
The long saga of whether to widen Highway 1 came to a conclusion at the end of a City Council 
meeting on June 12. The project had been dealt a setback months earlier when council member 
John Keener secured approval of a motion to preclude the widening without approval of the 
voters.  

Council hammered the final nail in the coffin with the adoption of council member Deirdre Martin's 
motion to send a letter to Caltrans and the San Mateo County Transportation Agency (SMCTA) 
saying that Pacifica will not seek funding for widening, and instead wishes to redirect some of 
those monies for development of quicker, more sustainable, less disruptive methods of facilitating 
traffic flow. 

Coincidentally, SMCTA had sent a letter to Pacifica saying the project would be removed from its 
list of projects unless the city explained why it had not yet sought funding. Pacifica's response 
effectively answered that letter by declining funding, removing the controversial project from 
SMCTA’s list. 

The demise of the so-called Calera Parkway Project seemed anticlimactic to the public. 
Participation in hearings on the widening, both pro and con, diminished over the years. The public 
seemed to see it as already dead. Nobody except for two council members spoke in favor of the 
widening at Monday's hearing, and seven public members spoke against it, in contrast to more 
robust participation at multiple hearings over the years.  

Another factor in the decision was the apparent cooperation of city staff in the decision, which 
contrasts with prior city managers, who sought to keep the project alive.  

The final vote came about 11:30 p.m., as Mayor Mike O'Neill seemingly tried to run out the clock 
to delay the vote. Council would adjourn at midnight. O'Neill proposed minor changes to the letter 
to Caltrans and SMCTA, tried to provoke another full debate on the merits of the widening, and 
said he thought the matter should be decided not by Council but by a public vote. 

Recognizing this as stalling, Martin refused to accept O’Neill’s amendment and would not be 
drawn into a debate on the widening, demanding a vote. Her motion (to send the letter to Caltrans 
and SMCTA) passed on a 3-2 vote, with council members Sue Digre and John Keener joining her 
in support. Council member Sue Vaterlaus was the other defender of the widening, saying that 
the alternatives were not proven and that there was no indication that SMCTA would redirect the 
money. 

Opponents of the widening said that more lanes always resulted in more traffic, 
not traffic relief; that the project was a discredited, outdated solution; and that 
highway-widening construction would be too disruptive. Pacifica will lobby 
SMCTA for money to develop traffic alternatives. 
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