development.	 Expected	 densities	 and	 intensities	 were	 based	 on	 the	
residential	density	allowed	by	zoning	and	the	average	density	of	development	in	the	zoning	
district.	 Jobs	 were	 estimated	 using	 assumed	 ratios	 of	 square	 feet	 per	 job	 for	 various	
categories	of	development	 ሺe.g.,	 retail	 commercial,	visitor‐serving	commercial,	 industrialሻ.	
For	more	detail	 on	 the	 identification	 of	 potential	 development	 sites	 and	 the	 assumptions	
used	 in	projecting	 future	development,	please	refer	 to	 the	Connect	 the	Coastside	Buildout	
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Analysis	 and	 Traffic	 Projections	 Final	 Report	 from	 November	 2014.The	 zoning‐based	
Buildout	Analysis	has	been	modified	to	account	for	updated	data	and	assumptions.			

CONSTRAINED DEVELOPMENT FORECAST 

The	Constrained	Development	Forecast	uses	the	updated	Zoning‐based	Buildout	Analysis	as	
a	starting	point,	and	then	takes	into	account	the	following	potential	constraints:	

 	The	 growth	 management	 limitations	 in	 the	 San	 Mateo	 County	 Midcoast	 Local	
Coastal	Plan	and	the	City	of	Half	Moon	Bay’s	Measure	D;	

 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.	

This	 Constrained	Development	 Forecast	 is	 a	 25‐year	 forecast,	 consistent	with	 other	 local	
and	regional	forecasts	being	produced.	With	regard	to	growth	control	measures,	Policy	1.23	
in	 the	Midcoast	LCP	 limits	 residential	development	 in	 the	unincorporated	Midcoast	 to	40	
units	per	year,	while	Measure	D	limits	residential	growth	to	1	percent	annually	in	Half	Moon	
Bay,	or	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,	
while	the	LCP’s	growth	management	protocol	would	be	the	most	limiting	growth	factor	in	
the	unincorporated	Midcoast.		

The	Constrained	Development	Forecast	also	takes	into	account	projected	growth	rates	 for	
residential	and	non‐residential	development	from	the	market	study	conducted	in	2014	for	
the	Half	Moon	Bay	General	Plan	Update.	These	growth	rates	reflect	our	best	understanding	
of	the	interaction	between	market	demand	and	development	constraints	in	Half	Moon	Bay.	
The	market	study	indicates	the	least	amount	of	non‐residential	development	in	Half	Moon	
Bay.	

POTENTIAL WATER AND SEWER CONSTRAINTS 

In	developing	the	Constrained	Development	Forecast,	the	County	and	Consultant	Team	also	
analyzed	 potential	 constraints	 related	 to	 water	 and	 sewer	 capacity	 under	 current	 public	
works	and	urban	water	management	plans,	and	based	on	the	Midcoast	LCP.	However,	it	was	
determined	 that	 this	 potential	 constraint	may	 be	 adjusted	 over	 time,	 and	may	 not	 be	 an	
appropriate	basis	on	which	to	undertake	long‐term	transportation	and	land	use	planning.		

DEVELOPMENT TRENDS AND ABAG PROJECTIONS 

Two	other	factors	were	also	studied.	These	were:	

 Development	 trends	 in	 the	 unincorporated	Midcoast	 and	Half	Moon	Bay	 between	
1990	and	2015;		

 Association	 of	 Bay	 Area	 Governments	 ሺABAGሻ	 projections	 for	 growth	 in	 the	
unincorporated	Midcoast	and	Half	Moon	Bay	for	the	year	2040.	
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Analysis	 of	 growth	 trends	 over	 the	 past	 25	 years	 and	 understanding	 of	 regional	 growth	
forecasts	provide	good	measuring	sticks.	The	results	of	these	analyses	fell	within	a	similar	
range	as	the	Constrained	Development	Forecast.		

For	 the	 purposes	 of	 the	 CTMP,	 it	 would	 be	 most	 appropriate	 to	 move	 forward	 with	 an	
analysis	 based	 on	 a	 forecast	 that	 accounts	 for	 growth	 control	 measures	 paired	 with	 the	
market	 study	 prepared	 for	 the	 City	 of	 Half	 Moon	 Bay	 in	 2014.	 The	 regulatory	 limits	 on	
residential	 development	 created	 by	 the	 San	 Mateo	 County	 Midcoast	 LCP	 and	 Half	 Moon	
Bay’s	Measure	D	provide	the	best	assessment	of	the	potential	future	development	because	
they	 are	 concrete	 and	 enforceable	 growth	 constraints.	 The	 recent	 market	 analysis	
represents	 the	 best	 available	 professional	 assessment	 of	 future	 development	 potential	 in	
Half	Moon	Bay.		

Summary of Expected Development in the CTMP Study Area 

The	 amount	 of	 residential	 and	 non‐residential	 development	 expected	 based	 on	 the	
Constrained	Development	Forecast	is	summarized	below.		

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

As	 of	 2014	 there	 were	 8,781	 residential	 units	 in	 the	 Study	 Area,	 including	 4,300	 in	 the	
unincorporated	 Midcoast	 and	 4,481	 in	 Half	 Moon	 Bay.	 The	 Constrained	 Development	
Forecast	finds	an	estimated	capacity	for	1,094	future	units	in	the	unincorporated	Midcoast	
and	694	 future	units	 in	Half	Moon	Bay.	Together	with	units	currently	 in	 the	development	
pipeline,	this	would	result	in	a	total	of	5,416	units	in	the	unincorporated	Midcoast	and	5,335	
units	in	Half	Moon	Bay,	or	10,750	housing	units	in	the	Study	Area	by	2040.	This	represents	
a	26%	increase	in	residential	units	in	the	unincorporated	Midcoast,	a	19%	increase	in	Half	
Moon	 Bay,	 and	 a	 22%	 increase	 overall,	 or	 76	 units	 per	 year	 in	 the	 Study	 Area.	 Existing	
housing,	pipeline	development,	 future	development,	and	total	residential	development	are	
summarized	 in	 Table	 1,	 including	 the	 proportion	 of	 development	 in	 unincorporated	 San	
Mateo	County	and	Half	Moon	Bay,	and	the	proportion	of	single‐	and	multifamily	units.	

The	Study	Area	would	be	expected	to	have	1,980	fewer	units	in	2040	using	the	Constrained	
Development	 Forecast	 compared	 to	 the	 updated	 zoning‐based	 buildout	 analysis.	 The	
Constrained	Forecast	results	in	1,620	fewer	units	in	the	unincorporated	Midcoast	and	359	
fewer	units	in	Half	Moon	Bay	compared	to	zoning‐based	buildout.		

NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT  

ABAG	estimates	 that	 there	are	approximately	2,500	 jobs	 in	 the	urbanized	unincorporated	
Midcoast	 and	 5,330	 in	 Half	 Moon	 Bay,	 as	 well	 as	 a	 small	 number	 in	 the	 remainder	 of	
unincorporated	 County.	 Applying	 ratios	 of	 jobs	 per	 square	 feet	 to	 the	 existing	 land	 use	
pattern,	we	estimate	2,551	jobs	in	the	unincorporated	Midcoast	and	5,334	in	Half	Moon	Bay.	
The	Constrained	Development	Forecast	finds	a	capacity	for	an	increase	of	2,443	jobs	in	the	
unincorporated	Midcoast,	from	an	estimated	2,551	jobs	in	2015	to	4,994	jobs	in	2040.	This	
represents	a	96%	increase	in	jobs	in	the	unincorporated	Midcoast,	or	an	average	of	94	new	
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jobs	per	year.	In	Half	Moon	Bay,	this	would	translate	to	an	increase	of	370	jobs,	from	5,334	
in	2015	to	704	in	2040.	This	would	be	a	7%	increase	in	jobs	in	Half	Moon	Bay,	or	an	average	
of	 14	 per	 year.	 Overall,	 there	would	 be	 a	 36%	 increase	 in	 jobs	 for	 the	 Study	Area,	 or	 an	
average	of	108	per	year.	Existing,	pipeline,	future	and	total	non‐residential	development	are	
summarized	 in	 Table	 2,	 including	 the	 proportion	 of	 development	 in	 unincorporated	 San	
Mateo	County	and	Half	Moon	Bay.	

The	Study	Area	would	be	expected	to	have	2,837	fewer	jobs	in	2040	using	the	Constrained	
Development	 Forecast	 compared	 to	 the	 updated	 zoning‐based	 buildout	 analysis.	 The	
Constrained	Forecast	results	 in	165	 fewer	 jobs	 in	 the	unincorporated	Midcoast	and	2,672	
fewer	jobs	in	Half	Moon	Bay	compared	to	zoning‐based	buildout.	
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Table 1: Constrained Residential Development Forecast for the CTMP (2040) 
  Existing Pipeline4 CTMP Forecast (2040) Total (2040)   

Subarea 
Total 
Units1 

Single-
Family2 

Multi-
family3

Total 
Units 

Single
-

Family 
Multi-
family

New 
Units5, 6 

Single
-

Family7 
Multi-
family7

Total 
Units 

(2040
) 

Single
-

Family 
Multi-
family

Percent
Change

 Unincorporated 
Midcoast  

 
4,300 4,005 295 22 19 3 

 
1,094 716 378 5,416 4,740 676 26%

 Half Moon Bay  4,481 3,493 988 160 105 55 694 508 186 5,335 4,106 1,229 19%

 Total  8,781  7,498 1,283 182 124 58 1,787  1,224 564 10,750 8,846 1,905 22%

Sources: San Mateo County Assessor, 2014; San Mateo County, 2014; City of Half Moon Bay, 2014; EPS, 2014; Dyett & Bhatia, 2015. 
Notes:  
1 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 single-family units. 
2 Includes manufactured homes. 
3 Includes housing in mixed-use buildings, and caretaker units. 
4 Development projects under review as identified by San Mateo County in 2013-15 and the City of Half Moon Bay in 2014. 
5 New residential development in unincorporated Midcoast limited to 40 units per year under Policy 1.23 of the San Mateo County Midcoast 
LCP (2014). In City of Half Moon Bay, Measure D limits residential growth to 1% per year, or 1.5% in downtown area. However, in Half 
Moon Bay, existing zoning is projected to result in less development than would be allowed under Measure D.  
6 Future development in Half Moon Bay is based on 0.7% average annual growth rate projected in the Economic and Real Estate Conditions 
and Trends report (2014) prepared by EPS for the Half Moon Bay General Plan Update. 
7 Assumes single-family/multifamily split found for zoning-based buildout analysis: 67% single-family and 33% multifamily in the Unincorporated 
Midcoast, and 75% single-family and 25% multifamily in Half Moon Bay. 

sdfsd 
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Table 2: Constrained Non-Residential Development Forecast for the CTMP (2040) 

  Existing Pipeline3 CTMP Forecast (2040) 
Total 

(2040) 

Subarea Existing Jobs2

Pipeline Non-
Residential Sq. 

Ft. 
Pipeline 
Jobs2

Potential Non-
Residential Sq. 

Ft.4, 5 
Potential 

Jobs Total Jobs
Percent 
Change

 Unincorporated Midcoast        2,551    303,000 439 851,800 2,003 4,994 96%

 Half Moon Bay        5,334      37,500 94 294,000 276 5,704 7%

 Total       7,885   340,500         533       1,145,800          2,279      10,698 36%

Sources: San Mateo County Assessor, 2014; San Mateo County, 2014; City of Half Moon Bay, 2014; EPS, 2014; Dyett & Bhatia, 2015. 
Notes:  
1 Combines the total "known" square footage from County Assessor data with estimated square footage of other parcels with non-residential 
development. Estimated intensity of existing development is based on that of "known" development. 
2 Estimated based on assumed ratio of jobs per square foot of non-residential development in different categories (e.g., visitor-serving 
commercial, retail commercial, industrial). 
3 Development projects under review as identified by San Mateo County in 2013-15 and the City of Half Moon Bay in 2014. 
4 Future development in Unincorporated Midcoast based on analysis of vacant and underutilized land; average FAR of existing development in 
each zoning district, and other factors. Development in Neighborhood Commercial and comparable zones is adjusted downward in proportion to 
reduction in residential units, to account for lower demand.  

5 Future development in Half Moon Bay is based on average annual growth rates by employment sector as projected in the Economic and 
Real Estate Conditions and Trends report (2014) prepared by EPS for the Half Moon Bay General Plan Update. Square footage estimated 
based on assumed ratio of jobs per square foot of non-residential development in different categories (e.g., visitor-serving commercial, retail 
commercial, industrial), using same assumptions as in zoning-based buildout analysis. 
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