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PALOMAR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

SOUTH EDUCATION CENTER 

RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR COMMENTS, 

RESPONSES AND REVISIONS 

Introduction  

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, a Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was prepared by the Palomar Community College District (PCCD) for 
the proposed PCCD South Education Center EIR (SCH #2015081039). A DEIR for the proposed project was 
previously circulated for public review between October 23, 2015 and December 7, 2015. Comments 
received during this review period are provided in Attachment 1 following this section. According to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(f) (3), the comments received on the prior Draft EIR would become part of the 
administrative record, but written responses to those comments are not required. PCCD determined that 
additional analysis relating to Air Quality and Energy; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Noise, Transportation, 
Traffic, and Parking; and Alternatives was required based on comments received during the initial review 
of the DEIR. The DEIR was recirculated to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State 
Clearinghouse for a 45-day public review period beginning on March 25, 2016 and ending on May 11, 
2016. During that time, the document was reviewed by various state and local agencies, as well as by 
interested individuals and organizations. A letter was received from the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research indicating that the State Clearinghouse submitted the DEIR to selected state agencies for review. 
Written comments were received from the following agencies United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) District 11, California Department of Toxic Substance Control, San Diego Metropolitan 
Transportation System (MTS), and the City of San Diego. Written comments were also received from 
54 individuals or groups. All comments received by PCCD have been fully addressed in written responses. 
The public review comments and PCCD’s corresponding responses are provided at the end of this section. 
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f) (3), the comments received on the prior DEIR are included in 
Attachment 1 and are part of the administrative record. However, written responses to those comments 
are not required. 

This Final EIR includes the following items as required in Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines 

■ The DEIR or a revision of the draft; 

■ Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR; 
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■ List of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the DEIR; 

■ Responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review; and 

■ Any additional information considered pertinent by the lead agency. 

Revisions to the Draft EIR 

The Final EIR includes minor text and graphical clarifications to the DEIR as a result of the comments 

received during the public review period. Material added or deleted to the DEIR and technical reports are 

identified in tracking mode in the Final EIR (strikeout for deletion/underline for insertion), so that the 

original and revised text may be compared. 

The clarifications to the EIR do not result in any new significant environmental impacts, an increase in the 

severity of previously identified project impacts, or new feasible project alternatives or mitigation 

measures that are considerably different from others previously analyzed. Therefore, these clarifications 

do not trigger recirculation of the EIR, per Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Draft EIR Comments and Responses 

The written comments provided on the following pages were submitted to PCCD during the public review 

period for the PCCD South Education Center Recirculated DEIR (SCH No. 2015081039) dated March 25, 

2016. All comment letters received were individually numbered, as indicated below in the Comment 

Letter Index. Responses to each comment are provided after the appropriate comment letter. Some 

comment letters received during the DEIR public review period contained comments that resulted in 

changes to the Final EIR text.  

Comment Letter Index 

Letter S1 California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse .................... 4 
Letter S2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife ........................................................................ 7 
Letter S3 California Department of Transportation, District 11 ...................................................... 10 
Letter S4 California Department of Toxic Substances Control ......................................................... 13 
Letter L1 City of San Diego Planning Department ........................................................................... 19 
Letter L2 Metropolitan Transit System ............................................................................................ 36 
Letter I1 San Diego Archaeological Society ..................................................................................... 41 
Letter I2 Aaron ................................................................................................................................. 42 
Letter I3 Katherine Albitz................................................................................................................. 43 
Letter I4 Judith Allison ..................................................................................................................... 45 
Letter I5 Ivana Alter ......................................................................................................................... 48 
Letter I6 Senator Joel Anderson, District 38 .................................................................................... 49 
Letter I7 A. Ann ................................................................................................................................ 50 
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Letter S1 California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State 
Clearinghouse 
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Response to Letter S1 

S1-1 This comment letter states that the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) submitted 
the DEIR to selected state agencies for review. The letter also confirms that the DEIR public review 
period closed on May 11, 2016 and includes a list of agencies that received the EIR. No further 
response is necessary. 
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Letter S2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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Response to Letter S2 

S2-1 This comment is introductory in nature and no further response is necessary. 

S2-2 A total of 12.6 acres of open space including natural vegetation communities on the southern 
slopes of the project site were avoided with prior approval of the Rancho Bernardo Industrial Park 
Lot 11 – Project No. 1096 (Vesting Tentative Map No. 2259, Planned Development Permit No. 
196193, and Site Development Permit No. 2260). This included an undeveloped 8.9 acre parcel 
and an undeveloped 3.72 acre site with recorded conservation/open space easement. Protected 
open space areas on the site include approximately 6.6 acres of coastal sage scrub, 2.7 acres of 
southern mixed chaparral, and 0.6 acre of perennial native grassland. New development 
associated with the proposed project would not encroach on existing adjacent conservation 
easement. This information will be added to Section 4.3.1.2 of the EIR. 

S2-3 This comment provides closing comments and does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required. 
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Letter S3 California Department of Transportation, District 11 
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Response to Letter S3 

S3-1 The comment letter indicates that Caltrans has no further comments. No further response is 
necessary. 

S3-2 This comment acknowledges the commenter received the previously circulated DEIR on July 31, 
2015. No further response is necessary. 

S3-3 This comment discusses some of the assumptions used in the traffic analysis. Note that the 
information that is cited in this comment letter from the previously circulated DEIR is outdated 
and has been revised. See Section 3.4.1 of the DEIR for a discussion of FTES. See Table 4.8-4 in 
Section 4.8 of the DEIR for a discussion of ADT. No further response necessary. 

S3-4 The EIR traffic analysis was revised using the SANDAG trip generation rate of 1.2 trips per student 
for a community college land use, as shown in the Final EIR. See Section 4.8.3.1 for discussion 
regarding trip per student generation rate. No further response necessary. 

S3-5 The trip generation analysis has been revised to be consistent with the SANDAG trip generation 
rate of 1.2 trips per student for a community college. See Section 4.8.3.1 for discussion regarding 
trip per student generation rate. No further response required.  
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Letter S4 California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
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Response to Letter S4 

S4-1 This comment is introductory in nature and no further response is necessary. 

S4-2 As described in Section 3.2.2 of the EIR, construction of one of the three 110,000 square-foot 
office buildings, the parking structure, a portion of the surface parking areas, and designation of 
the open space easement occurred in 2009. As such, no further action is required for building 
modernization or addressing health concerns related to former building materials. 

S4-3 See response to comment S4-2. 

S4-4 The project site was not previously used for agricultural purposes and no agricultural chemicals 
are present on site. As described in the Geotechnical Report provided in Appendix B of the DEIR, 
the site was previously graded in two phases between October 1999 and June of 2009, which 
resulted in the current graded configuration. The existing soil and geologic conditions on the site 
primarily include previously placed fill materials with compacted depths that range from 12-14 
feet and in excess of 40 feet near the top of the northern slope of the project site. 

S4-5 This comment provides closing comments and does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required. 
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Letter L1 City of San Diego Planning Department 
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Response to Letter L1 

L1-1 This comment is introductory in nature and no further response is necessary. This comment 
references a previous attempt by the City of San Diego to contact Atkins. It is our understanding 
that the original contact by the City of San Diego was made to an employee no longer with 
Palomar Community College District’s (PCCD) consultant, and the former employee did not relay 
the contact attempt to PCCD or its consultant. The traffic consultant for PCCD had previously 
attempted to contact the City on three occasion (April 4, 2016, December 22, 2015, and December 
9, 2015) and did not receive a reply. No further response is necessary. 

L1-2 This comment provides a general discussion of an on campus bus stop as mitigation, traffic, off-
campus parking, noise, and indirect impacts. A more detailed discussion of these issue areas is 
provided below in responses L1-3 through L1-28.  

L1-3 This comment indicates that the greenhouse gas emissions analysis in the DEIR is flawed and 
inadequate as it relies on draft significance thresholds posted on the city website from 2013 that 
were included with the Draft Climate Mitigation and Adaption Plan (CMAP). Under CEQA, the Lead 
Agency has the authority to determine the most appropriate threshold of significance for a 
project’s CEQA review. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 (Thresholds of Significance), CEQA 
only requires that a threshold be formally adopted if it is for ‘general use’—that is, for use in 
evaluating significance in all future projects. CEQA Statute Section 21082.2 (Significant Effect on 
the Environment; Determination; Environmental Impact Report Preparation) provides the 
following description of what is considered when identifying the potential for a significant effect 
on the environment: 

(a) The lead agency shall determine whether a project may have a significant effect on 
the environment based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record. 

and 

(b)  Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do 
not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not 
substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. 

In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 details guidance for lead agencies for determining 
the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.4(b)(2) states that a lead agency should consider the following factors when assessing the 
significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the environment:  

(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency 
determines applies to the project. (emphasis added) 

The City does not provide evidence to support the assertion that use of a draft threshold is 
inappropriate for the proposed project; nor does the City provide any evidence to support the 
assertion that use of a draft threshold is inappropriate in CEQA analysis. PCCD, as lead agency, 
does not need to formally adopt the threshold(s) of significance applied within the project’s EIR, 
nor is the lead agency restricted to applying only formally adopted thresholds of significance 
within the EIR.  
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The EIR contains an extensive discussion of existing regulation, planning, and guidance related to 
greenhouse gas emissions in Section 4.4.3.1, in the Standards of Significance subsection. Without 
an adopted threshold at the local, regional, or state level, the EIR identifies potential sources for 
a threshold for the purposes of project analysis and significance determination. The discussion 
identifies the following sources of potential thresholds of significance for the project:  

 City’s Draft Thresholds from 2013 

 City’s Adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP) emissions level targets and population 
projections 

 City’s Draft Screening Criteria for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from 2015  

The efficiency metrics derived from the potential threshold sources are identified in metric tons 
of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) per service population (SP) or per student. In addition, 
the efficiency metric derived from the adopted CAP results in separate thresholds for years 2020 
and 2030. The efficiency metrics derived from the draft thresholds, adopted CAP, and draft 
screening criteria are 4.46 MT CO2e/SP, 3.02 MT CO2e/SP (in year 2030), and 
2.45 MT CO2e/student, respectively, as discussed in Section 4.4.3.1 of the EIR. The EIR clearly 
identifies that the draft screening criteria-based efficiency metric is used in determining the 
project’s potential to result in a significant impact on the environment. The EIR states:  

Thus, using the a Screening Criteria-based efficiency metric of 2.45 MT CO2e per student 
per year as a significance threshold for the purposes of CEQA analysis would be more 
conservative than using the City’s draft efficiency thresholds (which have not been 
adopted by the City) or using CAP’s emission targets (expressed in terms of per capita 
emission targets for 2020 or 2030). Under this screening criteria, the proposed project 
would result in a less than significant impact if construction and operational emissions 
would be less than 2.45 MT CO2e per service population per year. If the project exceeds 
then efficiency metric screening criteria, then a threshold of consistency with the CAP 
consistency would be applied.  

The project EIR provides substantial evidence to support the use of the threshold applied to 
determine significance of greenhouse gas emissions from the project. Furthermore, the threshold 
applied to the project is far more stringent than the City’s draft thresholds for which the City has 
cited objections.  

Finally, the City’s comment recommends the following revisions to the EIR: 

This section should be revised to identify a threshold for determining significance for the 
project, include an analysis of the potential impacts associated with the GHG emissions 
projected for the proposed project, and identification of impacts and mitigation as 
applicable. Please also provide an estimate of current GHG emissions from the project site.  

 As shown above and within the project EIR, the EIR clearly identifies the threshold for determining 
significance for the project. EIR Section 4.4.3.1 contains the significance thresholds discussion, as 
well as the analysis of potential impacts from greenhouse gases emitted by project construction 
and operation. Construction and operational-generated greenhouse gas emissions for the project 
were quantified using CalEEMod version 2013.2.2. The EIR shows that the project would result in 
a less than significant impact from direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions generation and, 
therefore, no mitigation is required. The EIR appropriately identified ‘existing conditions’ as 
required by CEQA. The project’s increase in greenhouse gas emissions above existing site 
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emissions was used to determine the project’s potential significance; the significance threshold 
applied in the EIR does not rely on or otherwise utilize existing site emissions in order to determine 
the project’s significance. Quantification of emissions currently emitted from the project site is 
not required, nor would it be informative in determining the project’s potential to generate a 
significant impact on the environment.  

 In conclusion, the EIR adequately provided justification for use of the appropriate threshold of 
significance in assessing the project’s impact to the environment from direct and indirect 
greenhouse gas emissions. The EIR adequately explains the reasoning behind the thresholds, 
analysis, and conclusions. The EIR provides substantial evidence to support use of the threshold 
and impact determination for the project.  

L1-4 This comment requests that the EIR be revised and recirculated to address changes in mitigation 
measures proposed for traffic, and to provide for an adequate greenhouse gas emission analysis. 
As described in Chapter 1 of the DEIR, the EIR was previously recirculated after the first public 
review of the DEIR, as a result of public comments received related to transportation and traffic, 
the adequacy of on-site and off-site parking, and project alternatives. In addition, PCCD revised 
its Full-Time Equivalent Student (FTES) assumptions down to more accurately reflect buildout of 
the proposed project. As such, the EIR was recirculated to address these comments.  

 A lead agency is required to recirculate a draft EIR, prior to certification, only when “significant 
new information” is added to the EIR after the public review period begins (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5). New information is deemed significant if it reveals the following:  

 A new significant environmental impact resulting from either the project itself or a new 
proposed mitigation measure;  

 A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance;  

 A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, 
but the project proponent declines to adopt it; or  

 The draft EIR was so fundamentally flawed that it precluded meaningful public review and 
comment.  

None of the comments, responses, or changes to the EIR trigger any of these four criteria and 
therefore recirculation of the EIR is not required.  

L1-5 This comment provides a general discussion of comments related to storm water and provides 
contact information should further discussion with the City be required. Specific responses to 
comments related to storm water are provided below in response to comment L1-31. 

L1-6 The EIR recommends improvements at the Rancho Bernardo Road/Matinal Road (Project Access) 
intersection that mitigate the project impact to below significant levels. The optional 
recommendation of restricting thru movements was provided in response to community concerns 
over potential cut-through traffic through the Westwood Community. The Rancho Bernardo 
Community Planning Group comment letter dated April 21, 2016 supports the prohibition of 
through movements from the project to the Westwood Community via Matinal Road. However, 
given this intersection lies within city jurisdiction, improvements to this intersection will be 
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provided to the satisfaction of the City Engineer with regard to cut-through traffic. Please see 
response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. 

L1-7 The conceptual design plan depicting the proposed improvements at the Rancho Bernardo Road/ 
Via Del Campo intersection and traffic signal modifications required to implement this 
improvement are provided in the attached (Exhibit 1). The need for a signal modification plan has 
been added to mitigation measure TRA-1 in the Final EIR. 

L1-8 See response to comment L1-7. 

L1-9 Mitigation measure TRA-3 indicates that consideration was given to providing a westbound right-
turn overlap phase, however, the intersection was calculated to continue to operate at significant 
LOS F conditions. The term “significant” was used to indicate that implementation of the 
westbound right-turn overlap would not reduce the impact to pre-project conditions. The 
implementation of the right-turn overlap phase does not improve the LOS nor does it mitigate the 
significant impact. TRA-3 was fully evaluated and has been determined to be ineffective and 
therefore is not being adopted. 

L1-10 As provided in Chapter 3 (Project Description), PCCD will provide carpool/vanpool parking spaces 
in preferentially located areas (closest to building entrances). These spaces will be signed and 
striped “Carpool/Vanpool Parking Only.” Information about the availability of and the means of 
accessing the carpool/vanpool parking spaces will be posted on transportation information 
displays located in common areas and the campus website. 

 Currently, demand for carpool/vanpool parking and shuttle services is unknown and funding is 
not available for shuttle services. PCCD will conduct periodic surveys of students, staff, and faculty 
to identify commuting needs, including interest in using transit and need for shuttle service to the 
nearest transit stop and any increase in of carpool/vanpool parking spaces. The implementation 
of shuttle service will be explored at a future date should survey data suggest there is adequate 
demand. 

L1-11 As stated on page 4.8-2, between West Bernardo Drive and the I-15 northbound ramps, the 
roadway functions as a Six-Lane Prime Arterial. According to the City of San Diego Roadway 
Classification Table, a Six-Lane Prime Arterial provides a paved width of 102 feet with up to a 122 
foot right-of-way. It is also defined in the city’s Street Design Manual as providing a paved width 
of 98 feet with up to 142 feet of right-of-way. In addition, it is characterized as “a street that 
primarily provides a network connecting vehicles and transit to other primary arterials and to the 
freeway system. It carries heavy vehicular movement while providing low pedestrian movement 
and moderate bicycle and transit movements.” The Street Design Manual further indicates it 
allows for speeds greater than 45 mph and less than 55 mph. This segment of Rancho Bernardo 
Road meets all the criteria discussed above, meets the required 250 feet of left turn storage 
capacity at its intersection with West Bernardo Drive, provides 12-foot receiving lanes for the dual 
lefts, is separated by an approximately 20-foot raised median, and provides a 6-foot wide refuge 
island in the center median at the intersection. Given the design of this portion of Rancho 
Bernardo Road, it functions as a Six-Lane Prime Arterial. Thus, the analysis accurately represents 
the capacity of the roadway and no revisions are required to the analysis. 

L1-12 As described in Section 4.8.5.3 of the DEIR, an Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) defined 
parking rate of 0.20 space per FTES for junior/community colleges was used for calculating the 
required parking supply for the proposed project. Using this rate, a total of 408 parking spaces 
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would be required for the proposed project at maximum enrollment which is projected at 2,000 
FTES by year 2035 (cumulative). Additionally, a total of 35-40 staff members is anticipated with 
maximum enrollment. ITE also provides a rate of 4.8 spaces per 1,000 square feet (KSF) of gross 
floor area (GFA) for a junior/community college. Using this rate, a total of 480 spaces would be 
required for the proposed project for existing 110,000 square foot building. The total parking 
spaces provided for the proposed project include a 574-space existing parking structure and 218-
space surface lot previously constructed for the existing office land use. Therefore, the existing 
792 provided parking spaces adequately meets the required parking at maximum enrollment. 
Additionally, the project is not relying on neighborhood street parking and parking is “not 
assumed” to occur in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

 The proposed on-campus parking meets the parking requirements of the project and on-street 
parking analysis was provided in abundance of caution as there may be occasional students who 
may choose to park off site on nearby local streets to avoid a semester-based parking permit fee. 
Free parking will be offered during the first year of operation in response to community concern 
regarding on-street parking in the neighborhood. The future imposition of parking fees for 
subsequent years will be reviewed by the Governing Board on a year by year basis. Furthermore, 
California Education Code Section 76360(a)(1) states that the community college district shall 
require parking fees only from students and employees who are using parking services and such 
parking costs shall not exceed the actual cost of providing parking services. As such, the suggested 
measure of potentially including college parking fees as part of class registration fees is prohibited 
under the state regulations because only the students and the employees using the campus 
parking can be charged for those parking services.  

 Further, as discussed on page 5 of Appendix H (Parking Memorandum), there are deterring factors 
that make on-street parking option less desirable than parking on campus. The connectivity of the 
residential streets in the Westwood community to campus is limited to Matinal Road and Olmeda 
Way, with only Matinal Road providing a crosswalk at the intersection with Rancho Bernardo 
Road. The neighborhood is designed in typical suburban cul-de-sac fashion, limiting the 
walkability within the area and thus, access to campus. In addition, the walking distance to the 
campus and several grade changes along the walking routes to the campus provide some further 
deterring factor to park on-street rather than parking on campus. 

L1-13 A second access point is not proposed by the project and therefore a signal warrant analysis is not 
required. If one-half of the project traffic utilized the second access point, the outbound left-turn 
volume would equate to 32 trips. This amount is well below the volume standards to install a 
signal; a signal would likely not be warranted. The amount of construction trips would be much 
less than the 6,750 ADT analyzed in the traffic study. Thus, a quantitative construction analysis is 
not warranted. 

L1-14 Additional analyses will be conducted for these alternatives should they be selected. Per CEQA 
guidelines Section 15126.6 (d), “an EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative 
to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” Section 6 
provides text discussing each alternative as well as a matrix (Table 6-1) comparing the impacts of 
each alternative to the project. This is sufficient should PCCD select an alternative. However, 
appropriate mitigation measures would be considered and adopted in accordance with 
requirements of CEQA for the selected alternative. 

L1-15 See response to comment L1-10 for general discussion regarding vanpools, carpools, and shuttle 
buses. 
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L1-16 Figure 4.8-1 has been updated to show the county/city boundary and shows existing roadway 
conditions.  

L1-17 See response to comment L1-11 for a discussion regarding Rancho Bernardo Road. 

L1-18 A discussion of the Rancho Bernardo Community Plan has been added to the EIR in Section 4.8.2.4.  

L1-19 The text on page 4.8-17 has been updated to correctly show the rate of 50 trips per 1,000 SF of 
medical office space. As the comment notes, the analysis correctly used the 50 rate.  

 The Del Sur Retail Center project was calculated to generate 13,230 net daily trips according to 
the city-approved traffic analysis conducted by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. in July 2014. The 
Del Sur Retail Center project was approved by Planning Commission on August 21, 2014. The 
distribution shown in this report indicated 23% of project trips (approximately 3,000 ADT) would 
use Rancho Bernardo Road, just east of the site prior to Dove Canyon Road. Distribution beyond 
Dove Canyon Road was not provided. Dove Canyon Road is located approximately 2.0 miles west 
of the proposed project site, and with several industrial, residential, and other land use types 
along this route, it can be assumed that the number of trips would be reduced considerably 
approaching the project site. It was therefore assumed that about 1,000 trips (7% of the total 
trips) would travel within the project study area, as included in the EIR analysis.  

 The Phil’s BBQ restaurant discussion has been revised to use the High Turnover (Sit-Down 
Restaurant) rates in the cumulative analysis. The main intersection and roadway segment affected 
are the Rancho Bernardo Road/West Bernardo Drive and segments of Rancho Bernardo Road and 
West Bernardo Drive along the restaurant frontage where the driveway rate increased to 130 
trips/1,000 SF. As shown in the revised analysis in the EIR in Table 4.8-9 and 4.8-10, no changes 
to the conclusions of significance are calculated with the change in cumulative project trips.  

 The City of San Diego rate for community colleges is 1.6 trips per student. The SANDAG No So Brief 
Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates rate is 1.2 trips per student, and the ITE rate is 1.23 
trips per student. As discussed in the EIR, the project as an education center functions differently 
than a typical community college and would likely generate fewer trips than a typical community 
college campus, even at the SANDAG rate of 1.2 trips per student. The city community college 
rate per the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual sources the SANDAG Traffic Generators 
document from December 1996 and July 1998. The most recent SANDAG Traffic Generators data 
for community colleges is sourced to April 2002, which is also the source for the SANDAG Not So 
Brief guide. The two colleges used to determine the trip rate were Southwestern Community 
College in Chula Vista and Palomar Community College in San Marcos, with taken observed in 
November 1998 (almost 20 years ago). Both of these colleges showed rates of 1.0 ADT per student 
and 0.9 ADT student, respectively, and were averaged to 1.0 ADT per student. The City rate is 
much higher at 1.6 ADT per student than the data it sources. Therefore, it was not included in the 
EIR trip generation discussion. The last sentence on page 4.8-17/18 has been corrected to read as 
year 2035. 

L1-20 The Opening Day Project Only Traffic Volumes figure (Figure 4.8-3) has been updated to show the 
peak hour and daily trips on I-15 and is included in the EIR.  

L1-21 The Year 2035 with Project (Maximum Enrollment) Traffic Volumes graphic is included as 
Figure 4.8-5.  
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L1-22 Page 4.8-31 has been updated to correctly conclude that the proposed project would not 
adversely affect traffic conditions on I-15; however, impacts are calculated on the local circulation 
system.  

L1-23 The ITE Parking Generation Manual uses FTE as its independent variable. The data that was 
collected to determine the ITE parking rate already accounts for the fact that the number of 
students is greater than the FTE. Parking for staff members is included in the “per FTE” parking 
rate since all parked cars were included when determining the ITE parking rate. The number of 
staff members is revised throughout the EIR to reflect 37 staff/administrators and not FTE. No 
“satellite spaces” are proposed as part of the project.  

L1-24 The July 2013 San Diego Bicycle Master Plan Update will be added as a reference in Section 4.8.6. 

L1-25 This comment confirms that the EIR is correct in noting the City of San Diego adopted a climate 
action plan in December of 2015. No additional response required.  

L1-26 See response to comment L1-3 for further GHG discussion. 

L1-27 This comment suggests moving the discussion of the City of Villages strategies and the Mobility 
Element of the General Plan to the land use consistency discussion. Comment noted. In the 
context of the GHG analysis and the reduction of GHG emissions, the discussion of the City of 
Villages strategies and the Mobility Element is appropriate.  

L1-28 Discussion of the project being within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) has been deleted from the EIR. 
TPA credits are not included in the GHG analysis.  

L1-29 See response to comment L1-3 for a discussion regarding GHG. 

L1-30 This sentence has been revised to remove “Although not confirmed.” 

L1-31 The EIR has been revised to reflect the amended MS4 permit information. As discussed in Section 
4.5 of the Recirculated DEIR, PCCD is not subject to MS4 permit. In San Diego County, a number 
of school districts, including PCCD, have entered into a Joint Powers Agreement with the San 
Diego County Office of Education (“Small MS4 JPA”) to coordinate the establishment, revision, 
direction and implementation of storm water management plans and associated BMPs. As such, 
PCCD has and will continue to work closely with the City of San Diego and the Small MS4 JPA to 
implement feasible BMPs at the project site, and avoid any unauthorized discharges. 
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Letter L2 Metropolitan Transit System 
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Response to Letter L2 

L2-1 This comment is an introduction to the MTS comments and states that the proposed project is 
within its jurisdiction. No response is required. 

L2-2 This comment briefly describes transit access for the proposed project, and the location of the 
nearest transit service to the proposed project. No response is required. 

L2-3 This comment briefly describes the specific transit route that serves the project and projected 
transit demand associated with the proposed project. No response is required. 

L2-4 Comment noted. Section 4.8 of the Final EIR has been revised to account for this updated 
information provided by MTS. 

L2-5 This comment notes that the environment of the pedestrian route between West Bernardo Drive 
and the proposed project driveway is not conducive to attracting transit ridership as a result of 
the characteristics of the roadway along West Bernardo Drive. This comment is noted and no 
further response is required. 

L2-6 This comment notes that the distance from the Rancho Bernardo Transit Station (RBTS) to the 
proposed project is a significant barrier. This comment suggests that a pedestrian connection 
from the campus down to Via Tazon/West Bernardo Court could reduce the walking distance 
between campus and the RBTS and allow pedestrians to avoid Rancho Bernardo Road and utilize 
the more pedestrian-scale West Bernardo Court. Presently, there are no plans to provide a 
pedestrian extension at this location due to potentially significant impacts to coastal sage scrub 
vegetation communities, potentially affecting California gnatcatcher habitat. Thus, a pedestrian 
walkway at this location would result in new potentially significant biological resources impacts. 
Additionally, pedestrian walkway improvements necessary to access Via Tazon/West Bernardo 
Court would be required on private property. PCCD does not have permission from the owner to 
make such improvements. PCCD may explore the option of a pedestrian walkway in the future 
with neighboring property owner, if sufficient interest is shown by students, teachers and staff in 
using transit services based on annual surveys. If PCCD does decide to pursue such a walkway in 
the future, environmental analysis of such a walkway would be conducted pursuant to CEQA prior 
to PCCD action. 

L2-7 Mitigation measure TRA-4 and the reference to adding a bus stop on campus has been eliminated. 
MTS currently has no plan to install a bus stop at the project site. The Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) is proposed with the goal to reduce and/or remove vehicle trips out of the 
peak hours, thus reducing congestion. However, no credit was assumed in the trip generation 
calculations for the implementation of TDM measures. The discussion of the TDM Plan has been 
moved to Chapter 3 (Project Description) of the Final EIR. 

L2-8 This comment discusses the constraints associated with bus service on campus and notes that a 
route serving the project site would need to extend beyond the campus to turn around, either 
through the residential areas off Matinal Road, the industrial area off Via Del Campo, or farther 
west into 4S Ranch, all options would add time, mileage, and cost to potential service. This 
comment is noted and no further response is required.  

L2-9 This comment discusses the infeasibility of adding a bus stop on eastbound Rancho Bernardo Road 
at the campus driveway as a result of safety issues. At this time no bus stop is proposed in this 
location. This comment is noted and no further response is required. 
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L2-10 This comment notes that none of the existing 5-foot sidewalks along Rancho Bernardo Road or 
Matinal Road meet the ADA-required width of 8-feet for a new bus stop. At this time no bus stop 
is proposed in this location. This comment is noted and no further response is required. 

L2-11 This comment notes that the environment of the pedestrian route between West Bernardo Drive 
and the proposed project driveway is not conducive to attracting transit ridership due to the 
characteristics of the adjacent roadways. This comment is noted and no further response is 
required. 

L2-12 This comment notes that “DART” service to western Rancho Bernardo and commuter bus service 
to 4S Ranch have been discontinued as a result of insufficient demand. This comment is noted 
and no further response is required. 

L2-13 See response to comment L1-10 for discussion regarding shuttle service. 

L2-14 This comments provides further suggestions from MTS regarding increase in transit mode share 
from the project. As noted in response to comment L1-10, the demand for transit and other 
services from the project presently is unknown. PCCD shall conduct annual surveys to gauge 
student and staff interest for alternate transportation and other services such as   transit passes, 
shuttle service, and expansion of vanpools and carpools. Free parking will be offered during the 
first year of operation in response to community concern regarding on-street parking in the 
neighborhood. The future imposition of parking fees for subsequent years will be reviewed by the 
Governing Board on a year by year basis. 

L2-15 This comment notes that the Bernardo Center Drive Alternative is a more convenient location 
that would be better served by MTS Route 20 if a pedestrian connection were feasible along the 
west side of the I-15 and/or from West Bernardo Drive. This comment is noted and no further 
response is required. 

L2-16 This comment notes that MTS has received two comments from the public requesting that transit 
service be implemented at the proposed project site once open. This comment concludes that 
due to the location of the proposed project site and lack of MTS resources, it is unlikely that MTS 
will offer substantive mitigation or nearby transit access for the project. This comment is noted. 
PCCD will continue to work with MTS to identify transit strategies to serve the project site. 
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Letter I1 San Diego Archaeological Society 

 

 

Response to Letter I1 

I-1 This comment states that the commenter has reviewed the cultural resources analysis contained 
in the DEIR and concurs with the analysis and mitigation. No response is necessary. 
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Letter I2 Aaron 

 

 

Response to Letter I2 

I2-1 See response to comment L3-1 for a general discussion regarding traffic. 
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Letter I3 Katherine Albitz 

 

 

Response to Letter I3 

I3-1 This comment letter provides a general comment related to concerns about traffic impacts in the 
vicinity of the project site. As described in Section 4.8.3.1, there are no significant project related 
opening day traffic related impacts to all identified roadway segments, including Rancho Bernardo 
Road and West Bernardo Drive, intersections, freeway segment and ramp metering operations.  

 However, significant cumulative intersection impacts for the year 2035 were identified at the 
Rancho Bernardo Road/Via Del Campo, Rancho Bernardo Road/Matinal Road, and Rancho 
Bernardo Road/West Bernardo Drive intersections. With the implementation of mitigation 
measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, which include the construction of intersection improvements at the 
intersection of Rancho Bernardo Road/Via Del Campo and restriping of Rancho Bernardo 
Road/Matinal Road in the vicinity of the proposed project driveway to help alleviate peak hour 
congestion along the study area roadway systems, significant cumulative intersection impacts 
would be reduced to less than significant with the exception of the Rancho Bernardo Road/West 
Bernardo Drive intersection for which mitigation is physically infeasible and/or does not reduce 
levels of service to below a level of significance. Mitigation measure TRA-2 proposes two options 
for mitigation: 1) to restripe the northbound approach at the project access to provide a shared 
left-turn/thru lane and a dedicated right-turn lane, or 2) to restripe the northbound approach 
with dedicated left-turn and right-turn lanes (with northbound thru movements prohibited) and 
the southbound approach with a shared left-turn/right-turn lane and southbound thru movement 
prohibited. However, given that some of these improvements lie within the city jurisdiction, these 
improvements will be provided to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  
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 The comment also expresses concerns about a large amount of drivers located outside the 
Westwood community utilizing Matinal Road or other neighboring streets as a “cut-through” 
route. An analysis of cut-through traffic was provided in Section 4.8.3.1 of the DEIR and is 
summarized here. The project proposes access from the Matinal Road intersection onto Rancho 
Bernardo Road. Currently, this location primarily serves as access to the Westwood residential 
community located north of Rancho Bernardo Road. A review of the SANDAG select zone 
assignment (SZA) computer model indicated one percent of project traffic (33 ADT in Opening Day 
and 68 ADT at maximum enrollment in year 2035) would be oriented to/from the community of 
Westwood via Matinal Road. However, for purposes of being conservative based upon the 
potential for “cut-through” trips through the residential community, this percentage was doubled 
to 2 percent of project trips. The likelihood of trips utilizing Matinal Road would be to the result 
of one of two factors: 1) people living in the Westwood community who would attend the North 
Education Center; or 2) people oriented further north that would “cut-through” the Westwood 
community to reach the project site. 

Matinal Road serves as a residential roadway providing local access for homes within the area. 
West Bernardo Drive is the main Collector road in the community lined with feeder roads 
connecting Westwood residents to their ultimate destination. A travel time study was conducted 
for two optional routes between the project site and the Duenda Road/West Bernardo Drive 
intersection in the northern part of the community. The travel time study was conducted to 
determine the amount of time it would take to travel between these two points during the PM 
peak hour (4:30-5:30 p.m.) using the Collector road route on West Bernardo Drive and the 
residential route via Matinal Road. 

While the travel time study shows a slight increase in the amount of time it would take to travel 
from project site to the Duenda Road/West Bernardo Drive intersection using West Bernardo 
Drive and Rancho Bernardo Road, it would be unlikely that a large amount of drivers located 
outside the Westwood community would utilize Matinal Road as a “cut-through” route since they 
would need to be familiar with the local streets. For drivers who are familiar with the area, a 
reduction in travel time of 36 seconds is relatively small and considered insignificant. 

 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-site parking.  
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Letter I4 Judith Allison 
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Response to Letter I4 

I4-1 This comment raises general traffic safety concerns and inquiries about providing alternate 
entrance to the project site. 

 Discussion on safety concerns. The commenter notes general safety issues with traffic in the 
project area. While implementation of the proposed project would increase the amount of vehicle 
traffic on area roadways, it does not propose modification to City of San Diego published roadway 
design standards or signage that would create roadway facilities with unacceptable safety 
conflicts, such as sharp curves, or standards such as increased speed limits.  

 Discussion on second access road. Secondary access to the project site was evaluated as an 
alternative to the proposed project. As described in Section 6.5 of the DEIR, the Second Access 
Road Alternative assumes the proposed project would be implemented with the construction of 
a new second access road, rather than an interior looped road, east of the main project driveway 
along Rancho Bernardo Road at the existing Olmeda Way “tee” intersection. The Second Access 
Road Alternative would require the restriping of a shared eastbound through/right-turn lane, a 
northbound right-turn only lane out of the project site and require the installation of a traffic 
signal and signage prohibiting northbound and southbound through movements at the 
intersection of Rancho Bernardo Road and Olmeda Way.  

 The Second Access Road Alternative was not identified as the preferred alternative. Project 
Objective 7, which is to develop a comprehensive education center campus experience that 
reflects its surrounding environment, would only be partially satisfied by the Second Access Road 
Alternative because of the increase in impacts to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, 
greenhouse gases, hydrology and water quality, noise, and paleontological resources, due to a 
greater ground disturbance area associated with this alternative.  

 The Second Access Road Alternative may potentially result in reduced traffic impacts as the 
second access road would allow for additional access opportunities to the project site. The 
addition of a second entry and exit point could potentially reduce some significant cumulative 
intersection impacts at the Rancho Bernardo Road/Matinal Road (proposed project access) 
intersection. However, it is unlikely the secondary access will alleviate the cumulative impacts to 
less than significant without mitigation.  

 Similarly, the provision of a secondary access point on Via Tazon/West Bernardo Court via the 
Sharp Medical Office building property could potentially reduce traffic impacts at the main access; 
but it is not likely to change the conclusions of significance for cumulative traffic impacts, 
particularly on Rancho Bernardo Road/West Bernardo Drive which would be operating at LOS E 
in PM peak hour in the year 2035, even without the project (see Table 4.8-13 of Section 4.8 in the 
Final EIR). As discussed in Section 4.8, there is no feasible mitigation to reduce the significant 
cumulative impacts for the Rancho Bernardo Road/West Bernardo Drive. Both the secondary 
access options discussed above would still have project trips continue to drive on Rancho 
Bernardo Road, thus continuing to result in significant impacts along this roadway.  

 Conclusion regarding alternate access of project. Overall, a feasible mitigation measure TRA-2 has 
been identified to reduce traffic impacts at the project access intersection of Rancho Bernardo 
Road and Matinal Road to less than significant levels. Thus, provision of second access will not 
reduce any unavoidable and significant impacts from the project that cannot already be mitigated.  
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 Further, secondary access through either the east of the project site near the Sharp Rees-Steely 
building or through Via Tazon/West Bernardo Court would result in potential impacts adjacent 
coastal sage scrub habitat. Coastal sage scrub is a native scrub-type community that is widespread 
throughout the lower elevations of southern California. It is classified as a sensitive natural 
community by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and impacts to this habitat would 
be significant. Additionally, the improvements associated with a secondary access through the 
Sharp Medical Office building property would require improvements on a private property, and 
PCCD does not have permission to make such improvements on a private property. 

I4-2 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access alternative. See 
response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

 

Letter I5 Ivana Alter 

 

 

Response to Letter I5 

I5-1 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See response 
to comment L1-6 for a discussion of a dedicated right/left turn out of the proposed project site. 
See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Regarding the effect 
of the project on property values, this is not an issue required for analysis under CEQA and no 
response is required. 

 



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

 
PCCD South Education Center EIR 

Page RTC-49 

June 2016 

 

Letter I6 Senator Joel Anderson, District 38 
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Response to Letter I6 

I6-1 This comment provides general support for the proposed project. No response is required. 

Letter I7 A. Ann 
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Response to Letter I7 

I7-1 As discussed in Section 6.4 of the EIR, the No Project Alternative would not accomplish any of the 
project objectives and was determined to be infeasible. Primarily, the No Project Alternative 
would not meet the PCCD Educational Master Plan Update goals to locate an education center in 
the southern portion of the PCCD service area to target an underserved population in the region. 

 Section 6.7 of the EIR notes that the Bernardo Center Drive Alternative is less desirable than the 
proposed project as it would limit the amenities available on campus due to the reduced size of 
the project site and would result in an increase in impacts to all resource areas analyzed because 
of the increase in construction activity due to a greater ground disturbance area. As discussed in 
the traffic report (see Appendix G, Traffic Memorandum dated March 24, 2016), with the 
“Bernardo Center Drive Alternative,” it is likely that cumulative impacts would be reduced with 
the shift in project traffic from Rancho Bernardo Road to Bernardo Center Drive. However, it is 
possible that significant traffic impacts could occur within the redesignated study area given the 
similarities between Rancho Bernardo Road and Bernardo Center Drive: Four-Lane Major 
Roadways providing access to the 558-acre Bernardo Industrial Park. 

 Section 6.6 of the EIR notes that relevant goals and objectives of the PCCD 2022 Educational 
Master Plan 2010 Update would only be partially obtained because the reduced project 
alternative would serve a reduced student population which is not consistent with educational 
goals and policies of the 2010 Plan. In addition, any reduction in FTES potentially reduces the 
economic viability of the project to a point the project will be unable to be self-supporting, such 
that the number of FTES does not pay for the operating expenses. This alternative would not 
completely eliminate the identified significant unavoidable cumulative intersection impacts and 
is potentially economically infeasible for PCCD. 

I7-2 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See response 
to comment L1-9 for a discussion of a dedicated right/left turn out of the proposed project site. 
With regard to feasibility of Second Access Alternative, see response to comment I4-1. Further, 
some of the improvements proposed for this intersection is within city jurisdiction and any 
improvements at this intersection, including restricting movements to only right/left turn in, will 
be provided as per the City Engineer’s satisfaction. 

I7-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  
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Letter I8 Penny Bauder 
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Response to Letter I8 

I8-1 This comment is an introduction to the comment letter. No response is required. 

I8-2 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking, 
including “cumulative” build-out parking capacity and supply. See response to comment L2-7 for 
a discussion of transit access at the project site.  

 Regarding ADA concerns, the project has been submitted to, reviewed and approved by the 
Division of the State Architect (DSA) which has oversite on all Community College and K-12 
facilities throughout the State of California. The DSA specifically reviews and approves 
Accessibility for every facility ensuring the design meets all current ADA standards. An ADA path 
of travel is included in the design from the buildings down to Rancho Bernardo Road. PCCD is ADA 
compliant throughout its property.  

Regarding pedestrian safety, the study area includes sidewalks along both sides of the nearby 
streets. Traffic signals at all major intersections provide controlled pedestrian crosswalks and 
allow for safe pedestrian connections within the study area. See Section 4.8.1.6 of the EIR for a 
discussion regarding pedestrian safety. 

I8-3 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access, both for discussion 
on Secondary Project Access Alternative and alternative discussing second access through Sharp-
Rees Medical Facility property. See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. 
See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of bus stop and transit access at the project site. 
As discussed, MTS has stated that currently there is not enough demand for a bus route in this 
area so a bus stop at Rancho Bernardo Road or Via Tazon is not being considered at this time. 

I8-4 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic impacts. Regarding disruptions 
to an adopted congestion management plan. As described in Section 4.8.3.2, the closest 
designated congestion management program (CMP) roadway that serves the project site is I-15, 
as identified in the Final 2008 Congestion Management Program Update (SANDAG 2008). 
However, as discussed in Section 4.8.3.1, the proposed project would not adversely affect traffic 
conditions on the I-15 or the surrounding local circulation system. Further, the proposed project 
does not propose any modifications to the I-15 or access to the I-15 and would not result in a 
substantial number of new trips on the I-15 during peak hours. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not conflict with an applicable CMP. 

 Regarding disruptions to emergency access, as described in Section 4.8.3.3 of the DEIR, the 
Rancho Bernardo Community Plan does not identify any evacuation routes within the study area 
(City of San Diego 1988). The proposed project would continue to utilize the existing driveway at 
the intersection of Rancho Bernardo Road and Matinal Road for site access. Development of the 
proposed project would also construct an internal looped roadway that would provide access 
throughout the campus. The proposed project would comply with all applicable design regulations 
and policies related to emergency services requirements, such as the fire code and street design 
requirements for fire trucks. Additionally, the PCCD Emergency Response Plan is designed to 
effectively coordinate the use of both PCCD and community resources to protect life and property 
immediately following a major natural or accidental disaster affecting any Palomar College 
campus. The PCCD Emergency Response Plan would be updated to include the proposed PCCD 
South Education Center. Thus, the proposed project would not impair implementation of or 



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

 
PCCD South Education Center EIR 

Page RTC-56 

June 2016 

 

physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, and 
no impact would occur. 

 Further, the city previously approved a 330,000 square feet of office/research and development 
use on the site with a single access at Rancho Bernardo Road and Matinal Road. The site access/ 
design met all applicable city safety standards. (See City of San Diego, Bernardo Industrial Park 
Lot 11 Final MND (SCH 2005031034), October 13, 2005). As such, a 110,000 square foot 
educational center with an almost equal amount of daily trips generated (3,300 office ADT; 3,374 
education center ADT as discussed in Appendix G Traffic Memorandum dated March 24, 2016) 
with same width of access road and same access point is not likely to generate  emergency access 
concerns.  

I8-5 See response to comment L1-10 for a discussion of carpools and vanpools, and shuttle service at 
the project site. See response to comment L2-7 for discussion regarding the installation of a bus 
stop at the project site.  

I8-6 This comment provides closing comments and a summary of comments provided. No further 
response is required. The concerns regarding traffic, parking, alternatives, and transit have been 
addressed in comments I8-2 through I8-4. 

 

Letter I9 Douglas Bazler 

 

 

Response to Letter I9 

I9-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Regarding the effect 
of the project on property values, this is not an issue required for analysis under CEQA and no 
response is required. 
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Letter I10 Marilyn Bazler 

 

 

Response to Letter I10 

I10-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  
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Letter I11 Susan Billings 
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Response to Letter I11 

I11-1 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic and to L1-19 for discussion of 
inclusion of traffic generated from nearby projects in the traffic analysis. See response to 
comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to comment I8-4 for a 
discussion of emergency access. See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary 
project access. 

I11-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I11-3 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. See response to comment L1-12 
for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Regarding the effect of the project on property 
values, this is not an issue required for analysis under CEQA and no response is required. 

I11-4 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. See 
response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I11-5 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative.  
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Letter I12 Greg Birch 

 

 

Response to Letter I12 

I12-1 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. See response to comment I8-4 
for a discussion regarding safety/emergency. See response to comment I8-2 for discussion 
regarding pedestrian safety. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street 
parking. See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access.  
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Letter I13 Elena Brandstein 
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Response to Letter I13 

I13-1 This comment is an introduction to the comment letter. No response is required. 

I13-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. See response to 
comment I8-4 for a discussion regarding safety/emergency. See response to comment I8-2 for 
discussion regarding pedestrian safety. 

 The No Project Alternative would be infeasible because it would preclude PCCD from providing 
adequate capacity to accommodate the total projected increase in student enrollment for the 
southern region. Additionally, under the No Project Alternative the other PCCD facilities would be 
forced to serve higher enrollment rates than projected in order to accommodate the total 
projected increase in student enrollment, which would result in a physical strain on the facilities 
themselves as well as the faculty. The No Project Alternative is detailed in Section 6.4 of the EIR. 

I13-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. 

I13-4 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment L1-19 for a discussion of added traffic from surrounding businesses, such as Phil’s BBQ. 
See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. See 
response to comment I8-4 for a discussion of disruptions to emergency response plans. See 
response to comment I8-2 for discussion regarding pedestrian safety. 

I13-5 See response to comment L1-10 for a discussion of shuttle service to the project site. See 
comment L2-16 regarding feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access for the project. See 
response to comment L2-7 for discussion regarding a bus stop at the project site.  
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I13-6 This comment provides summary closing comments to the comment letter. Comments regarding 
parking, alternative access, and transit have been addressed above in comments I13-2 through 
I13-5. No further response is required. 

 

Letter I14 Nancy Canfield 
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Response to Letter I14 

I14-1 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment I8-2 for a discussion regarding pedestrian safety. Pedestrian safety is address in Section 
4.8.1.6 in the EIR. 

I14-2 See response to comment L1-19 for a discussion of added traffic from surrounding businesses, 
such as Phil’s BBQ. See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-
through traffic. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I14-3 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See comment to 
response I8-4 for a discussion regarding emergency access. 
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Letter I15 Luke Chen 
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Response to Letter I15 

I15-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I15-2 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. 

I15-3 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. See 
response to comment I8-2 for a discussion regarding pedestrian safety.  

 As described in Section 5.1, the proposed project is not located within one-quarter mile of a 
primary or secondary school. The closest school is Kinderhouse Motessori School located 0.3 mile 
from the project site. Matinal Elementary is approximately one-half mile away. Schools outside of 
one-quarter mile are not reported in the EIR analysis per CEQA guidelines Section 21151.4. 

 As described in Section 4.6.3 of the DEIR, with implementation of the proposed project, noise 
levels along Rancho Bernardo Road would continue to meet or exceed the applicable noise 
compatibility threshold. Additionally, the project would not result in any discernable increase in 
noise level compared to existing conditions or conditions without the proposed project. The 
project would also not result in any increase in noise level on Via Del Campo or West Bernardo 
Drive. Therefore, the project would not result in a significant traffic noise impact under the Near-
Term plus Project scenario.  

I15-4 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. 
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Letter I16 George Chial 

 

 

Response to Letter I16 

I16-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking and refer to response 
to comment to I7-1 regarding discussion of project alternatives.   
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Letter I17 Doug Clark 
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Response to Letter I17 

I17-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. 

I17-2 As described in Section 3.4 (Project Description) of the DEIR, the project site is currently developed 
with 792 existing parking spaces provided by a 574-space parking structure and 218-space surface 
lot, previously constructed for the existing office land use. In addition, the proposed project is 
projected to serve 1,000 full-time equivalent students (FTES) at opening day and would 
accommodate 2,000 FTES at maximum capacity, not 3,470 FTES as referenced in the comment 
letter. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I17-3 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See comment L1-12 
for discussion regarding on and off-street parking. See response to comment I3-1 for discussion 
regarding general traffic issues. 

I17-4 This comment provides closing comments to the comment letter. Concerns regarding traffic and 
parking has been addressed above in comments I17-1 through I17-3. No further response is 
required. 
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Letter I18 Marijo Clemons 
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Response to Letter I18 

I18-1 On August 17, 2015 PCCD distributed the first Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the proposed EIR. 
During the NOP review period, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15083, a public scoping 
meeting was held prior to the release of the DEIR on August 26, 2015 at the Poway Branch Public 
Library.  

I18-2  See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking, 
including cumulative parking impacts.  

I18-3 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment I8-1 for discussion regarding pedestrian safety. See 
response to comment I8-2 for discussion on ADA compliance of the project. See response to 
comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking, including cumulative build-out 
parking capacity and supply. See response to comment L1-10 for a discussion of carpool and 
vanpool, and shuttle service to the project site. See response to comment L2-7 for discussion 
regarding transit access at the project site. See response to comment I8-2 for a general discussion 
regarding pedestrian safety.   

I18-4 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See comment L2-16 regarding 
feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access for the project. 

I18-5 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See comment L2-16 regarding 
feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access for the project. See response to comment I8-4 
for a discussion of disruptions to an adopted CMP and emergency response plans.  

I18-6 See response to comment L1-10 for a discussion of shuttle service to the project site. See response 
to comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. 

I18-7 This comment provides closing comments and a summary of comments provided. A discussion of 
project access, parking, is provided above in comments I18-2 through I18-6. No further response 
is required.  
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Letter I19 Susan Crane 

 

 

Response to Letter I19 

I19-1 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. 
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Letter I20 Gerald Cunningam 
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Response to Letter I20 

I20-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I20-2 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment L1-14 for a discussion of the analysis of traffic 
impacts of the Bernardo Center Drive Alternative.  

I20-3 PCCD was notified about the appendices not being available online on March 25, 2016, the start 
date of the public review period for the Recirculated DEIR. PCCD then posted the appendices on 
its website the same day, March 25, 2016, before 3:00 p.m. The EIR in its entirety, including 
Appendix H Parking Analysis, was made available to public at the link 
(http://www2.palomar.edu/pages/propm/environmental-impact-reports/) that was provided in 
the public notice March 25, 2016, onwards for the entire public review period. See response to 
comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Average daily traffic volumes for 
Matinal Road are shown in EIR Figure 4.8-1 and Table 4.8-1. 

 Additionally, a review of the SANDAG select zone assignment computer model indicated one 
percent of project traffic (33 ADT in Opening Day and 68 ADT at maximum enrollment in year 
2035) would be oriented to/from the community of Westwood via Matinal Road. However, for 
purposes of being conservative based upon the potential for “cut-through” trips through the 
residential community, this percentage was doubled to 2 percent of project trips. The likelihood 
of trips utilizing Matinal Road would be to the result of one of two factors: (1) People living in the 
Westwood community who would attend the North Education Center; or (2) People oriented 
further north that would “cut-through” the Westwood community to reach the project site. For 
further discussion regarding the Traffic Study and Matinal Road see Section 4.8.3 of the EIR. 

I20-4 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. See response to 
comment L2-7 for a discussion of mitigation measure TRA-4. As no credit was taken for trip 
reduction from TDM measures in traffic analysis, mitigation measure TRA-4 has been removed 
and TDM has been moved to Chapter 3 (Project Description). PCCD would annually certify that 
the TDM measures included in the Project Description are being implemented. Please refer to the 
project mitigation, monitoring and reporting program regarding implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

I20-5 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. 
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Letter I21 Elaine Ford 
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Response to Letter I21 

I21-1 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative.  

I21-2 See response to comment I20-3 for location and availability of the Appendix H Parking Analysis. 
See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Average daily traffic 
volumes for Matinal Road are shown in EIR Figure 4.8-1 and Table 4.8-1. See response to comment 
L1-3 and L1-9. TRA-3 was fully evaluated and has been determined to be ineffective and therefore 
is not being adopted.  

I21-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I21-4 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of mitigation measure TRA-4.See response to 
comment L3-1 for general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. Please see response 
to comment I18-2 for a discussion of ADA requirements. See response to comment I8-2 regarding 
pedestrians and pedestrian safety. Please refer to response to comment I20-4 regarding 
implementation of TRA-2 and TDM measures. 

I21-5 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. 

 

  



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

 

 
PCCD South Education Center EIR 

Page RTC-80 

June 2016 

 

Letter I22 C.A. Ghrer 
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Response to Letter I22 

I22-1 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. See response to comment L1-12 
for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I22-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 regarding general traffic issues. 

I22-3 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of general safety issues. See response to comment 
I3-1 regarding general traffic issues including cut-through traffic. See response to comment I8-2 
regarding pedestrian safety. 
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Letter I23 Denis & Danielle Grady 
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Response to Letter I23 

I23-1 See response to comment I18-1 for a discussion of public scoping.  

I23-2 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I23-3 See response to comment L1-10 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. Please see 
response to comment I18-2 for a discussion of ADA requirements. See comment L2-16 regarding 
feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access for the project. See response to comment L1-12 
for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to comment I8-2 for a general 
discussion regarding pedestrian safety.  

I23-4 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment I8-3 for general discussion regarding entrance though the Sharp Medical Office 
property. See response to comment L2-7 for general discussion regarding a bus stop at the project 
site. See comment L2-16 regarding feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access for the 
project. 

I23-5 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment I8-4 for a discussion of disruptions to an adopted CMP and emergency response plans. 

I23-6 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. 

I23-7 This comment provides closing comments and a summary of comments provided. A discussion of 
project access and transit is provided in responses I23-2 through I23-6. No further response is 
required. 
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Letter I24 Elizabeth Gutschow 
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Response to Letter I24 

I24-1 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment L1-14 for a discussion of the analysis of traffic 
impacts of the Bernardo Center Drive Alternative.  

I24-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I24-3 See response to comment I20-3 for location and availability of the Appendix H Parking Analysis. 
See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Average daily traffic 
volumes for Matinal Road are shown in EIR Figure 4.8-1 and Table 4.8-1. Refer to Section 4.8.1.2 
for further discussion of traffic. See response to comment L1-3 and L1-9. TRA-3 was fully evaluated 
and has been determined to be ineffective and therefore is not being adopted. 

I24-4 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking including parking 
fees. Regarding the alternative projects, the Bernardo Center Drive Alternative would result in 
increased impacts to all resource areas analyzed, and the No Project Alternative is unfeasible 
because it would preclude PCCD from providing adequate capacity to accommodate the total 
projected increase in student enrollment for the southern region. 

I24-5 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of mitigation measure TRA-4 and transit access. 
TRA-4 has been omitted as a mitigation measure and moved to the Project Description as no credit 
was being taken for trip reductions through TDM in the project’s traffic analysis. PCCD would 
annually certify that the TDM measures included in the Project Description are being 
implemented.  See comment L2-16 regarding feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access 
for the project. See response to comment L1-3 and L1-9. TRA-3 was fully evaluated and has been 
determined to be ineffective and therefore is not being adopted. Please see response to comment 
I18-2 for a discussion of ADA requirements. See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion 
of traffic including cut-through traffic. 

I24-6 This comment provides closing comments and a summary of comments in comments I24-1 
through I24-5. No further response is required. 
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Letter I25 Beverly Libby Ha 

 

 

Response to Letter I25 

I25-1 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. See response to comment L1-12 
for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to comment I4-1 for a general 
discussion of safety concerns in the project area. See response to comment I8-2 regarding 
pedestrian safety. 
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 Letter I26 Dave Hunt 
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Response to  Letter I26 

I26-1 See response to comment I8-4 for discussion of public scoping. 

I26-2 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I26-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking including parking 
fees. In addition, a detailed discussion of the impacts of a parking fee on the proposed campus is 
provided in the Parking Impact Analysis Memo included as Appendix H of the EIR and summarized 
below.  

 Given the likelihood that the project will impose a parking permit fee in the future, there is the 
potential for students to instead choose to park in the nearby residential areas. As part of the 
parking analysis, an off-site/on-street parking demand study was conducted in the nearby 
community of Westwood. This community is in close proximity to the campus and although 
adequate supply is provided on campus, students may choose to forgo paying for the parking 
permit and park in the residential community. A parking occupancy count was conducted during 
typical peak times for campus activity. The results of the counts indicate that at most, 27% of the 
supply was occupied by parked vehicles, leaving an adequate supply of on-street parking available 
for students, should they choose to park off campus. However, although there was ample parking 
observed within the Westwood community, the lack of walkability and connectivity of the 
neighborhood, and the changes in elevation along walking routes are likely to deter most students 
from parking off site. To conclude, the Palomar SEC satellite campus meets the published ITE 
requirements for providing on-site parking and although there is the possibility for students to 
park off-site in the local community, there is a sufficient supply of parking provided on local streets 
and the amount of students parking off-site would likely be nominal given the less than desirable 
walking conditions. 

I26-4 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. 

 

  



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

 

 
PCCD South Education Center EIR 

Page RTC-91 

June 2016 

 

Letter I27 Katie Hunter 

 

 

Response to Letter I27 

I27-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. In addition, refer to 
page 5 of Appendix H Parking Memorandum of the Final EIR for methodology of identifying the 
on-street parking study area and Appendix Table 1 for a detailed description of the Parking Impact 
Analysis. 

I27-2 See response to comment I4-1 for a general discussion of safety concerns in the project area and 
I8-2 regarding pedestrian safety concerns.  

I27-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. 
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Letter I28 Nancy Hylbert 

 

 

Response to Letter I28 

I28-1 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic.  

 

 

Letter I29 I Jankowsky 

 

 

Response to Letter I29 

I29-1 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic.  
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Letter I30 Shari Johnson, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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Response to Letter I30 

I30-1 This comment notes that the proposed project may require a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit 
for impacts to wetlands. As described in Section 4.3.1.2 of the DEIR, there is approximately 0.08 
acres of disturbed wetland mapped within the northern portion of the project survey area (see 
DEIR Figure 4.3-1). Dominant plant species observed during surveys include toad rush (Juncus 
bufonius), curly dock, and Italian ryegrass (Festuca multiflorum). This habitat was found in 
association with an existing concrete-lined drainage ditch that transects the north and 
northwestern portions of the project area. This unnamed drainage feature supports disturbed 
wetland habitat but does not exhibit an ordinary high water mark (OHWM). Due to the lack of an 
OHWM, the unnamed drainage feature and associated wetlands would not fall under the 
regulatory jurisdiction of the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW. No new construction is proposed in the 
area of this disturbed wetland and no permanent or indirect impacts to the disturbed wetland 
would occur. 

 

 

Letter I31 Mike Kaine 

 

 

Response to Letter I31 

I31-1 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of a bus stop at the project site. See response to 
comment L1-6 for a discussion of a dedicated right/left turn out of the proposed project site. 
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Letter I32 Robin Kaufman, RBCC 
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Response to Letter I32 

I32-1 This comment is an introduction to the comment letter. No response is required. 

I32-2 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of a bus stop at the project site. See response to 
comments L1-10 for discussion regarding shuttle service. See discussion L1-3 for general 
discussion regarding GHG. 

I32-3 See response to comment L1-6 for a discussion of a dedicated right/left turn out of the proposed 
project and other proposed traffic improvements. 

I32-4 This comment provides closing comments to the comment letter. No further response is required. 
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Letter I33 Councilmember Mark Kersey 
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Response to Letter I33 

I33-1 This comment is an introduction to the comment letter. No response is required. 

I33-2 See response to comment L1-12 for discussion of on and off-street parking and discussion on 
imposition of parking fees as part of course registration fees. As discussed in L1-12, PCCD is not 
relying on on-street parking to serve the proposed South Education Center for parking. The 
available parking proposed on-campus meets the parking requirements of the project and on-
street parking analysis was provided in abundance of caution. 

I33-3 See response to comment LI-11 for discussion of the roadway classification of Rancho Bernardo 
Road. See response to comment I3-1 for general traffic discussion. 

I33-4 Responses to traffic and parking noted above. See response to comment I4-1 for discussion 
regarding discussion of second access for the project.  

 

 

Letter I34 Heather Kingery 

 

 

Response to Letter I34 

I34-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. See response to 
comment I9-1 regarding effect on property values. 
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Letter I35 Nissi Little 

 

 

Response to Letter I35 

I35-1 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative.  

I35-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No Project Alternative 
and Bernardo Center Alternative. 

I35-3 See response to comment L1-6 for a discussion of a dedicated right/left turn out of the proposed 
project site. See response to comment I8-2 regarding pedestrian safety discussion. See response 
to comment I7-1 for discussion regarding the project alternatives. 
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Letter I36 Merri Lopez-Keifer, San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians 
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Response to Letter I36 

I36-1 This comment letter acknowledges review of the project information and declines to provide any 
formal written comment. No further response is necessary.  
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Letter I37 Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board 
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COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

 

 
PCCD South Education Center EIR 

Page RTC-106 

June 2016 

 

Response to Letter I37 

I37-1 This comment is an introduction to the Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board’s letter. No 
further response required. 

I37-2 This comment notes that the proposed project will be consistent with the City of San Diego Noise 
Ordinance for construction activities, which limits outdoor construction activities to the hours of 
7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. No further response required.  

I37-3 This comment provides a general discussion of the assumptions used in the DEIR traffic analysis. 
No further response required.  

I37-4 See response to comment L1-6 for a discussion of proposed traffic improvements for the 
proposed project. Mitigation measure TRA-1 and TRA-2 have been included in the mitigation, 
monitoring and reporting program. 

I37-5 This comment requests that PCCD implement all aspects of the TDM with the addition of a 
requirement to for periodic review of the effectiveness of the various measures included in the 
plan including a presentation at the Planning Board to receive input from the community on what 
is working and where improvements might be needed. This comment also indicates that the 
Planning Board offers its support and assistance in working with MTS to improve transit 
connections between the community’s regional transit center, the proposed project, and other 
areas in Rancho Bernardo.  

See response to comment I10-1 regarding general discussion on implementation of certain TDM 
measures and response to comment L2-7 for general discussion regarding transit service access 
to the project site. As no credit was taken for trip reduction from TDM measures in the traffic 
analysis, mitigation measure TRA-4 has been removed and TDM has been moved to the Project 
Description. PCCD will annually certify that the TDM measures included in the Project Description 
are being implemented. PCCD continually strives to actively engage with the community. PCCD 
would be pleased to interact with the Community Planning Group in the future.  

I37-6 This comment notes that the inclusion of a parking analysis in the Recirculated DEIR helps to 
better define the potential on-street parking issues that could arise once parking fees are imposed 
on the campus but does not reduce concerns about parking. This comment further recommends 
that parking fees not be imposed, but if they are, an analysis of the impact these fees are having 
on the adjacent neighborhood be completed within six months of the implementation of the fee. 
See response to comment L1-12 regarding discussion of parking fees. 

I37-7 This comment provides closing remarks to the comment letter. It does not raise a significant 
environmental issue addressed in the DEIR for which a response is required. 
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Letter I38 Carina Martin 

 

 

Response to Letter I38 

I38-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment L1-10 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See response to comment L1-
6 for discussion regarding right/left turn lane out of proposed project site. See response to 
comment I3-1 for general discussion regarding traffic. See response to comment I8-2 regarding 
pedestrian safety discussion. 
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Letter I39 Emily Medico 
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Response to Letter I39 

I39-1 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative and Bernardo Center Drive Alternative.  

I39-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Average daily traffic 
volumes for Matinal Road are shown in EIR Figure 4.8-1 and Table 4.8-1. See response to comment 
I20-3 for location and availability of the Appendix H Parking Analysis. See response to comment 
L1-3 and L1-9. It should be noted that some of the traffic mitigation improvements lie within the 
City’s jurisdiction, these improvements will be provided to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
TRA-3 was fully evaluated and has been determined to be ineffective and therefore is not being 
adopted. See Section 4.8.1.2 of EIR for discussion regarding traffic analysis.  

I39-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. 
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I39-4 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. See response to 
comment L2-7 regarding TDM program being moved to the Project Description and response to 
comment I20-4 regarding implementation of TDM.  

I39-5 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. 

 

 

Letter I40 Marina Merrigan 

 

 

Response to Letter I40 

I40-1 This comment requests that the project minimize impacts to Westwood. It should be noted that 
all impacts were reduced to less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures, 
with the exception of year 2035 intersection impacts at Rancho Bernardo Road/West Bernardo 
Drive intersection, for which mitigation is physically infeasible and/or does not reduce levels of 
service to below a level of significance.  
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Letter I41 Terry Norwood 
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Response to Letter I41 

I41-1 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative and Bernardo Center Drive Alternative.  

I41-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Average daily traffic 
volumes for Matinal Road are shown in EIR Figure 4.8-1 and Table 4.8-1. See response to comment 
I20-3 for more discussion on various concerns raised. 

I41-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No Project Alternative 
and Bernardo Center Drive Alternative. 

I41-4 Please refer to the project mitigation, monitoring and reporting program regarding 
implementation of mitigation measure TRA-2. TRA-3 was fully evaluated and has been 
determined to be ineffective and therefore is not being adopted. See Section 4.8.1.2 of EIR for 
discussion regarding traffic analysis. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and 
off-street parking. See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of mitigation measure TRA-4. 
As no credit was taken for trip reduction from TDM measures in traffic analysis, mitigation 
measure TRA-4 has been removed and the TDM discussion has been moved to the Project 
Description. PCCD would annually certify that the TDM measures included in the Project 
Description are being implemented. See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of 
traffic including cut-through traffic. See response to comment I8-2 regarding ADA compliance of 
the project.  

I41-5 See response to comment I1-10 for discussion regarding shuttle service to the project site. See 
response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. See response to comment L2-7 regarding transit 
service access to the project site and response to comment L1-10 regarding TDM measures.  
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Letter I42 Dan O'Mahoney 

 

 

Response to Letter I42 

I42-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. 
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Letter I43 Tim Pettit 

 

 

Response to Letter I43 

I43-1 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including impacts to I-15. 

I43-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I8-2 regarding pedestrian safety and response to comment I4-1 regarding general safety 
concerns. It is unclear what the commenter means by “to-be-blinded intersections.” However, it 
should be noted that traffic signals are located at all major intersections and provide controlled 
vehicular and pedestrian movements.  
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Letter I44 Lynanne Reed 
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Response to Letter I44 

I44-1 See response to comment I18-1 for a discussion of public scoping. 

I44-2 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative and Bernardo Center Drive Alternative. See response to comment L1-12 for a 
discussion of on and off-street parking including cumulative parking impacts. 

I44-3 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including No Project 
Alternative. See response to comment I8-1 for discussion regarding pedestrian safety. See 
response to comment I8-2 for discussion on ADA compliance of the project. See response to 
comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking, including cumulative build-out 
parking capacity and supply. See response to comment L1-10 for a discussion of carpool and 
vanpool, and shuttle service to the project site. See response to comment L2-7 for discussion 
regarding transit access at the project site. See response to comment I8-2 for a general discussion 
regarding pedestrian safety.  

I44-4 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access through Second Access 
Road Alternative and via the Sharp Medical Office property. See Appendix G of the Final EIR for 
details regarding the Traffic Assessment Report. See response to comment L2-7 for discussion 
regarding transit access. See response to comment L2-16 regarding feasibility of MTS providing 
nearby transit access for the project. 

I44-5 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment I8-4 for a discussion of disruptions to an adopted CMP and emergency response plans. 

I44-6 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site and response 
to comment L1-10 for a discussion of other TDM measures. 

I44-7 This comment provides closing comments and a summary of comments provided. No further 
response is required. See response to comment L2-7 for discussion regarding transit access, 
response to comment L1-12 for parking discussion, and response to comment I4-1 regarding 
second access alternatives. 
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Letter I45 Supervisor Dave Roberts 

 

  



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

 
PCCD South Education Center EIR 

Page RTC-120 

June 2016 

 

 



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

 
PCCD South Education Center EIR 

Page RTC-121 

June 2016 
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Response to Letter I45 

I45-1 This comment is an introduction to the Supervisor Dave Robert’s letter. No further response 
required. 

I45-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking and parking fees 
discussion. 

I45-3 This comment notes that at full build-out, the campus would only include one of the three 
buildings originally planned and permitted for the project site. The comment also notes that 
staggered course times to reduce traffic volumes on Rancho Bernardo Road. The comment also 
notes that being open to help develop a transit route from the RBTS to the project site could help 
incentivize students to use public transportation instead of driving. This comment does not raise 
a significant environmental issue addressed in the DEIR for which a response is required. See 
response to comment L1-10 regarding TDM measures, response to comment L2-7 regarding 
transit access for the project, and response to comment L2-16 regarding MTS response on 
coordinating bus service for the project site. 

I45-4 The comment notes the efforts made to identify a second entrance and/or emergency exit route 
to the property near the former Sharp Medical Office facility east of the project site. See response 
to comment I4-1 for discussion regarding Second Access Alternative and discussion regarding 
access to the project site via the Sharp Medical Office property. See response to comment I8-4 
for discussion regarding emergency access. 

 As noted in response to comment L2-6 with respect to providing pedestrian access through the 
Sharp Medical Office property, emergency access improvements would cause potentially 
significant impacts to coastal sage scrub vegetation communities potentially affecting California 
gnatcatcher habitat. Thus, an emergency only access at this location would result in new 
potentially significant biological resources impacts. Additionally, emergency only access necessary 
to access Via Tazon/West Bernardo Court would be required on private property. PCCD does not 
have permission from the owner to make such improvements. PCCD may explore the option of 
an emergency only access in the future with neighboring property owner. If PCCD does decide to 
pursue such an emergency only access in the future, environmental analysis of such a walkway 
would be conducted pursuant to CEQA prior to PCCD action. 

I45-5 The comment notes that proposed project includes safe and accessible paths for students with 
disabilities, pedestrians, and bicycles. This comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue addressed in the DEIR for which a response is required. 

I45-6 This comment provides closing remarks to the Supervisor Dave Robert’s letter. It does not raise a 
significant environmental issue addressed in the DEIR for which a response is required. 

I45-7 This comment provides closing remarks to the Supervisor Dave Robert’s letter. It does not raise a 
significant environmental issue addressed in the DEIR for which a response is required. 
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Letter I46 Isabelle Roy-Fogarty 
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Response to Letter I46 

I46-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I46-2 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment I8-4 for discussion regarding emergency access.  

I46-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion on and off-street parking. 

I46-4 See response to comment I4-1 for a general discussion of safety concerns in the project area and 
response to comment I8-2 regarding pedestrian safety concerns.  

I46-5 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic.  

I46-6 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative.  
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Letter I47 Dan Schmitzer 
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Response to Letter I47 

I47-1 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. See response to comment L1-12 
for a discussion of on and off-street parking.  

I47-2 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic.  

I47-3 This comment notes that I-15 North/South access needs improvement from Rancho Bernardo 
Road through the construction of more lanes, signal timing changes, or other improvements. As 
described in Section 4.8.3.1, there are no significant opening day or cumulative (year 2035 
scenario) traffic related impacts to freeway segment and ramp metering operations as a result of 
the proposed project and no mitigation is required.  

I47-4 This comment provides closing remarks to the comment letter. It does not raise a significant 
environmental issue addressed in the DEIR for which a response is required. 
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Letter I48 Allison Searcy 
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Response to Letter I48 

I48-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. Regarding off-site parking, at this time 
no off-site parking is proposed as part of the project. 

I48-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to I3-1 for general 
discussion regarding traffic. See response to comment I8-4 for discussion regarding emergency 
access. See response to comment I8-3 regarding a secondary access point. See response to 
comment I8-2 regarding pedestrian safety. 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 

 
PCCD South Education Center EIR 

Page RTC-130 

June 2016 

 

Letter I49 Justin Searcy 
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Response to Letter I49 

I49-1 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative and Bernardo Center Drive Alternative.  

I49-2 See response to comment I20-3 regarding availability of EIR appendices. See response to 
comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Average daily traffic volumes for 
Matinal Road are shown in EIR Figure 4.8-1 and Table 4.8-1. See response to comment L1-3 and 
L1-9. TRA-3 was fully evaluated and has been determined to be ineffective and therefore is not 
being adopted. However, it should be noted that some of these traffic mitigation improvements 
lie within the City’s jurisdiction, these improvements will be provided to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. See Section 4.8.1.2 of EIR for discussion regarding traffic analysis. 

I49-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. 

I49-4 Please refer to the project mitigation, monitoring and reporting program regarding 
implementation of mitigation measure TRA-2. TRA-3 was fully evaluated and has been 
determined to be ineffective and therefore is not being adopted. See Section 4.8.1.2 of EIR for 
discussion regarding traffic analysis. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and 
off-street parking. See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of mitigation measure TRA-4. 
As no credit was taken for trip reduction from TDM measures in traffic analysis, mitigation 
measure TRA-4 has been removed and the TDM discussion has been moved to the Project 
Description. PCCD would annually certify that the TDM measures included in the Project 
Description are being implemented. See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of 
traffic including cut-through traffic. See response to comment I8-2 regarding ADA compliance of 
the project.  

I49-5 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. 
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Letter I50 Jan & Joe Semerad  
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Response to Letter I50 

I50-1 This comment is an introduction to the comment letter. No response is required. 

I50-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. 

I50-3 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment L1-19 for a discussion of added traffic from surrounding businesses, such as Phil’s BBQ.  

I50-4 See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic including cut-through traffic. See 
response to comment I4-1 for a general discussion of safety concerns in the project area.  
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Letter I51 Beth Siesel 
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Response to Letter I51 

I51-1 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative and the Bernardo Center Drive Alternative. 

I51-2 See response to comment I20-3 regarding availability of EIR appendices. See response to 
comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. Average daily traffic volumes for 
Matinal Road are shown in EIR Figure 4.8-1 and Table 4.8-1. See response to comment L1-3 and 
L1-9. TRA-3 was fully evaluated and has been determined to be ineffective and therefore is not 
being adopted. However, it should be noted that some of these traffic mitigation improvements 
lie within the City’s jurisdiction, these improvements will be provided to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. See Section 4.8.1.2 of EIR for discussion regarding traffic analysis. 

I51-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. 

I51-4 Please refer to the project mitigation, monitoring and reporting program regarding 
implementation of mitigation measure TRA-2. TRA-3 was fully evaluated and has been 
determined to be ineffective and therefore is not being adopted. See Section 4.8.1.2 of EIR for 
discussion regarding traffic analysis. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and 
off-street parking. See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of mitigation measure TRA-4. 
As no credit was taken for trip reduction from TDM measures in traffic analysis, mitigation 
measure TRA-4 has been removed and the TDM discussion has been moved to the Project 
Description. PCCD would annually certify that the TDM measures included in the Project 
Description are being implemented. See response to comment I3-1 for a general discussion of 
traffic including cut-through traffic. See response to comment I8-2 regarding ADA compliance of 
the project.  

I51-5 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for a general discussion of traffic. 
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Letter I52 Jennifer Stavros 

 

 

Response to Letter I52 

I52-1 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment L1-6 for a discussion of a dedicated right/left turn out of the proposed project site. See 
response to comment L1-19 for a discussion of added traffic from surrounding businesses, such 
as Phil’s BBQ.  
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Letter I53 Nancy Steele 
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Response to Letter I53 

I53-1 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative.  

I53-2 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I8-4 for a discussion regarding emergent access. See response to comment I8-2 for a 
discussion regarding pedestrian safety. 

I53-3 See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking. See response to 
comment I3-1 for general traffic discussion, including cut-through traffic. 

I53-4 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment I4-1 for a general discussion of safety concerns in the project area and response to I2-
1. See response to comment I8-4 for a discussion of disruptions to emergency access and 
emergency response plans.  

I53-5 See response to comment I8-4 for a discussion of disruptions to emergency access and emergency 
response plans. See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See 
response to comment I8-2 for a discussion regarding pedestrian safety. 
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Letter I54 Frances Thomas 
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Response to Letter I54 

I54-1 See response to comment I18-1 for a discussion of public scoping. 

I54-2 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking 
including cumulative parking impacts.  

I54-3 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment I8-2 for discussion on ADA compliance of the 
project and for a general discussion regarding pedestrian safety. See response to comment L1-12 
for a discussion of on and off-street parking, including cumulative build-out parking capacity and 
supply. See response to comment L1-10 for a discussion of carpool and vanpool, and shuttle 
service to the project site. See response to comment L2-7 for discussion regarding transit access 
at the project site. 

I54-4 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See comment L2-16 regarding 
feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access for the project. 

I54-5 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See comment L2-16 regarding 
feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access for the project. See response to comment I8-4 
for a discussion of disruptions to an adopted CMP and emergency response plans. 

I54-6 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See response 
to comment L1-10 for discussion regarding a shuttle bus to the project site. 

I54-7 This comment provides summary closing comments to the comment letter. A discussion of project 
access and parking is provided above in comments I54-2 through I54-6. No further response is 
required. 
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Letter I55 Eric Weller 
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Response to Letter I55 

I55-1 See response to comment I18-1 for a discussion of public scoping. 

I55-2 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment L1-12 for a discussion of on and off-street parking 
including cumulative parking impacts. 

I55-3 See response to comment I7-1 for a general discussion of project alternatives including the No 
Project Alternative. See response to comment I8-2 for discussion on ADA compliance of the 
project and for a general discussion regarding pedestrian safety. See response to comment L1-12 
for a discussion of on and off-street parking, including cumulative build-out parking capacity and 
supply. See response to comment L1-10 for a discussion of carpool and vanpool, and shuttle 
service to the project site. See response to comment L2-7 for discussion regarding transit access 
at the project site. 

I55-4 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See comment L2-16 regarding 
feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access for the project. 

I55-5 See response to comment I4-1 for a discussion of secondary project access. See response to 
comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See comment L2-16 regarding 
feasibility of MTS providing nearby transit access for the project. See response to comment I8-4 
for a discussion of disruptions to an adopted CMP and emergency response plans. 

I55-6 See response to comment L2-7 for a discussion of transit access at the project site. See response 
to comment L1-10 for discussion regarding a shuttle bus to the project site. 

I55-7 This comment provides closing comments to the comment letter. A discussion of project access 
and parking is provided above in comments I55-2 through I55-6. No further response is required. 
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Planning Department 
1222 First Avenue, MS 413 – San Diego, CA 92101-4155 

Tel (619) 235-5200 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
December 7, 2015 
 
Palomar Community College District 
Attn: Dennis Astl 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, CA 92069 
 
Submitted via email to: dastl@palomar.edu  
 
Subject: CITY OF SAN DIEGO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT IS/MND FOR PALOMAR COMMUNITY 

COLLEGE DISTRICT SOUTH EDUCATION CENTER (SCH# 2015081039) 

 
The City of San Diego (“City”) CEQA has received the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
prepared by the Palomar Community College District and distributed it to multiple City departments 
for review. The City, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, has reviewed the Draft EIR and 
appreciates this opportunity to provide comments to the District. In response to this request for public 
comments, the City has identified potential environmental issues that may result in a significant impact 
to the environment. Continued coordination between the City, the District, and other local, regional, 
state, and federal agencies will be essential. Following are comments on the Draft EIR for your 
consideration. 
 
The City’s Transportation and Storm Water and Development Services Departments have provided 
comments to the District on the Draft EIR for this project, as further detailed below. 
 
Transportation & Storm Water Department – Mark Stephens, Associate Planner - 
mgstephens@sandiego.gov, 858-541-4361 
 
Page 4.5-6, NPDES Municipal Permit: Description of the current municipal separate storm sewer 
system (MS4) permit for the San Diego Region is outdated and needs to be corrected here, on page 
4.5-9, and anywhere else where this reference occurs. The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control 
Board adopted Order No. R9-2013-0001 on May 8, 2013, with an effective date of June 27, 2013, and 
this permit has subsequently been amended twice. This is also now NPDES No. CAS0109266. To 
comply with the current permit, a City of San Diego Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan (JRMP) 
has been adopted to replace the former Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Plan (JURMP), and a 
San Dieguito River Watershed Management Area Water Quality Improvement Plan (WQIP) has been 
prepared by affected co-permittees to replace the San Dieguito Watershed Urban Runoff Management 
Program (WURMP). While this Draft EIR contends that the Palomar Community College District is 
not subject to the City’s jurisdiction, unauthorized discharges to the City MS4 are nonetheless 
prohibited. 

mailto:dastl@palomar.edu
mailto:mgstephens@sandiego.gov
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Development Services Department – Jim Lundquist, Associate Engineer, Traffic – 
jlundquist@sandiego.gov, 619-446-5396 
 
Page S-17, Table ES-3, Second Access Road Alternative, under Transportation and Traffic – we 
question whether this alternative “would likely result in a similar level of impact when compared with 
the proposed project”.  This conclusion must be documented within the EIR, including how the 
addition of a new traffic signal would impact the flow of traffic along Rancho Bernardo Road.  This 
comment also applies to Section 6.5. 
 
Page 3-11, Section 3.4.2 discusses parking and the potential of providing free parking.  The EIR 
should address expected impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods and what impact and mitigation 
will be used to address the potential for students parking on the surrounding streets. 
 
Page 4.8-13, Section 4.8.2.4 potentially suggests that the school district is exempt from applicable 
objectives and policies of the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds related to transportation 
and traffic.  This is incorrect.  The California Court of Appeal, in their ruling in the City of San Diego 
vs. California State University (Case No. D057446) dated December 13, 2011: “Under CEQA, a 
public agency is required to mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effects of a project that it 
carries out or approves if it is feasible to do so.” 
 
Page 4.8-13, Section 4.8.2.4 should also discuss and reference the Rancho Bernardo Community Plan 
under the City of San Diego General Plan section. 
 
Page 4.8-14, Section 4.8.3.1 states that the City of San Diego’s Significance Determination Thresholds 
were used for a road in the County of San Diego.  The County has their own standards which typically 
should be used for roads in the County. 
 
Page 4.8-15, a trip generation rate of 0.55 daily trips per Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student was used 
for the project, which is substantially below the City’s trip generation rate for community colleges of 
1.6 daily trips per student.  This rate is too low recognizing that there is no transit serving the site 
within ¼ mile and there are limited neighboring residential homes for a walking opportunity and could 
be therefore under estimating trip generation and potential impacts to the community.  A discussion of 
more than one site and how those sites compare to the proposed project is needed to adequately 
address a new trip generation rate.   
 
Page 4.8-28, Mitigation Measures, the school district should commit to funding neighborhood traffic 
calming features if it is found that “cut-through” traffic becomes a problem for the neighborhood 
surrounding the project site. 
 
Page 4.8-30, the document should explain why the Sharp-Rees Steely project wasn’t explicitly 
included as a cumulative project. 
 

mailto:jlundquist@sandiego.gov
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Page 4.8-32, the first sentence should be changed from “…operation of the proposed project would not 
increases current levels of LOS.” to “…operation of the proposed project would not significantly 
impact facility level of service.” 
 
Page 4.8-32, Section 4.8.6 References, the City of San Diego Bicycle Master Plan Update date is July 
2013 rather than June 2011. 
 
The Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix G to the DEIR dated July 31, 2015), page 46, Section 12.0 has 
a recommendation for a signal modification at the Rancho Bernardo Road/Matinal Road intersection 
to sign and restripe the Matinal Road and project driveway approaches to remove the minor street 
through movements, while allowing only left or right turns.  This recommendation is not supported by 
City staff.  Instead, the school district should commit to funding neighborhood traffic calming features 
if it is found that “cut-through” traffic becomes a problem for the neighborhood surrounding the 
project site. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR. Please contact me directly if 
there are any questions regarding the contents of this letter or if the District would like to meet with 
City staff to discuss our comments. Please feel free to contact me directly via email at 
mherrmann@sandiego.gov or by phone at 619-446-5372. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Myra Herrmann, Senior Environmental Planner 
Planning Department 
 
cc: Reviewing Departments (via email) 

Review and Comment online file 

mailto:mherrmann@sandiego.gov
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Subject: FW: Grave concern re single entry point to Palomar College South campus in Rancho 
Bernardo

 

From: Judith Allison [mailto:jaallison@san.rr.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 5:55 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Cc: markevsilzer@aol.com; rhensch@palomar.edu; assemblymenber.maienschein@asembly.ca.gov; 
markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; BFennessy@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Grave concern re single entry point to Palomar College South campus in Rancho Bernardo 
 
Greetings:  I write as the resident most closely impacted. My home is on the northeast corner of Rancho Bernardo Road 
and Matinal Road: the traffic light where students will enter the only access proposed for 1500 students, faculty, staff 
and support security andwhere traffic will be heavy from early morning til evening every day.  This is a dangerous 
situation. Traffic, zoned for 50 miles an hour, moves at 60 miles an hour. There have been repeated collisions at this 
corner. The environmental and human hazards of speed, density of traffic, noise and air pollution put  every traveler and 
resident at risk.  While I know that my property values will create a drastic financial loss for me, I must report as a 30 
year resident at this corner; (this being my second communique to Dennis Astl with no response). 
IT IS ESSENTIAL TO CONSTRUCT A SECOND ACCESS TO THIS PROPOSED CAMPUS FROM WEST BERNARDO DRIVE,  where 
students can walk up from the bus stop, where heavy traffic can be dispersed as traffic continues to increase 
exponentially as business, health care, and residences  continue along Rancho Bernardo Road going in both directions.  
In hope of healthier solutions, 
Judith Allison, Ph.D.   
Matinal Road, San Diego, Ca. 92127 
jaallison@san.rr.com        
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Subject: FW: Re:Palomar College EIR Response

 
Andrea Norman and Fernando Arraut 
Matinal Rd, San Diego, CA 92127 
 
 
December 4, 2015 
Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that 
will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar 
College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined 
in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods 
has not been done.  This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the 
Report. 
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) 
(6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding 
environment’.  (S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t 
allow for making one closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop 
a comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment 
Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross 
walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and 
businesses) will not be burdened with excess vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they 
will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect 
of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t 
seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people 
attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate types of transportation.  
Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking allotment extremely significant. (4.1. 
pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-sufficient/self-
sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will create a 
drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits 
so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  With 
the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all 
these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility 
in order to maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate 
parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-
11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to 
meet this number of students and faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-
site to accommodate all students.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a 
significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable 
citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is 
beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our 
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neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of 
equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact 
the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the 
college or the city, but it is significant to our community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan 
for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  
Make second access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to 
Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon 
close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 
Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Road with an already 
existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic 
and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has 
faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than 
being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this 
additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion 
Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar 
soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus 
stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change 
decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-Term Roadway Segment Operations change did 
indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum 
capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay 
evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself 
by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t have a plan.   I-
15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in compliance. 
(4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the 
increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists 
that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian 
safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration 
from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic 
through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe 
walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the 
students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the 
safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service 
to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the 
City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your 
business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit 
bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace 
our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into 
consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that 
comprehensive education center campus which reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a 
true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Andrea Norman and Fernando Arraut 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Palomar EIR

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Gregory Birch [mailto:gregbirch@san.rr.com] 
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2015 11:09 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Palomar EIR 
 
  After lots of thought and conversation with residents and neighbors here in Westwood and after reading the EIR at length 
I have come to the conclusion that PCCD is going ahead with a plan that is flawed and not realistic.   It fails to take into 
account that this site is very different from any other that they now have and will seemingly  change the Westwood 
neighborhood without regard.   It appears that the College will plow ahead but hopefully be able to fix the numerous flaws 
that will occur after the fact.   As a 28 year resident of Westwood and a retired educator with 31 years of teaching 
experience in the Poway District I have more than a few reservations about how PCCD will take care of being a 
responsible neighbor.    Promises were made by the last College President that do not appear in the current policy, I 
question if the current administrations promises currently  being made hold true when a new President is named in future 
years. 
  The idea that a single entrance will be enough is very short sighted.   The idea that students will not be parking on 
already narrow and quite busy neighborhood streets is also not realistic.   Just look at the problems around Southwestern 
College.    The intersection of Matinal and RB road will become a serious area of concern.   I also question how first 
responder will be able to get in during an emergency.   How are you going to be able to make the changes necessary 
when the City of San Diego has already set restrictions on road access. 
  In closing I can only hope that PCCD will be a truly good responsilble neighbor and take charge of the problems that 
come up. 
  Please remember that this site is very different from any other that is currently in the PCCD and will require serious work 
to make this a positive experience for your Westwood neighbors. 
 
  Thanks for listening. 
Greg and Georgie Birch 
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Subject: FW: Palomar College Parking Impact - Westwood Area of Rancho Bernardo
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR 2015.docx

 
From: Joan Bohnstedt [mailto:jbohnstedt62@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, November 29, 2015 9:49 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Palomar College Parking Impact ‐ Westwood Area of Rancho Bernardo 
 
Dear Mr. Astl, 
 
Attached please find a letter with my concerns regarding the new Palomar Campus across from my 
neighborhood in the Westwood section of Rancho Bernardo. While I am in favor of a community college in this 
area, I am very concerned about the lack of parking in the planning. 
 
Joan Bohnstedt 
 
For I know the plans I have for you,” declares the Lord, “plans to prosper you and not to harm you, plans to give you hope 
and a future. Jer 29:11 



 

Joan Bohnstedt 

Oculto Ct, San Diego, CA 92127 

 

 

November 29, 2015 

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that will be 
located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and 
those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An 
inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  
This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 

 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) 
The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  
(S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one 
closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a 
planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build 
more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess 
vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance 
to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 
792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people 
will use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the 
campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will 
create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking 
permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  
With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all these 
areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to 
maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  
Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 
FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable citizen, I 
realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will 
allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative 
aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  
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Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a 
choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase 
the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot 
onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho 
Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and 
safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and 
staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the 
solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  
This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate 
Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as 
the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For 
Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-
Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for 
when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road 
during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this 
EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t 
have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase 
in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride 
in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 
vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not 
been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more 
parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and 
faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City 
to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will 
impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate 
your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like 
to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which 
reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Joan Bohnstedt 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Palomar College, RB

From: Gonzales, Adrian D.  
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 7:33 AM 
To: Nancy Canfield <nancycanfield.realtor@gmail.com> 
Cc: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Re: Palomar College, RB 
 
Hello Nancy 
 
Thank you for your message and your support of Palomar.  Our primary goal is to provide increased educational 
access to the residents of the southern portion of our district. 
 
We have listened and are taking seriously the concerns raised by the residents in the immediate area, as well as 
those in the adjacent areas.  We have already looked at adding more parking spaces in the back of the property 
and have initiated talks with Sharp about an emergency entrance/exit in the back.  We will explore whether they 
would be willing to leave that open at all times. 
 
I will forward your message to our facilities personnel so that it gets included in our EIR.  Thank you for your 
feedback on this important issue. 
 
Best regards, 
-Adrian 
 
Adrian Gonzales 
Interim Superintendent/President 
Palomar College 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Nov 19, 2015, at 6:53 AM, "Nancy Canfield" <nancycanfield.realtor@gmail.com> wrote: 

First let me say, Rancho Bernardo welcomes Palomar to this area.  I have glanced up to the 
building so many times these last 2 years, wondering when it would open.  And we appreciate 
the representatives of Palomar College coming to local forums to hear the genuine concerns of 
the residents, including myself.  I will be responding to the EIR, but I wanted to speak to you 
person to person, to express the concerns in the hearts of many in Westwood. 
 
There is one entrance from RB Rd. at Matinal Rd. south, with 1 lane in and 1 lane out of 
Palomar's campus, uphill.   And what about a bomb scare or an actual emergency, like 
fire?  How will the emergency vehicles fight their way in from RB Road, with everyone fleeing? 
 
The projected number varies, but approximately 1,000 students are expected daily. There will be 
a paid parking garage, but we all know that students would rather walk a mile from the nearest 
neighborhood than pay for parking.  Reference SD State, (not Escondido which does not 
resemble the configuration of RB in terms of traffic and parking opportunities near the school). 
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As it is, children catch the bus at the top of Matinal and Olmeda Roads to attend RB Middle 
Schools.  They are already targets for the existing speeding traffic.   
My greatest concern though, is the threat to all of the little children,some alone, some walking 
with Mommies pushing a stroller, who walk to and from Westwood Elementary School at the 
bottom of Matinal Road, every day, including the little crossing guards.  In recent years, 
neighbors fought for a stop sign at the top of the hill,  because people are already speeding 
downhill from RB Rd.   
 
For 9 years, Westwood has begged for the up to 100 additional cars parking on Poblado, Botero, 
and the neighboring streets, due to the conversion of Waterbridge from apartments to 
condos.  The way it was configured only 2-bedroom condos with 2 bathrooms, got 2 parking 
assignments.  If the owner got 1 parking space, they had to go elsewhere.  Westwood Club 
fought successfully for their parking space, but Westwood residents fought with no success until 
recently. 
 
There are three other major traffic influxes coming to the very same crossroads of RB Road and 
West Bernardo Dr. On the south east quadrant,  there is the new Sharp Reese Stealy just built, 3 
buildings, one a parking structure, thankfully.  But where are those cars going to be travelling to 
and from to utilize that facility?  The same roads - W. Bernardo and RB Rd. 
 
On the north east quadrant, where the Elephant Bar went out, a huge new Phil's Barbecue is 
being constructed.  Part of why Elephant Bar went out is because it was so prohibitive getting in 
and out of the parking lot, patrons colliding with the traffic exiting I-15.  Worse, the exit from 
this new restaurant is onto West Bernardo Drive, with no left turn (which many people do 
anyway, causing accidents) or they go to the very same corner of Westwood, Poblado, Botero, to 
perform a U Turn. 
 
The final new impact comes from the Target shopping center built at Santa Luz - if you go to the 
top of RB Rd., turn right, and there it is.  More and more traffic, especially with Christmas 
coming. 
 
I am not a Luddite, I do not resist change, we know these new enterprises will all bring some 
benefit to this area, and the area surrounding.  All we are asking is safety and sustained quality of 
life!  It can easily be remedied by opening a back entrance and exit, and not just for emergencies, 
for daily ingress and egress.  Right now, Sharp Reese Stealy is on the back side of the facility, 
but they will be moving to the new building.  What a perfect time to implement this road. 
 
Please make every effort to assist the people of Westwood with this very real threat!  
 
Thanks so much for your time and efforts.  I will be readily available if I can help in any way to 
eliminate the problems. 
 
Warm regards, 
Nancy 
 
--  

 Nancy Canfield 

 It only takes a little light to alleviate the darkness. 
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Subject: FW: Palomar College in Rancho Bernardo

Importance: High

From: Susan Crane [mailto:susancrane@att.net]  
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 12:01 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Palomar College in Rancho Bernardo 
 
Please reconsider your facility expansion in Rancho Bernardo.  Traffic in the Westwood section of 
Rancho Bernardo on Rancho Bernardo Road and Matinal Road would be ten times worst with the 
Palomar College expansion plans to say nothing of the I-15 off and on ramp congestion. Of concern 
also is the lack of adequate public transportation in the area.   
 
Find another location please.   
 
Susan Crane 
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Subject: FW: The Development of a Palomar Campus in Rancho Bernardo
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015.docx

 
From: Thomas Crimmel [mailto:drcrimmel@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, November 28, 2015 11:40 AM 
Subject: The Development of a Palomar Campus in Rancho Bernardo 
 
Dear Representatives, 
 
I am attaching a letter to this email for your consideration.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Thomas Crimmel 
 
 



 

Tom Crimmel 

Botero Drive, San Diego, CA  92127 

 

 

November 28, 2015 

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that will be 
located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and 
those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An 
inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  
This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 

 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) 
The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  
(S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one 
closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a 
planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build 
more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess 
vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance 
to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 
792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people 
will use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the 
campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will 
create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking 
permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  
With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all these 
areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to 
maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  
Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 
FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable citizen, I 
realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will 
allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative 
aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  
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Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a 
choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase 
the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot 
onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho 
Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and 
safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and 
staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the 
solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  
This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate 
Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as 
the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For 
Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-
Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for 
when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road 
during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this 
EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t 
have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase 
in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride 
in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 
vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not 
been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more 
parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and 
faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City 
to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will 
impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate 
your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like 
to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which 
reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Tom Crimmel 
A Resident of Westwood in Rancho Bernardo, CA 
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Subject: FW: Palomar College EIR

From: Gerald Cunningam [mailto:gerald.cunningham@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 7:08 PM 
To: Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; 
nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
Cc: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; 
BFennessy@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Palomar College EIR 
 

23 Nov 2015 

Dennis Astl 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069‐1487 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE Environmental Impact Review Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to this EIR which will place a campus across from my neighborhood.  The first response is to request the 
NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our 
wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill‐defined in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on 
the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done and will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in 
the Report. 
 
The Report does not state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. The lack of parking clearly does not 
meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S‐2. #8)   Students and faculty will park in businesses 
and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S‐2. #7) (6.5) They will also have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR 
does not allow one closer to campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S‐2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community 
that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts.  The safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS is 
compromised by having to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does reflect future 
buildings on this site either which will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus.  It is unrealistic to think that 1500 people can park in 
792 spots.  Half of these people will NOT use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, 3500 people attending this site will significantly 
impact the parking allotment. (4.1. pg. 3) Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on 
the resources of the PCCD’.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park in front of our own 
homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  The City of San Diego has 6 Community Parking Districts, 5 Residential Permit 
Parking Areas, and Chula Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  Five of these areas 
are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district 
resources’.  Use our tax payer dollars and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include 
sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3‐11) A capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking 
requirement.  (3.4.2 pg. 3‐11) Simply assuming that “adequate parking will be provided on‐site to accommodate all students” is irresponsible.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking which is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood 
from extra traffic.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that traffic will not impact the roads significantly.  (S‐3) 
Significantly is a choice word.  Traffic and Safety surveys were not reviewed at appropriate times, August, and did not incorporate new construction 
currently underway, Sharp Health Center, Phil’s BBQ, Target shopping center.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road at Via 
Tazon.  Purchase the building where Sharp Health Care is currently, or negotiate a second access road through their parking lot.  This would provide 
vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I‐15 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo 
Road with an already existing traffic light.  A bus stop could be placed near here too. (S‐14)  Palomar College should use its status as a state entity 
to overrule the city denial of a secondary access road.   
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The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and safety creating 
problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because 
Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT 
disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  Furthermore, how can 1500 people not disrupt the Congestion 
Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access especially at peak traffic times? (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  For Long‐Term Intersection Operations, 
how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long‐Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate 
an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first 
year?  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then says 
the city does not have a plan.   I‐15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8, 3.4, states the Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase in 3500 vehicles from Palomar 
faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  Rancho 
Bernardo Road provides two middle school bus stops five times daily which will interfere with pedestrian safety.  A secondary access road will 
reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and 
cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City to determine other 
ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will impact our community.  Please provide 
extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take 
great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our 
responses into consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive 
education center campus which reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
Gerald Cunningham 
Rancho Bernardo‐Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Palomar Parking Problem
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015.docx

 

From: Ginny Dobias [mailto:gdobias@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2015 7:01 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Palomar Parking Problem 
 
 Please reference the attachment.   Thank you  
 
 



 

Virginia Dobias 

Oculto Way, San Diego, CA 92127 

 

 

22 Nov 2015 

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that will be 
located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and 
those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An 
inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  
This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 

 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) 
The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  
(S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one 
closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a 
planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build 
more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess 
vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance 
to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 
792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people 
will use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the 
campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will 
create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking 
permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  
With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all these 
areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to 
maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  
Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 
FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable citizen, I 
realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will 
allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative 
aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  

mailto:dastl@palomar.edu


Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a 
choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase 
the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot 
onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho 
Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and 
safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and 
staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the 
solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  
This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate 
Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as 
the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For 
Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-
Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for 
when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road 
during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this 
EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t 
have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase 
in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride 
in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 
vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not 
been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more 
parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and 
faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City 
to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will 
impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate 
your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like 
to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which 
reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Virginia Dobias 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Comment on Palomar College Rancho Bernardo Campus Environmental Impact Review 

From: Bruce Fleming [mailto:wavejump@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Saturday, November 28, 2015 3:51 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; 
bfennessy@sandiego.gov 
Cc: terrynorwood68@gmail.com 
Subject: Comment on Palomar College Rancho Bernardo Campus Environmental Impact Review  
 
Nov. 28, 2015 
Dennis Astl 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, CA 92069‐1487 

 

RE: Palomar College Environmental Impact Review Response 

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the EIR regarding placement of a campus across from our neighborhood. 
Note that this letter includes portions of a letter written by another concerned resident, and includes further concerns 
and details to clarify and provide specifics for the points made. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE. We do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar 
College, and those described in the EIR, will adequately enrich our long‐established community. Parking is ill‐defined in 
the Report. An adequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods 
has not been done and overflow of parking will have a cumulative impact on our community, contrary to the way this 
term was used in the Report. 
 
Lack of Parking and Public Transit Access 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus, as required 
by the mandates for EIRs. The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8, which states that the campus 
will reflect its surrounding environment (S2. #8). Inadequate parking will cause students and faculty to park in 
businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood (S2. #7). Students and faculty who want to take advantage of 
public transit will also have to walk over half a mile, up a significant hill, from the closest bus stop, because the EIR 
doesn’t allow one closer to campus. How can this be ADA‐compliant? 
 
Project Objective #7 states that it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its 
surrounding environment’ (S‐2). The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a family‐oriented planned community 
that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. The safety of the STUDENT 
PEDESTRIANS is compromised by having to cross Rancho Bernardo Rd at the entrance to the college. Rancho Bernardo 
Rd is a major traffic artery into Westwood and also the nearby communities of 4S Ranch and Del Sur. The Summary of 
Cumulative Impacts does not reflect future building projects on the site either, which will significantly impact the parking 
allocated for the Palomar campus. It is unrealistic to think that 1,500 people can park in the current 792 parking spots. 
Half of these people will NOT use alternative types of transportation because of the issues noted above. Furthermore, 
3,500 people attending this site will significantly impact the parking allotment (4.1, pg. 3). 
 
Project Objective #5 says the campus will be ‘self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of 
the PCCD’. Parking is already tight on many of the surrounding Westwood neighborhood streets. We, the Westwood 
residents, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that 
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will be parking in our neighborhood. The City of San Diego has 6 Community Parking Districts, 5 Residential Permit 
Parking Areas and the City of Chula Vista is also establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate 
supplies of parking. Five of those areas are due to college students using neighborhood parking spots. Project Objective 
#6 ‘repurposes a existing facility in order to maximize district resources’. Please use our tax payer dollars to build 
additional parking on the site before the site opens for students. 
 
Project Objective #10 states that the ‘support amenities should include adequate parking spots (3.4.1 p. 3‐11). A 
capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements (3.4.2, pg. 3‐11). 
Simply assuming that “adequate parking will be provided on‐site to accommodate all students” is irresponsible. The EIR 
presents no measures to mitigate any potential parking shortage. This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
Secondary Access to the Site 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and safety. Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way will allow 
neighborhood residents to exit their neighborhood. Although the traffic study conducted for this EIR indicates that 
traffic will not impact the roads significantly (S‐3), “significantly” is a choice word. The August traffic and safety surveys 
were not reviewed at appropriate times because local schools are not in session and more people than average are on 
vacation. The August review also did not incorporate data related to new construction in the area that is currently 
underway. For these reasons, we contend that the traffic study must be revised so that traffic counts and the analysis 
are performed during regular school/work schedules, not during vacation months or weeks. 
 
Sharp Health Center, Phill’s BBQ, and the new Del Sur shopping Center are all likely to increase traffic on Rancho 
Bernardo Rd. Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road at Via Tazon. Purchase the building where 
Sharp Health Care is currently located, or negotiate a second access road through their parking lot. This would allow 
vehicles to be closer to the Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic on Rancho Bernardo Rd. Drivers would have the 
option to turn towards public transit or proceed to another I‐15 on‐ramp at Bernardo Center Drive. Alternatively, drivers 
could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Rd with an already‐existing traffic signal at Rancho Bernardo Rd and Via Tazon. A 
bus stop could be placed near here, too. Palomar College should use its status as a state entity to overrule the city denial 
of a secondary access road. 
 
Congestion Management and Pedestrian Safety 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a significant amount of traffic and 
safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty 
and students running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road for the site as an alternative solution 
rather than as PART of the solution. How can adding 1,500 people per day NOT disrupt a public system that was NOT 
designed for this additional amount of people at that location? Furthermore, how can 1,500 people not disrupt the 
Congestion Management Plan and the Inadequate Emergency Access, especially at peak traffic times (4.8, pg. 13, 27)? 
For Long‐Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay Change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points? 
The Long‐Term Roadway Segment Operations change DID indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the 
PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year? 
 
Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed city‐adopted congestion 
management plan, and then says the city doesn’t have a plan. Interstate 15 is a roadway that serves the Congested 
Management Plan. One of the two government agencies is not in compliance (4.8, pg. 28). 
 
Chapter 4.8, 3.4 states that the Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected.  We contend that the 
increase in 3,500 vehicles from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for more hazardous conditions for the 
pedestrians and cyclists that walk and ride in our community. Rancho Bernardo Rd. currently provides two middle school 
and two high bus stop locations, five times daily. Those school stops are located along Rancho Bernardo Rd, at the 
corner of Olmeda Way, and along Rancho Bernardo Road at the corner of Matinal Road; both locations will be highly 
impacted by Palomar traffic due to their close proximity to the site entrance. A secondary access road will reduce traffic 
through our neighborhood, divert some traffic away from the school bus stops, and preserve our peaceful area for 
walking and cycling. 
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Project Objective #11 states that Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty and 
staff. Building a transit bus stop on campus, or at least shuttle service to the local transit station would increase the 
safety of the Palomar students and faculty. A secondary access road should be included to allow for swifter and safer 
evacuation from the campus site, too.  
 
In closing, the Mitigation Measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with 
the City the determine other ways to improve access to the project site” (4.8, pg. 28). Please provide more parking 
spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop on the site to indicate your “good neighbor” approach to 
our community. 
 
We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions. We would like to see you become a meaningful part of 
what makes our community great. By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our reasonable 
requests, you will convince us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center which reflects on 
and has respect for its neighborhood environment. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Shelley D Fleming 
Bruce T. Fleming wavejump@earthlink.net 
Rancho Bernardo‐Westwood Residents 
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Subject: FW: Palomar College EIR response
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015 (1).pdf

 
From: Elaine Ford [mailto:egrandee@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 4:28 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Palomar College EIR response 
 

Below you will find an attachment.   
Thank you in advance for your consideration! 
 

just imagine, 
p. elaine ford 
 
 



P. Elaine Ford 
    Oculto Road 

San Diego, Ca. 
92127  

 

 

12 Nov 2015 

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that will be 
located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and 
those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An 
inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  
This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) 
The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  
(S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one 
closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a 
planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build 
more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess 
vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance 
to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 
792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people 
will use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the 
campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will 
create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking 
permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  
With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all these 
areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to 
maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  
Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 
FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable citizen, I 
realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will 
allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative 
aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  



Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a 
choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase 
the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot 
onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho 
Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and 
safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and 
staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the 
solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  
This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate 
Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as 
the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For 
Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-
Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for 
when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road 
during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this 
EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t 
have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase 
in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride 
in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 
vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not 
been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more 
parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and 
faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City 
to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will 
impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate 
your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like 
to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which 
reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
P. Elaine Ford 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 2015.docx

From: Steve ‐ Renee Gray [mailto:grayrun1@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 27, 2015 5:48 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com 
<markevilsizer@aol.com>; Hensch, Nancy A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net 
<nancychadwick@cox.net>; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov <assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov>; 
markkersey@sandiego.gov <markkersey@sandiego.gov>; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
<kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov> 
Subject: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
Respectfully submitted for your undivided attention. 
 
Thank you, 
Steve and Renee Gray 
 



 

Steve and Renee Gray 

Calenda Road, San Diego, CA 92127 

 

 

27 November 2015 

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that will be 
located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and 
those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An 
inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  
This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 

 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) 
The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  
(S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one 
closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a 
planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build 
more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess 
vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance 
to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 
792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people 
will use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the 
campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will 
create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking 
permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  
With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all these 
areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to 
maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  
Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 
FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable citizen, I 
realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will 
allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative 
aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  

mailto:dastl@palomar.edu


Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a 
choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase 
the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot 
onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho 
Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and 
safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and 
staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the 
solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  
This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate 
Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as 
the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For 
Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-
Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for 
when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road 
during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this 
EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t 
have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase 
in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride 
in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 
vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not 
been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more 
parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and 
faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City 
to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will 
impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate 
your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like 
to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which 
reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Steve and Renee Gray 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Residents 
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Subject: FW: Palomar College Rancho Bernardo Plan
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response  2015.docx

From: Sally Grigoriev [mailto:sallygrig@pacbell.net]  
Sent: Saturday, December 05, 2015 12:00 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Palomar College Rancho Bernardo Plan 
 
  
Attached is a letter - providing feedback regarding the EIR for the Palomar College expansion project in Rancho 
Bernardo. 
 
Thank you,  
 
George and Sally Grigoriev 
Resident Rancho Bernardo 
Westwood Community 
Monticook Court 

 
 



George and Sally Grigoriev 
Monticook Court, San Diego, CA 92127 
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6 December 2015 

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus 
that will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  We don’t believe that the plans put forth by 
Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking 
is ill-defined in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the 
surrounding neighborhoods has not been completed.  This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to 
the way this term is used in the Report. 
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not 
enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of 
Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will 
reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop 
because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus.  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a 
comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. The environment 
Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross 
walks, and cycling enthusiasts. It is essential that there are more parking spots in the plan to ensure that our 
community environment will not be burdened with excess vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT 
PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  This EIR doesn’t 
seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking spots with at least 1500 
people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate types of 
transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking allotment extremely 
significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area.   The Project Objective #10, ‘support 
amenities’, should include sufficient parking.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not 
addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 
3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The EIR 
presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a 
reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda 
Way is beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be 
impacting our neighborhood.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the 
roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the 
college or the city, but it is significant to our community especially the neighborhood.   
 

mailto:dastl@palomar.edu


George and Sally Grigoriev 
Monticook Court, San Diego, CA 92127 

 

 

Page 2 of 2 
 

The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of 
traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway 
just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution 
rather than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT 
designed for this additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the 
Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get 
into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no 
public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can 
the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-Term Roadway Segment 
Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the 
new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road 
during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of 
Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the 
EIR says the city doesn’t have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the 
two government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the 
increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and 
bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with 
pedestrian safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into 
consideration from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will 
reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful 
area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the 
safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second access for their 
safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least 
offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with 
the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that 
your business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and 
a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB 
and embrace our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our 
responses into consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to 
become that comprehensive education center campus which reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood 
environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
George and Sally Grigoriev 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Residents 
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Subject: FW: PALOMAR COLLEGE Environmental Impact Review Response

 

From: Liz Gutschow [mailto:lizgutschow@att.net]  
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 10:28 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; 
BFennessy@sandiego.gov 
Subject: PALOMAR COLLEGE Environmental Impact Review Response 
 
                                                                    December 7, 2015 

 
 

Dennis Astl 
1140 West Mission Road 

San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 

  
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE Environmental Impact Review Response 

 

Dear Mr. Astl, 
  
          Thank you for giving me and my fellow residents theopportunity to respond to Palomar 
College EIR as Palomar College will open a campus across from our neighborhood in Ranch 
Bernardo. 

 

        I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and those described in the EIR 
will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  My biggest concerns are parking, 
traffic and safety. 
  
          Please consider that you not only have enough parking but that you would also not charge 
for parking. I realize that it would be best to make a reference to your EIR and I will do that but 
I also want to respond to one of your representative’s comments about parking fees. It was said 
that your college will charge parking fees to students because that is what you do on all of your 
campuses. Frankly, it surprises me that you would make a decision without considering the 
impact you are making on the community around your campus. Please put more thought into 
this decision as it does affect our community. 
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          As you probably know, the original intent was for this land to be a business park. This is 
what many of the businesses are that have entrances on Rancho Bernardo Road. With that in 
mind, a company would occupy this property, provide parking for its employees, (free of charge 
of course) and be all encompassing. It will not be this way if your college charges for parking. 
Students will choose to park in our community. Not only because you charge for parking but 
because it may be difficult for people to exit during rush hour. If I were a young student at 
twenty something years old attending a community college, I would avoid paying for 
unnecessary services like parking fees. I would park down in the nearby community and with 
my two strong legs, walk up to the campus. I, as a student, would use that extra money for 
books, food, clothing, rent, bills, etc.  
  
          As a resident of Westwood in Rancho Bernardo, parking along with traffic and safety are 
my biggest worries as all of these can affect the safety of us and our children the most as far as 
the day to day activities. As my house can be seen on your planning map that was displayed at 
the Mount Carmel High School forum, my house is obviously very close to your campus. We 
have children playing in our neighborhoods. The only cars that currently park on our streets are 
ones of residents and their visiting families and friends. I bought this property knowing that this 
would be the case. It would be prudent and considerate if the college would look at the 
community and see how your decisions affect it before hastily deciding that there should be a 
parking fee for your students.  
  
          Now I will get into the EIR and use specifics on where the report would need to be 
revised. 
  
          The Report does not state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed 
at the new campus. The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states 
the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S-2. #8)   Students and faculty will park 
in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) They will also have to 
walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR does not allow one closer to 
campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a 
comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. 
(S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community that takes great 
pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts.  The safety of the 
STUDENT PEDESTRIANS is compromised by having to cross a busy intersection at the 
entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does reflect future buildings on 
this site either which will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus.  It is 
unrealistic to think that 1500 people can park in 792 spots.  Half of these people will NOT use 
alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, 3500 people attending this site will significantly 
impact the parking allotment. (4.1. pg. 3) Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  We, the 
community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park in 
front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  The City of 
San Diego has 6 Community Parking Districts, 5 Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula 
Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking 
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availability.  Five of these areas are due to college students infringing on 
neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize 
district resources’.  Use our tax payer dollars and build adequate parking on this site.  Project 
Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) 
A capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking 
requirement.  (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) Simply assuming that “adequate parking will be provided on-site 
to accommodate all students” is irresponsible.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any 
potential shortage of parking which is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
  
    A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion.  Placing a traffic light at 
Olmeda Way will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood from extra traffic.  Although 
the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that traffic will not impact the roads 
significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a choice word.  Traffic and Safety surveys were not 
reviewed at appropriate times, August, and did not incorporate new construction currently 
underway, Sharp Health Center, Phil’s BBQ, Target shopping center.  Consider this Third 
Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road at Via Tazon.  Purchase the building where Sharp 
Health Care is currently, or negotiate a second access road through their parking lot.  This 
would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto 
Rancho Bernardo Road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or 
proceed to another I-15 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn 
towards Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light.  A bus stop could be 
placed near here too. (S-14)  Palomar College should use its status as a state entity to overrule 
the city denial of a secondary access road.  
 

    4. The E.I.R. states that "the Rancho Bernardo Community Plan does not identify any 
evacuation routes with the study area", that is not a valid excuse for not providing adequate 
emergency access or egress for the school's campus. During the 2007 wildfires most of the 
community of Westwood was evacuated through the intersection of Rancho Bernardo Road 
and Matinal Road, it was a traffic nightmare with one police officer trying to save lives. 
Wildfires and emergency situations do not adhere to time schedules or traffic projections. The 
students, staff and faculty could easily become trapped using the existing driveway at the 
intersection of Rancho Bernardo Road and Matinal Road, the stance the school is taking is not 
acceptable. 
  
    The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a 
small significant amount of traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation 
System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles 
because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART 
of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT 
designed for this additional amount of people?  Furthermore, how can 1500 people not disrupt 
the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access especially at peak 
traffic times? (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay 
change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-Term Roadway 
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Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the 
PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first 
year?  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed 
City adopted congestion management plan then says the city does not have a plan.   I-15 is a 
roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is 
not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
  
    Chapter 4.8, 3.4, states the Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I 
contend the increase in 3500 vehicles from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for 
hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful 
community.  Rancho Bernardo Road provides two middle school bus stops five times daily 
which will interfere with pedestrian safety.  A secondary access road will reduce traffic through 
our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful 
area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the 
faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Building a transit bus stop on 
campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the 
students and faculty.   
  
    In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, 
the PCCD will work with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project 
site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will impact our 
community.  Please provide extra parking spots at no cost to the students, faculty and staff, the 
Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach 
in our community.  We take great pride in being from Rancho Bernardo and embrace our 
traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our 
responses into consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your 
honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which reflects on and has 
respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
  
Respectfully, 
Elizabeth Gutschow 
 

Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Palomar College EIR Response

Importance: High

From: Eelia Henderscheid [mailto:eeliagh@netwiz.net]  
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2015 9:40 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Cc: Terry Norwood <terrynorwood68@gmail.com>; dalejh100@yahoo.com; dhkingery@hotmail.com; 
egilbert@ucsd.edu 
Subject: Palomar College EIR Response 
 

4 Nov 2015 

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069‐1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
Dale and I [Eelia and Dale Henderscheid] appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for 
the Palomar College South Campus that will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College 
and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill‐defined in the 
Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods 
has not been done.  This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the 
Report. 
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not 
enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in business’ and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. 
(S‐2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its 
‘surrounding environment’.  (S‐2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the 
EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is 
to ‘develop a comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S‐2) The 
environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe 
pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build more parking spots so that our community environment 
(neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT 
PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of 
Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly affect the parking allocated 
for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking 
spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use 
alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area.  Project Objectives #5 
says the campus will be ‘self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What 
about being self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking 
spots on the campus will create a drain and ill‐rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have 
to pay for residential parking permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in 
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our neighborhood.  It will happen.  With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential 
Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of 
parking availability.  And at least five of all these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project 
Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars 
which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should 
include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3‐11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR 
analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3‐11) It simply assumes 
that “adequate parking will be provided on‐site to accommodate all students.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate 
any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable 
citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial 
because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our 
neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of 
equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not 
impact the roads significantly.  (S‐3) Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant 
to the college or the city, but it is significant to our community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third 
Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health 
Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles 
to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be 
placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or 
proceed to another I‐5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo 
Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of 
traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just 
has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather 
than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this 
additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion 
Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar 
soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus 
stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S‐14)  For Long‐Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change 
decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long‐Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate 
an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity 
OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay evacuations 
further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by 
referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t have a plan.   I‐15 is 
a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 
pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the 
increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists 
that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian 
safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration 
from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic 
through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe 
walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the 
students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the 
safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle 
service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
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In closing, the Mitigation measures states that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with 
the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site.’ (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your 
business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit 
bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace 
our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into 
consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will assure us of your honest desire to become  that 
comprehensive education center campus which reflection on and respect for its neighborhood environment and  be a 
true part of our community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Eelia Henderscheid and Dale Henderscheid 
Rancho Bernardo Residents in Westwood 
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Subject: FW: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response

 

From: Chris Henroid [mailto:chenroid@roadrunner.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 9:27 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; 
BFennessy@sandiego.gov 
Subject: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus 
that will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 

The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar 
College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-
defined in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding 
neighborhoods has not been done.  This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this 
term is used in the Report. 

The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not 
enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in business’ and the nearby neighborhood of 
Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will 
reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus 
stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project 
Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its 
surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community that takes 
great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build more parking 
spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess 
vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection 
at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site 
either.  This will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account 
the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site 
daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the 
impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How 
can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area.  Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-
sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-sufficient/self-
sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will 
create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential 
parking permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our 
neighborhood.  It will happen.  With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential 
Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies 
of parking availability.  And at least five of all these areas are due to college students infringing on 
neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Why 
not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, 
the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 
75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all 
students.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant 
omission in the EIR analysis. 
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A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a 
reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at 
Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that 
will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an 
unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review 
indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of 
importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our community especially the 
neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase the building 
below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot 
onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto 
Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would 
have the option to turn towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center 
Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 

The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of 
traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway 
just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution 
rather than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT 
designed for this additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the 
Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get 
into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no 
public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how 
can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-Term Roadway Segment 
Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the 
new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this 
road during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of 
Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then 
the EIR says the city doesn’t have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of 
the two government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 

Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend 
the increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and 
bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with 
pedestrian safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken 
into consideration from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access 
road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving 
our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty 
maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second 
access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a transit bus stop on 
campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and 
faculty.   

In closing, the Mitigation measures states that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work 
with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site.’ (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing 
that your business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access 
Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in 
being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By 
taking our responses into consideration and implementing the most vocal will ensure us of your honest desire to 
become   part of our community. 

Respectfully, 

 

Chris Henroid 

Rancho Bernardo Resident  
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Subject: FW: comments on Palomar Community College EIR - Rancho Bernardo Campus
Attachments: PalomarEIRletter-final.pdf

From: Rbns1Nest@aol.com [mailto:Rbns1Nest@aol.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2015 11:38 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Cc: phallhomes@gmail.com 
Subject: comments on Palomar Community College EIR ‐ Rancho Bernardo Campus 
 
Good morning Mr. Astl, 
  
The Rancho Bernardo Community Council  unanimously agreed on December 3,2015 at the full board meeting to send 
the attached comments regarding the Palomar Community College EIR - Rancho Bernardo Campus. 
  
A hard copy has been placed in the mail. The attached copy is being sent in the event the hard copy is not received by the 
deadline of December 7, 2015. 
  
We look forward to working with Palomar Community College on any concerns which the community of Rancho Bernardo 
may have relating to the campus, 
  
Regards, 
  
Robin Kaufman  
President, Rancho Bernardo Community Council 
'Your Voice in the Community' 
Established 1971 
www.RBCommunityCouncil.com 
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Subject: FW: save westwood

From: Nita [mailto:just4nl@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 1:40 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
Subject: save westwood 
 
  

Nita Keith 

11254 Florindo Rd, San Diego, CA 92127 

  
  
4 Nov 2015 
Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
  
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
  
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that 
will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
  
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar 
College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined 
in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods 
has not been done.  This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the 
Report. 

  
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) 
(6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding 
environment’.  (S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t 
allow for making one closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop 
a comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment 
Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross 
walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and 
businesses) will not be burdened with excess vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they 
will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect 
of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t 
seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people 
attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate types of 
transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking allotment extremely 
significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the campus will 
be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus 
will create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential 
parking permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will 
happen.  With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and 
Chula Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at 
least five of all these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an 
existing facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build 



2

adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking 
spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking 
requirements to meet this number of students and faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will 
be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of 
parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
  
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable 
citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is 
beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our 
neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of 
equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact 
the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the 
college or the city, but it is significant to our community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan 
for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is 
currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be 
closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on 
Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or proceed to 
another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Road with 
an already existing traffic light. 
  
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic 
and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has 
faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than 
being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this 
additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion 
Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar 
soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus 
stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change 
decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-Term Roadway Segment Operations change did 
indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum 
capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay 
evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself 
by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t have a plan.   I-
15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in compliance. 
(4.8 pg. 28) 
  
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the 
increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists 
that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian 
safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration 
from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic 
through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe 
walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the 
students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the 
safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service 
to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
  
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the 
City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your 
business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit 
bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace 
our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into 
consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that 
comprehensive education center campus which reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a 
true part of our community. 
  
Respectfully, 
  
Nita Keith 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
just4nl@aol.com 
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Subject: FW: Palomar College EIR Response

 

From: Dennis Kingery [mailto:dhkingery@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 02, 2015 9:52 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Cc: BFennessy@sandiego.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; 
nancychadwick@cox.net; Hensch, Nancy A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Palomar College EIR Response 
 
Dennis Astl 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, CA 92069‐1487 
 
 
RE: PALOMAR COLLEGE Environmental Impact Review Response 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South 
Campus that will be located in our community across from our neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  We do not feel that the plans put forth by 
Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned 
community.  Parking is ill‐defined in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and 
potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  This will have a cumulative impact 
on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If 
not enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in business’ and the nearby neighborhood of 
Westwood. (S‐2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the 
campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S‐2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a 
mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA 
approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education center campus experience 
that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S‐2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned 
community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. 
Please build more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not 
be burdened with excess vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have 
to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of 
future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR 
doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking spots with at 
least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate 
types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area.  Project 
Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 
resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 
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community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will create a drain and ill‐rapport in the 
community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park
in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  With the 
City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least 
five of all these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 
‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars 
which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, 
should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3‐11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not 
addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3‐11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on‐site to accommodate all 
students.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant 
omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a 
reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at 
Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic 
that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will 
add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study conducted 
for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S‐3) Significantly is a choice word 
indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road 
Alternative.  Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second 
access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit 
Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via 
Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or 
proceed to another I‐5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant 
amount of traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed 
looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as 
an alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT 
disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 
1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access.  How 
will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the 
Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and 
faculty.  (S‐14)  For Long‐Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay 
itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long‐Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. 
Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR 
just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay 
evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR 
contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the 
city doesn’t have a plan.   I‐15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two 
government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I 
contend the increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for 
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pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project 
would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, 
the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this 
survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project 
Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and 
staff’.   Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety 
concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle 
service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures states that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will 
work with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site.’ (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for 
recognizing that your business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third 
Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our 
community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  We would like to see you 
become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing 
our reasonable requests, it will assure us of your honest desire to become  that comprehensive education 
center campus which reflection on and respect for its neighborhood environment and  be a true part of our 
community. 
Sincerely, 
  
Dennis and Heather Kingery 
Rancho Bernardo Residents in Westwood 
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Subject: FW: EIR response
Attachments: Palomar EIR response letter.pdf

Importance: High

 

From: Mike Lutz [mailto:manager@highcountrywest.com]  
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2015 3:31 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Subject: EIR response 
 
Dennis, here is the EIR response letter from the Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board. Please let me know if you 
need any further explanation. I also sent you a copy by US mail. Thanks 
 
Mike Lutz 
Chair 
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Subject: FW: Concern regarding PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR

From: Chee Qi Mao [mailto:maoqi.edu@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2015 10:31 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Concern regarding PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR 
 

Hi, 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South 
Campus that will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 

The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by 
Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned 
community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and 
potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  This will have a cumulative impact on 
our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 

The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If 
not enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of 
Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus 
will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile 
from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA 
approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education center campus experience 
that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned 
community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please 
build more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be 
burdened with excess vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have 
to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of 
future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR 
doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking spots with at 
least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate 
types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project 
Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources 
of the PCCD’.  What about being self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 
community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will create a drain and ill-rapport in the 
community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park 
in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  With the 
City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula 
Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at 
least five of all these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 
‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars 
which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, 
should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not 
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addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all 
students.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant 
omission in the EIR analysis. 

A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a 
reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at 
Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic 
that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will 
add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study conducted for 
this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a choice word 
indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road 
Alternative.  Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second 
access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit 
Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via 
Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or proceed 
to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo 
Road with an already existing traffic light. 

The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant 
amount of traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed 
looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an 
alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a 
public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 1500 
people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access.  How will 
fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the 
Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and 
faculty.  (S-14)  For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay 
itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do 
these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just 
the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay 
evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR 
contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the 
city doesn’t have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two 
government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28)  

Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I 
contend the increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for 
pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project 
would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the 
numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. 
pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access 
to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by 
building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project 
Objective #8.  Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station 
to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   

In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will 
work with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for 
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recognizing that your business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third 
Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We 
take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part 
of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it 
will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which reflections 
on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 

Respectfully, 

  

Qi Mao 

Libertad Dr, San Diego, CA, 92127 

Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Do You Teach Math? (South Ed. Center)

Importance: High

 

From: Christa Martin [mailto:strategen@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Sunday, November 08, 2015 10:19 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Do You Teach Math? 
 
Dear Palomar College, 
 
Let's do the math! 
 
792 parking spaces available 
 
Number of classes per hour: 
 
Number of students per class: 
 
Number of faculty required per hour: 
 
Number of facility staff required per hour: 
 
 
Total number of people per hour equals? 
 
Total number of people - 792 parking spaces = ? 
 
Let me help! 
 
At an enrollment of 30 students per class, one teacher per class and 0.2 staff allotted (31.2 people) you can run only approximately 25 
classes at any given time. (25.38) 
 
What are the numbers? 
 
 
Please do the math and respond back 
 
Westwood resident,  
  
Christa Martin strategen@yahoo.com 
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Subject: FW: PLEASE HELP & GIVE HOPE FOR OUR BELOVED NEIGHBORHOOD/WESTWOOD, 
RANCHO BERNARDO

Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR RESPONSE.docx

 

From: Maggie Massery [mailto:maggieandrocky@san.rr.com]  
Sent: Sunday, December 06, 2015 8:39 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; 
BFennessy@sandiego.gov 
Subject: PLEASE HELP & GIVE HOPE FOR OUR BELOVED NEIGHBORHOOD/WESTWOOD, RANCHO BERNARDO 
 
Hello & Thanks for your attention. 
The attached 2 page document was prepared by one of my neighbors, Terry Norwood, and is an apt 
conveyance of the widespread concerns of citizens in our wonderful neighborhood. You should simply try to 
sit in the line of current & worsening “L.A.‐style” traffic on Rancho Bernardo Road, trying to enter freeways, 
especially in the morning and evening and spilling over into our side‐streets. If Palomar College opens, the 
traffic will become beyond gridlock, literally for miles, every day & evening. We own a wonderful home off the 
Matinal Rd area of Westwood,  and when the college students/staff  “discover” this is a short‐cut around the 
major streets…needless to tell you…our neighborhood will be just horribly impacted. There is already gridlock 
on streets around Westwood Elementary at certain times daily. With hundreds of more cars a day, the safety 
of the children will be compromised in this area, and the traffic volume & dangers extreme. We worry about 
property values. We have thought about & talked about & worried about possibly moving away from our 
beloved home and neighborhood and everything we love here.  To us, as citizens & residents & homeowners, 
this is a pending disaster and there will be no turning back & so very sad. 
 
Thank you & I appreciate you if you took time to read this. Your time & caring is very appreciated. 
 
Mrs. Mary Massery 
Matinal Circle, Rancho Bernardo 92127 
maggieandrocky@san.rr.com 
 
I also want to express agreement with some comments made by Keith Mikas as stated below: 

Comments: 

Section 6.2 indicates that an alternative solution of relocating this south campus to another site was rejected.  This 
campus site will greatly impact the neighborhood and businesses with too much traffic and excess parking 
nuisances to forever change the character and atmosphere of this town.  Give us the facts.  Is it a projected 
enrollment of 47,500 by 2010 or 2022 according to the PCCD’s for each respective year?   And, whose 
environmental impacts would be reduced, the San Marcos campus or the Rancho Bernardo Campus?  And 
speaking of new facilities proposed, tell us about them.  These building are not specifically addressed.  There is no 
transparency in this report.   

In 6.5, you propose a new second access road OR an interior lopped road as if one or the other may not both be 
realized?  This is a travesty to the Master Plan. As you point out in 6.5 Ability to Attain Project Objectives, both of 
these options needs to be mitigated to be built.  You furthermore state the aesthetics of our community will be 
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compromise. ??  Do not compromise the aesthetics of our community as you say the second access will do 
.  Instead build the second access road on Via Taxon.  (Alternative wording: A better solution would be to build the 
second access road on Via Tazon.) 

THREE large metal poles with hanging lights in one area will definitely impose an impact AESTHETICALLY.  This is 
not what we want for our community.   but another traffic signal would not only make our community compromised 
aesthetically, but in section S-14 and ___, you call it a reduced impact!   I believe this would also be called a 
cumulative impact. 

How can you estimate the Near-Term With-Project operations when the school has not even opened? We, a 
community, are not allowed to have a Community Parking District or Residential Permit Parking Area until after the 
school is open creating a burden in our community.  Therefore, how can the community of Rancho Bernardo know 
for certain that the Near-Term With-Project operations calculations take into account the PCCD 2022 
Plan?  (Chapter 4.8. pg 20) 

 Thank you  
Mikas for Council 2016 
http://www.keith2016.com/ 



 

RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar 
College South Campus that will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 

The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the 
plans put forth by Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our 
wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An inadequate review 
of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not 
been done.  This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this 
term is used in the Report. 

The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at 
the new campus. If not enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in 
business’ and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking 
clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding 
environment’.  (S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus 
stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus.  How can this be 
ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment 
Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community that takes great pride in its clean 
streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build more parking 
spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be 
burdened with excess vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so 
they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary 
of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the 
Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people 
attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate 
types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site 
makes the parking allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact 
NOT occur in this area.  Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-
sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough 
parking spots on the campus will create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the 
community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park in 
front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will 
happen.  With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential 
Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because 
of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all these areas are due to 
college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing 
facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which 
support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support 
amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 
FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to 
meet this number of students and faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate 
parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The EIR presents no 
measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the 
EIR analysis. 

A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative 
suggestion.  Being a reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has 
pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will allow the 
residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our 
neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an 
unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study 
conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) 
Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the 
college or the city, but it is significant to our community especially the neighborhood. 

 



 

Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase the 
building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road 
come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to 
Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop 
could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option 
to turn towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center 
Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing 
traffic light. 

The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a 
small significant amount of traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation 
System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in 
circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than 
being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public 
system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 
1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate 
Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough 
when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no 
public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For Long-Term 
Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself 
increased 12.9 points?  The Long-Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate 
an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new 
campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 
people on this road during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 
2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by 
referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the 
city doesn’t have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management 
Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 

Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be 
affected but I contend the increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make 
for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful 
community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety 
when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles 
taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 
31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and 
cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the 
safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more parking spots and a 
second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective 
#8.  Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit 
station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   

In closing, the Mitigation measures states that “although no mitigation measures are 
required, the PCCD will work with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the 
project site.’ (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will impact our 
community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a 
transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great 
pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like to see you become a 
meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and 
implementing the most vocal will ensure us of your honest desire to become part of our 
community. 

Respectfully, 

Terry Norwood 

Rancho Bernardo Resident 
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Subject: FW:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR

Importance: High

 

From: Keith Mikas [mailto:mikas@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2015 1:43 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Subject: RE: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that 
will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable 
citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial 
because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our 
neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of 
equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not 
impact the roads significantly.  (S‐3) Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant 
to the college or the city, but it is significant to our community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third 
Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health 
Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles 
to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be 
placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or 
proceed to another I‐5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo 
Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Keith Mikas 
Matinal Road / Westwood / Rancho Bernardo Resident 
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Subject: FW: EIR and Palomar campus

From: johnnymiya@juno.com [mailto:johnnymiya@juno.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 7:25 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; bfennessy@sandiego.gov 
Subject: EIR and Palomar campus 
 

  
Johnny Miyasaki 

Capilla Rd, San Diego, CA 92127 
  
  
12-7-2015 
  
  
To All, 
  
I know that the Palomar campus is going to be built, so this letter is not to ask for the campus to be built. To 
give you some history. I have lived in Westwood since 1975 and in Poway since 1968. Mom and Dad worked 
for NCR and we moved down here when NCR came to RB from LA. I remember when NCR was really the 
only building on top of the hill RB road really stopped at Matinal (unless you wanted to go to 4S ranch and hit 
the dirt road at the end. I also can remember starting to drive in 1981 and seeing ALOT of traffic at RB Road 
and West Bernardo Dr. Now look at it. There is so much traffic going up RB Road now, it is extremely difficult 
to get out onto RB Road from Olmeda. With that said. I only ask that there be a traffic signal put at the 
intersection of Olmeda/ RB Road. My daughter starts driving next year and I dread her going that way at all. I 
have taken numerous traffic collision reports when I was in Patrol, I see this intersection as a problem for TC's 
inevitable. The speed that the cars reach going both ways on RB Road at Olmeda is excessive. Now add newer 
drivers coming from Palomar and you have a disaster waiting to happen. I suggest having a motor Officer 
(which is what I consider an expert) opinion on weather there should be a traffic signal at the intersection. That 
will give you the request that I am asking for. NIMBY is not what I am asking for. I am only asking for a 3 way 
traffic signal. 
  
Sincerely  
  
Johnny Miyasaki Family 
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Subject: FW: Palomar College Environmental Impact Review Response

 
From: Lawrence Morgan [mailto:ldolmorgan@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 10:50 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwich@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; 
BFennessy@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Palomar College Environmental Impact Review Response 
 
My husband and I appreciate the opportunity given us to respond to the EIR which will place a campus 
across  from our neighborhood.  Our first response is to request the No Project Alternative.  We remembered 
when we first drove down Matinal rd, to view our now home, the neighborhood felt peaceful and we 
immediately felt at home.  Our kids adapted quickly to the neighbors, the neighborhood, the Westwood club and 
last but of course not the least, Westwood Elementary which our son attends. We say this to say that, we do not 
feel that the plan put forth  by Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our 
wonderfully planned community.   
1.  Parking is ill-defined - Project Objective #8. 
 
2.  A secondary access should be made for traffic congestion - S-3 & S-14.3.  
 
3.   The  Project  Level  Environment Impacts  and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant 
amount of traffic and safety creating problems with  the public Circulation System Performance. 
 
4.  Chapter 4.8 & 3.4 - We request that parking be increased to accommodate current and future growth parking.
 
5.  We request that PCCD  will work  withThe City to determine other ways to improve access to project site. 
4.8 pg. 28. 
 
Respectfully, 
Mr.  and Mrs. Morgan 
Rancho Bernardo- Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Palomar College EIR response
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015.docx

Importance: High

 
From: Terry Norwood [mailto:terrynorwood68@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 09, 2015 9:21 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu> 
Cc: kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; MarkKersey@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Palomar College EIR response 
 
Dear Mr. Astl and Palomar Board College, 
 
Please find my response to the south campus EIR. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Terry Norwood 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood resident 
 
 



 

Terry Norwood 

Matinal Rd, San Diego, CA 92127 

 

 

4 Nov 2015 

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that will be 
located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and 
those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An 
inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  
This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 

 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) 
The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  
(S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one 
closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a 
planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build 
more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess 
vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance 
to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 
792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people 
will use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the 
campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will 
create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking 
permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  
With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all these 
areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to 
maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  
Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 
FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable citizen, I 
realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will 
allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative 
aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  

mailto:dastl@palomar.edu


Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a 
choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase 
the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot 
onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho 
Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and 
safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and 
staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the 
solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  
This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate 
Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as 
the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For 
Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-
Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for 
when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road 
during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this 
EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t 
have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase 
in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride 
in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 
vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not 
been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more 
parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and 
faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City 
to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will 
impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate 
your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like 
to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which 
reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Terry Norwood 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015.docx

From: Teresa OConnor [mailto:mrstjo@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, December 05, 2015 9:56 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus 
 
Please find the attached response letter to the proposed Palomar College South Campus. 
 
Sincerely, 
Teresa J. O'Connor 
voter 
 
 



 

Terry Norwood 

Matinal Rd, San Diego, CA 92127 

 

 

4 Nov 2015 

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that will be 
located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and 
those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An 
inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  
This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 

 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) 
The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  
(S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one 
closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a 
planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build 
more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess 
vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance 
to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 
792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people 
will use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the 
campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will 
create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking 
permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  
With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all these 
areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to 
maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  
Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 
FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access MUST be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable citizen, I 
realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will 
allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative 
aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  

mailto:dastl@palomar.edu


Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a 
choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase 
the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot 
onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho 
Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and 
safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and 
staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the 
solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  
This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate 
Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as 
the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For 
Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-
Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for 
when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road 
during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this 
EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t 
have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase 
in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride 
in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 
vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not 
been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more 
parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and 
faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City 
to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will 
impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate 
your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like 
to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become a comprehensive education center campus  (which 
reflects on and has respect for its neighborhood environment) and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Terry Norwood 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Palomar College EIR response
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015.docx

From: jim.kitty.pfeiffer@gmail.com [mailto:jim.kitty.pfeiffer@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Jim Pfeiffer 
Sent: Saturday, November 28, 2015 10:43 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; Mayor Kevin Faulconer 
<kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov>; BFennessy@sandiego.gov 
Cc: Terry Norwood <terrynorwood68@gmail.com>; liltaz@mac.com 
Subject: Palomar College EIR response 
 
Dennis Astl 

1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069‐1487 
  
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE Environmental Impact Review Response 
 
In my opinion (with my experience of 20 years living on Matinal), cut‐through traffic for the proposed campus will 
increase more that estimated in the EIR.  
 
EIR Quote: "The likelihood of trips utilizing Matinal Road would be to the result of one of two factors: (1) People living in 
the Westwood community who would attend the North Education Center; or (2) People oriented further north that 
would “cut‐through” the Westwood community to reach the Project site." 
 
I have lived on Matinal Rd for over 20 years. I have seen traffic on Matinal Rd increase many fold due to the cut‐through 
traffic generated by the development of areas to the west (4S ranch). There are times during the day that I have to wait 
for minutes just to back out of my driveway. Not only is the time frustrating, but the risk of being hit by traffic has gone 
up significantly as the traffic is usually speeding. Residential driveways are approximately every 50 feet. There are 
numerous blind spots on the road. Neither the speeding or blind spot facts are taken into account in the EIR. On many 
occasions, (because I use this route to get home) I have witnessed 4S traffic exiting I‐15 at West Bernardo, traveling 
South on West Bernardo, Turn West on Matinal Rd on proceed all the way to Bernardo Rd. Most of the time they are 
speeding on Matinal Rd. I have cameras on my property that show the traffic and I have also timed some cars doing 
approximately 50 MPH! I can tell you that backing out a driveway while cars are speeding by at 40‐50 MPH is a scary 
task! Once, while turning right INTO my driveway (signal on!) I experienced a car passing me on the right side!  I am 
terrified at the thought of having even more traffic on this street! The city and the SDPD should have records indicating 
the amount and speed on this road because they have setup counters and speed recording devices several times.  
 
I also wonder if the investigators noticed a very dangerous blind spot as a driver traveling west on Rancho 
Bernardo turns North on Matinal Rd. One day I almost hit a SDPD vehicle that was stopped exactly in that blind spot. I 
though to myself, what an idiot to stop in that blind spot. The blind spot is created by the incline in the street as the 
corner is navigated (the street view is blocked by the dashboard in most cars). If students park on Matinal Rd and walk 
up the street to the campus, I would predict that someday there will be a serious injury or death at that blind spot. 
 
Proposed Solutions: 
 
I submit these solutions in hope that one or more could be implemented. 
 
1. Add signs on Matinal Road near West Bernardo which prohibit through traffic on Matinal Road. 
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2. Add speed bumps to Matinal Road at appropriate intervals. (City previously denied this request from Westwood 
residents) 
 
3. Add traffic signs. Traveling South on Matinal Road, at the entrance to Palomar site, that only allow left and right turns. 
Also add similar signage at the exit of Palomar at Rancho Bernardo. This would prohibit Palomar traffic from using 
Matinal Road as a shortcut or cut-through. Of course that assumes that the signs would be enforced. 
 
4. Add markings on the road where the very dangerous blind spot exists. This would demark the danger zone for student 
pedestrians.  I could envision painted diagonal lines with "Do Not Cross - Driver Blind Spot" (or whatever clever icon 
DOT uses) 
 
5. Make sure that there is enough affordable parking on site to accommodate all potential vehicles. 
 
6. Add additional access point to campus. 
 
7. Extend the left turn lane on Rancho Bernardo Road. 
 
 
In addition to my comments above, I have copied below another letter that has been sent to your attention. I strongly 
agree with the detailed analysis and recommendations. 
 
Thank You 
James Pfeiffer 
Matinal Rd 
San Diego, CA 
 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to this EIR which will place a campus across from my neighborhood.  The first 
response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and 
those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill‐defined in the 
Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods 
has not been done and will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the 
Report. 
  
The Report doesn’t state specifics for parking needed at the new campus. The current amount does not meet Project 
Objective #8. (S‐2)   Students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S‐2. #7) 
(6.5) This will be a safety issue for STUDENT PEDESTRIANS crossing a busy intersection at the entrance to the 
college.  Students using the Transit System will have to walk over half a mile from a bus stop.  Furthermore, how can this 
be ADA approved? The State requires 2% of parking to be allocated for ADA.  A ‘comprehensive education center 
campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’, Project Objective #7 is not being met when students and 
faculty are impacting the community. (S‐2)  The surrounding environment is a planned community that takes great pride 
in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts.  It is unrealistic to think that 1500 people can 
park in 792 spots. Half of these people will NOT use alternate types of transportation.  The Summary of Cumulative 
Impacts will reflect future buildings on this site when 3500 people attend this campus which will therefore significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. (4.1. pg. 3)  
 

Additionally, Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on 
the resources of the PCCD’.  The community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can 
park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  The City of San Diego has 6 
Community Parking Districts, 5 Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, 
all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  Five of these areas are due to college students infringing on 
neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Use our tax 
payer dollars and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10 the ‘support amenities’, should be 
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translated to sufficient parking spots. (3.4.1 pg. 3‐11) A capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR 
analysis regarding parking requirement.  (3.4.2 pg. 3‐11) Simply assuming that ‘adequate parking will be provided on‐site 
to accommodate all students’ is irresponsible.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of 
parking which is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
  
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way will allow the residents 
to exit their neighborhood from extra traffic.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that traffic 
will not impact the roads significantly.  (S‐3) Significantly is a choice word.  Traffic and Safety surveys were not reviewed 
at appropriate times, August, and did not incorporate new construction currently underway, Sharp Health Center, Phil’s 
BBQ, Target shopping center.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road at Via Tazon.  Purchase the 
building where Sharp Health Care is currently, or negotiate a second access road through their parking lot.  This would 
provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  Drivers 
would have the option to turn towards public transit or proceed to another I‐5 Intersection at Bernardo Center 
Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light.  A bus stop 
could be placed near here too. (S‐14)  Palomar College should use its status as a state entity to overrule the city denial of 
a secondary access road.   
  
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of 
traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just 
has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather 
than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this 
additional amount of people?  Furthermore, how can 1500 people not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the 
inadequate Emergency Access especially at peak traffic times? (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  For Long‐Term Intersection Operations, 
how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long‐Term Roadway Segment 
Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new 
campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by 
referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then says the city doesn’t have a plan.   I‐15 is a 
roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 
pg. 28) 
  
Chapter 4.8, 3.4, states the Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase in 3500 
vehicles from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk 
and ride in our beautiful community.  Rancho Bernardo Road provides two middle school bus stop five times daily which 
will interfere with pedestrian safety.  A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective 
#11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the 
students and faculty.   
  
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with 
the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your 
business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit 
bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace 
our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into 
consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that 
comprehensive education center campus which reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be 
a true part of our community. 
  
Respectfully, 
James Pfeiffer 
Rancho Bernardo‐Westwood Resident  



 
4 Nov 2015 

Dennis Astl 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE Environmental Impact Review Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to this EIR which will place a campus across from my neighborhood.  The first response is to request the NO PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned 
community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods 
has not been done and will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics for parking needed at the new campus. The current amount does not meet Project Objective #8. (S-2)   Students and 
faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) This will be a safety issue for STUDENT PEDESTRIANS crossing a busy 
intersection at the entrance to the college.  Students using the Transit System will have to walk over half a mile from a bus stop.  Furthermore, how can this 
be ADA approved? The State requires 2% of parking to be allocated for ADA.  A ‘comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its 
surrounding environment’, Project Objective #7 is not being met when students and faculty are impacting the community. (S-2)  The surrounding 
environment is a planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts.  It is unrealistic to think 
that 1500 people can park in 792 spots. Half of these people will NOT use alternate types of transportation.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts will reflect 
future buildings on this site when 3500 people attend this campus which will therefore significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. (4.1. pg. 3)  
Additionally, Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  The 
community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in 
our neighborhood.  The City of San Diego has 6 Community Parking Districts, 5 Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista establishing a Residential 
Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  Five of these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project 
Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Use our tax payer dollars and build adequate parking on this site.  
Project Objective #10 the ‘support amenities’, should be translated to sufficient parking spots. (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not 
addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirement.  (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) Simply assuming that ‘adequate parking will be provided on-site to 
accommodate all students’ is irresponsible.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking which is a significant omission in the 
EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood from 
extra traffic.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that traffic will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a choice 
word.  Traffic and Safety surveys were not reviewed at appropriate times, August, and did not incorporate new construction currently underway, Sharp 
Health Center, Phil’s BBQ, Target shopping center.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road at Via Tazon.  Purchase the building where 
Sharp Health Care is currently, or negotiate a second access road through their parking lot.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station 
and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection 
at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light.  A bus stop could be placed 
near here too. (S-14)  Palomar College should use its status as a state entity to overrule the city denial of a secondary access road.   
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and safety creating problems with 
the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second 
access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed 
for this additional amount of people?  Furthermore, how can 1500 people not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency 
Access especially at peak traffic times? (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself 
increased 12.9 points?  The Long-Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 
figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by referencing a 
proposed City adopted congestion management plan then says the city doesn’t have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  
One of the two government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8, 3.4, states the Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase in 3500 vehicles from Palomar faculty and 
students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  Rancho Bernardo Road provides 
two middle school bus stop five times daily which will interfere with pedestrian safety.  A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood 
allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will 
‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to 
the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City to determine other ways to 
improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, 
the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB 
and embrace our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and 
implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which reflections on 
and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
Xxxx xxxxxxxxxxxx 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Palomar College Environmental Impact Review Response

 

From: Susan Raybuck [mailto:sraybuck@san.rr.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 26, 2015 11:31 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Cc: Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul 
<pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; Hensch, Nancy A. <nhensch@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Palomar College Environmental Impact Review Response 
 
I am a Westwood resident living on Matinal Rd. I do not think the EIR realistically estimates the 
detrimental effects that will result from the PC site’s parking plan and its single ingress/egress. 
 
The EIR does not state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new 
campus. The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will 
reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S-2. #8)   Students and faculty will park in businesses and 
the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) 
 
The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does reflect future buildings on this site which will 
significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus.  It is unrealistic to think that 1500 people 
can park in 792 spots.  In the future, 3500 people attending this site will significantly impact the 
parking allotment. (4.1. pg. 3) A capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR 
analysis regarding parking requirement.  (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) Simply assuming that “adequate parking 
will be provided on-site to accommodate all students” is unrealistic.  The EIR presents no measures 
to mitigate any potential shortage of parking which is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 

A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion.  Traffic and Safety surveys were not 
reviewed at appropriate times, August, and did not incorporate new construction currently 
underway, Sharp Health Center, Phil’s BBQ, Target shopping center. The Project Level 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of 
traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance.   Adding 
1500 people a day WILL disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of 
people. Furthermore, 1500 people WILL disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the 
inadequate Emergency Access especially at peak traffic times. (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  
 

I am a retired person who has lived on Matinal Rd. for 22 years. I have already seen traffic become 
a safety issue due to cars cutting through our residential street at speeds only appropriate for 
Rancho Bernardo Rd. I predict my quality of life and my property’s value will decrease if Palomar 
College doesn’t address the concerns Westwood residents have. 
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Subject: FW: Response to Palomar College Environmental Impact Report

 
From: km1908k@aol.com [mailto:km1908k@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 11:21 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Subject: Response to Palomar College Environmental Impact Report 
 
November 7, 2015 
 
 
Dennis Astl 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, CA 92069-1487 
 
 
Dear Mr. Astl, 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to this draft EIR since the proposed campus is directly across from my 
neighborhood. Although Palomar repeatedly expresses its opinion throughout the report that the report's contents are 
adequate, at this time, I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and the EIR have adequately described 
the potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhood and rest of the community. 
 
Even when the campus first opens with 1500FTES, there will only be 792 parking spots.  The EIR does not explain how 
this amount of parking will be enough.  It would be unrealistic to think that half of the 1500 would use public transportation 
when the nearest bus stop is half a mile away.  This alone is enough for the people of Westwood to believe that there will 
be a significant number of students parking in our neighborhood, but the NOP said that eventually two more buildings will 
be built and the number of FTES will increase to 3470.  This all seems to add up to major parking, traffic and safety 
fears for Westwood residents. Before you dismiss my comments about parking as not applicable due to 
the Initial Study Checklist from the CEQA Guidelines not addressing parking please take into account the appellate court 
case Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego USD (April 25, 2013) 215 Cal .app. 4th 1013 which 
the Rancho Bernardo Planning board mentioned in their letter to you regarding the draft EIR.  It makes a powerful 
statement that ("a projects impact on parking generally should be studied for any potential impact on the environment") 
and that ["extensive evidence" from area residents in the form of "personal observations and opinions" constituted 
substantial evidence that there may be a significant effect on parking].  I also agree with the Rancho Bernardo Planning 
board that using .55 trips per student (based on the Palomar Escondido campus) for your calculations in the Rancho 
Bernardo campus  EIR is not appropriate since both The San Diego Municipal Code Land Development Code Trip 
Generation Manual and the ITE Technical council committee both use the higher number of 1.6 trips per student and a 
major difference between the two campuses is that the Escondido campus is only one minute of walking time away from 
the closest bus stop.  So a new traffic study unique to the Rancho Bernardo campus should be done instead of using data 
from the previous Escondido study.  This new study should take into account construction projects on the horizon such as 
Phil's BBQ restaurant and The Sharp Health Center as well as the developing Target shopping center as all of these 
projects will contribute to increased traffic on Rancho Bernardo road and possibly various roads in Westwood especially 
Matinal,  Capilla ,Olmeda and Poblado in addition to additional traffic from Palomar College.   
 
 Please consider the following measures to hopefully mitigate the potential problems with parking, traffic and safety. 
 
1.  Please add a substantial number of additional parking spaces 
 
2.  Please offer free on campus parking 
 
3.  Please add a secondary access road via  Via Tazon since the road could easily connect from Via Tazon to West 
Bernardo drive.  This would provide another way to get to Bernardo Center Drive or Camino Del Norte which goes straight 
over to Poway. 
 
4.  Please add a bus stop closer to campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station. 
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I hope that everything can be worked out and we can both be good neighbors. Taking the communities responses into 
consideration and implementing our reasonable requests will assure us of your honest desire to be a comprehensive 
education center that truly reflects and has respect for its neighborhood environment.   
 
                           
 
                                                                                                     Respectfully, 
 
                                                                                                                               Kathleen Rhodes 
 
P.S. As the Rancho Bernardo planning board also requested, Please don't do any construction work before 7am or after 
7pm--Thank You! 
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Subject: FW: Palomar College South Campus at Westwood Community

From: robert_santos@att.net [mailto:robert_santos@att.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 9:42 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; 
Hensch, Nancy A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul 
<pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; 
kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Palomar College South Campus at Westwood Community 
 

Roberto & Rosa I. Santos 
Calenda Rd., San Diego, CA 92127 

  
18 Nov 2015 
Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South 
Campus that will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE. I do not feel that the plans put forth by 
Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community. 
Parking is ill-defined in the Report. An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on 
the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done. This will have a cumulative impact on our community 
contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If 
not enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood 
of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the 
campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’. (S-2. #8) Students will have to walk to campus over half a 
mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus. How can this be 
ADA approved? Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education center campus 
experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a 
planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling 
enthusiasts. Please build more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and 
businesses) will not be burdened with excess vehicles. It is also for the safety of the STUDENT 
PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college. The Summary 
of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either. This will significantly affect the parking 
allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022. There are 
792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily. It is unrealistic to think that half of 
these people will use alternate types of transportation. Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending 
this site makes the parking allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT 
occur in this area? Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to 
create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’. What about being self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to 
create a drain on the community? Not building enough parking spots on the campus will create a drain and ill-
rapport in the community. We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so 
we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood. It will happen. 
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With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and 
Chula Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability. 
And at least five of all these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods. Project Objective 
#6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’. Why not use our tax payer dollars 
which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site. Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, 
should include sufficient parking spots. (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not 
addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and faculty. 
(3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that "adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all 
students. The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking. This is a significant 
omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion. Being a 
reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons. Placing a traffic light at 
Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic 
that will be impacting our neighborhood. The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will 
add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community. Although the traffic study conducted for 
this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly. (S-3) Significantly is a choice word indicating 
worth of importance. Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our community 
especially the neighborhood. Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative. 
Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently. Make second access road 
come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon. This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking 
Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road. A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close 
to the second access road. Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or proceed to another I-
5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road. Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Road with 
an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant 
amount of traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed 
looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as 
an alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution. How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt 
a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people? This table further dismisses how 1500 
people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access. How will 
fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak? As far as the 
Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty. 
(S-14) For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself 
increased 12.9 points? The Long-Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do 
these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR 
just the first year? Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay 
evacuations further than they were in 2007. (4.8 pg. 13, 27) Under Standards of Significance, this EIR 
contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the 
city doesn’t have a plan. I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan. One of the two 
government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I 
contend the increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for 
pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community. I disagree that the proposed project 
would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community. Again, the 
numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey. (4.8. 
pg. 31) A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to 
the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling. Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’. Ensure this by 
building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in 
Project Objective #8. Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit 
station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.  
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In closing, the Mitigation measures state that "although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will 
work with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site". (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for 
recognizing that your business will impact our community. Please provide extra parking spots, the Third 
Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community. 
We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions. I would like to see you become a meaningful 
part of our community. By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, 
it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which reflects 
on, has respect for its neighborhood environment and can become a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
Roberto & Rosa 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Residents  
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Subject: FW: Palomar College EIR - Impact on Westwood subdivision
Attachments: November 30.docx

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Reilly and Anne Shaughnessy [mailto:rshaughn@san.rr.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2015 7:29 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu> 
Cc: Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov 
Subject: Palomar College EIR - Impact on Westwood subdivision 
 
 
November 30, 2015 
 
Dennis Astl et al 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
 
RE: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that 
will be located in my community across from my Westwood neighborhood.  A copy of this email is attached in word format 
- please note the highlights and bold areas. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE. I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar 
College and those described in the EIR  will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.   Parking is  ill-defined 
in the Report and parking is THE critical issue that surrounds this project.  Given the experiences that the Westwood 
residences have endured and noted with the conversion of the Waterbridge Condos in our Westwood neighborhood, 
PARKING and the lack thereof in the planning of the EIR Report is the most critical issue that must be addressed.  An 
inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhood has not been done 
and it is a life and safety factor. This will have a cumulative impact on our community and the "planned community" it was 
always designed for - contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) 
(6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding 
environment’. (S-2. #8) Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t 
allow for making one closer to the campus. How can this be ADA approved? Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a 
comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment 
Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks 
and adequate parking.  Please build more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and 
businesses) will not be burdened with the school’s and students vehicles.    
It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance 
to the college. 
 
Without adequate, free, on-campus parking, the students will do what they will do - which is to park where it is free 
notwithstanding the impact on the community.  The results will be, as mentioned, that they will park in the surrounding 
business park parking areas as well as across Rancho Bernardo Road in the Westwood neighborhood.  The result will be 
to have students crossing busy industrial streets, or God forbid, Rancho Bernardo Road in the midst of rush-hour traffic.  
You will have students maimed and possibly killed by rushing motorists due to not seeing the students or the students 
darting out to make it to class (especially at risk during the dark evening hours in the winter time).  I speak from 
experience as a friend of the family was killed less than a year ago while in a cross walk trying to cross Rancho Bernardo 
road! 
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The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does not take into effect the future buildings on this site either. This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022. 
There are 792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily. It is unrealistic to think that half of 
these people will use alternate types of transportation.   Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site 
makes the parking allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area? 
Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of 
the PCCD’. What about being self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community? Not building 
enough parking spots on the campus will create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community 
neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students 
that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen as evidenced already with the issue surrounding the Waterbridge 
Condo project. With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, 
and Chula Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability. And at 
least five of these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods. Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an 
existing facility in order to maximize district resources’. Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build 
adequate parking on this site. Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots. (3.4.1 
pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements 
to meet this number of students and faculty. (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-
site to accommodate all students.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking. This is a 
significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion. Being a reasonable 
citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons. Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is 
beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our 
neighborhood. The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of 
equipment to our planned community. Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact 
the roads significantly. (S-3) Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of importance. Maybe not significant to the 
college or the city, but it is significant to our community especially the neighborhood. Consider this Third Alternative Plan 
for a Second Access Road Alternative. Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently. 
Make second access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon. This would provide vehicles to be closer to 
Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road. A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon 
close to the second access road. Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or proceed to another I-15 
Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Road with an already 
existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic 
and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has 
faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than 
being PART of the solution. How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this 
additional amount of people? This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion 
Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access. How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon 
enough when traffic is at its peak? As far as the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop 
close enough for students and faculty. (S-14) For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change 
decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points? The Long-Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate 
an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity 
OR just the first year? Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay evacuations 
further than they were in 2007. (4.8 pg. 13, 27) Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by referencing 
a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t have a plan. I-15 is a roadway 
that serves the Congested Management Plan. One of the two government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the 
increase in traffic  from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists 
that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian 
safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community. Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration 
from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey. (4.8. pg. 31) A secondary access road will reduce traffic 
through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe 
walking and cycling. Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the 
students, faculty, and staff’. Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the 
safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8. Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service 
to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty. 
 



3

In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the 
City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your 
business will impact our community. Please provide extra FREE parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a 
transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community. We take great pride in being from RB and 
embrace our traditions. I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community. By taking our responses into 
consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that 
comprehensive education center campus which reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a 
true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Reilly Shaughnessy 
Poblado Way 
San Diego, CA 92127 
 
Westwood Resident for 16 years. 



November 30, 2015  

 

Dennis Astl et al 

Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 

1140 West Mission Road 

San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 

dastl@palomar.edu 

 

RE: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 

 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College 

South Campus that will be located in my community across from my Westwood neighborhood. 

 

The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE. I do not feel that the plans put forth by 

Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned 

community.   Parking is ill-defined in the Report and parking is THE critical issue that surrounds this 

project.  Given the experiences that the Westwood residences have endured and noted with the 

conversion of the Waterbridge Condos in our Westwood neighborhood, PARKING and the lack thereof 

in the planning of the EIR Report is the most critical issue that must be addressed.  An inadequate 

review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhood has not 

been done and it is a life and safety factor. This will have a cumulative impact on our community and the 

"planned community" it was always designed for - contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 

 

The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new 

campus. If not enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the 

nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project 

Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’. (S-2. #8) Students will 

have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one 

closer to the campus. How can this be ADA approved? Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a 

comprehensive education center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) 

The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community that takes great pride in its clean 

streets, safe pedestrian cross walks and adequate parking.  Please build more parking spots so that our 

community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with the school’s and 

students vehicles. It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a 

busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  

 

Without adequate, free, on-campus parking, the students will do what they will do - which is to park 

where it is free notwithstanding the impact on the community.  The results will be, as mentioned, that 

they will park in the surrounding business park parking areas as well as across Rancho Bernardo Road in 

the Westwood neighborhood.  The result will be to have students crossing busy industrial streets, or 

God forbid, Rancho Bernardo Road in the midst of rush-hour traffic.  You will have students maimed and 

possibly killed by rushing motorists due to not seeing the students or the students darting out to make it 

to class (especially at risk during the dark evening hours in the winter time).  I speak from experience as 

a friend of the family was killed less than a year ago while in a cross walk trying to cross Rancho 

Bernardo road!    



The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does not take into effect the future buildings on this site either. 

This will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into 

account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022. There are 792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people 

attending this site daily. It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate types of 

transportation. Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 

allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area? Project 

Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 

resources of the PCCD’. What about being self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on 

the community? Not building enough parking spots on the campus will create a drain and ill-rapport in 

the community. We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so 

we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will 

happen as evidenced already with the issue surrounding the Waterbridge Condo project. With the City 

of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula 

Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability. 

And at least five of these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods. Project 

Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’. Why not use our tax 

payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site. Project Objective #10, the 

‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots. (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 

FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this 

number of students and faculty. (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be 

provided on-site to accommodate all students. The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential 

shortage of parking. This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 

 

A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion. Being a 

reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons. Placing a traffic light 

at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the 

extra traffic that will be impacting our neighborhood. The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda 

Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community. Although the 

traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly. (S-3) 

Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of importance. Maybe not significant to the college or the 

city, but it is significant to our community especially the neighborhood. Consider this Third Alternative 

Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative. Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp 

Health Care is currently. Make second access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon. This 

would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho 

Bernardo Road. A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road. Drivers would 

have the option to turn towards public transit or proceed to another I-15 Intersection at Bernardo 

Center Road. Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing 

traffic light. 

The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant 

amount of traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The 

proposed looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second 

access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution. How can adding 1500 

people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people? This table 

further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the 



inadequate Emergency Access. How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough 

when traffic is at its peak? As far as the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit 

bus stop close enough for students and faculty. (S-14) For Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can 

the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points? The Long-Term Roadway 

Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 

figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year? Adding 1500, and 

increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were 

in 2007. (4.8 pg. 13, 27) Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by referencing a 

proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t have a plan. I-15 

is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan. One of the two government agencies is not 

in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 

 

Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but 

I contend the increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions 

for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community. I disagree that the 

proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on 

our community. Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not 

been reviewed in this survey. (4.8. pg. 31) A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our 

neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for 

safe walking and cycling. Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes 

the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’. Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second 

access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8. Building a transit 

bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety 

of the students and faculty.  

 

In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD 

will work with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank 

you for recognizing that your business will impact our community. Please provide extra FREE parking 

spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor 

approach in our community. We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions. I 

would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community. By taking our responses into 

consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to 

become that comprehensive education center campus which reflections on and has respect for its 

neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Reilly Shaughnessy 

Poblado Way  

San Diego, CA 92127 

 

Westwood Resident for 16 years. 
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Subject: FW: Palomar Community College District - Rancho Bernardo (South Center) Environmental 
Impact Report

 
From: beachglass08@aol.com [mailto:beachglass08@aol.com]  
Sent: Sunday, November 29, 2015 4:48 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; 
BFennessy@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Palomar Community College District ‐ Rancho Bernardo (South Center) Environmental Impact Report 
 
Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
dastl@palomar.edu 
  
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE E.I.R. Response 
  
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar 
College and those described in the E.I.R. will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined 
in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods 
has not been done.  This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the 
Report. 
  
  
These are additional issues I would like addressed: 
  
1.  The E.I.R. traffic impact analysis used the "best" case scenario of 3,470 full-time equivalent students (FTES).  What it 
did not state clearly is that a FTES is based on a student taking 15 hours of classes and that one FTES could be 
composed of several part-time students! A newspaper article printed October 19, 2015 in the San Diego Union 
Tribune newspaper, quoted Adrian Gonzales, the Interim Superintendent/President, "Gonzales said the new campus will 
serve the equivalent of 1,000 full-time students, or about 3,000 actual students". This is a ratio of 3 to 1, for the initial 2017 
school year. With that ratio in mind, the FTES could grow to 10,410 actual students (3,470 FTES x's 3), plus the faculty 
and staff. The E.I.R traffic analysis is misleading as to the actual number of students and the number of trips that will be 
generated and the overall impact to the community. This should be clarified and the true numbers extrapolated. 
  
The E.I.R. states that "is extremely unlikely that a large amount of drivers located outside the Westwood community would 
utilize Matinal Road as a "cut-through" route since they would need to be familiar with the local streets". It 
is unbelievable that in the age of GPS and Google Maps that Atkins, the E.I.R. consultants, would make such a claim. It is 
not a valid statement. 
  
2. There will be an overlap when students are arriving and departing campus. This usually results in difficulty finding an 
open parking space. There are a total of 792 on-site parking spaces on the site, and a high potential of students parking in 
our neighborhoods, especially if Palomar charges for parking. In other areas of San Diego, neighborhoods have struggled 
for years with the noise, trash, speeding and illegal parking by students (Southwestern College is an example). It is 
imperative that this issue be addressed up front prior to Palomar opening the site, and not for just the first year!   
  
3. The bus stops for Bernardo Heights Middle School and Rancho Bernardo High school are within feet of the 
intersections of Olmeda/Rancho Bernardo Road and Matinal/Rancho Bernardo Road. The children's safety should be at 
the forefront of traffic planning. Is it? 
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4. The E.I.R. states that "the Rancho Bernardo Community Plan does not identify any evacuation routes with the study 
area", that is not a valid excuse for not providing adequate emergency access or egress for the school's campus. During 
the 2007 wildfires most of the community of Westwood was evacuated through the intersection of Rancho Bernardo Road 
and Matinal Road, it was a traffic nightmare with one police officer trying to save lives. Wildfires and emergency situations 
do not adhere to time schedules or traffic projections. The students, staff and faculty could easily become trapped using 
the existing driveway at the intersection of Rancho Bernardo Road and Matinal Road, the stance the school is taking is 
not acceptable. 
  
  
5. The. E.I.R. should address future traffic, construction, and student growth for at least a 10 year period, if not 
longer.  Palomar purchased 27 acres, what is the future use of those acres?  What will be the total impact to the Rancho 
Bernardo Community? 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Nancy Steele 
Palacio Place 
San Diego, CA  92127 
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Subject: FW: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response

 

From: Isabel Rodriguez [mailto:isabel6@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 12:39 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
Subject: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
   

Dennis Astl 
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 

San Marcos, Ca 92069‐1487 

dastl@palomar.edu 

  
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 

  
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South 
Campus that will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
  
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by 
Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned 
community.  Parking is ill‐defined in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and 
potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  This will have a cumulative impact 
on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 
  
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If 
not enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood 
of Westwood. (S‐2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the 
campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S‐2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a 
mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA 
approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education center campus experience 
that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S‐2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned 
community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. 
Please build more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not 
be burdened with excess vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have 
to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of 
future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR 
doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking spots with at 
least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate 
types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project 
Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 
resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 



2

community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will create a drain and ill‐rapport in the 
community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park
in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  With the 
City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least 
five of all these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 
‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars 
which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, 
should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3‐11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not 
addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3‐11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on‐site to accommodate all 
students.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant 
omission in the EIR analysis. 
  
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a 
reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at 
Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic 
that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will 
add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study conducted 
for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S‐3) Significantly is a choice word 
indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road 
Alternative.  Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second 
access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit 
Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via 
Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or 
proceed to another I‐5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
  
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant 
amount of traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed 
looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as 
an alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT 
disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 
1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access.  How 
will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the 
Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and 
faculty.  (S‐14)  For Long‐Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay 
itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long‐Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. 
Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR 
just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay 
evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR 
contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the 
city doesn’t have a plan.   I‐15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two 
government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
  
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I 
contend the increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for 
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pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project 
would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, 
the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this 
survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project 
Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and 
staff’.   Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety 
concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle 
service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
  
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will 
work with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for 
recognizing that your business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third 
Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our 
community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like to see you become 
a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center 
campus which reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our 
community. 
  
Respectfully, 
Isabel Torrez 

Westwood homeowner 
Botero Drive,  
San Diego, Ca 92127 
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Subject: FW: Concerns regarding Palomar College Westwood campus

 

From: Chas Vogel [mailto:chasvogel@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2015 11:33 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Concerns regarding Palomar College Westwood campus 
 
To all, 
After reading the document below, written by Terry Norwood, we have some real concerns regarding going 
forth with the Palomar College Westwood campus.  
Sincerely, 
Charles and Gail Vogel 
 
 
4 Nov 2015  
Dennis Astl  
Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus  
1140 West Mission Road  
San Marcos, Ca 92069‐1487 dastl@palomar.edu  
 
RE: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response  
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South 
Campus that will be located in my community across from my neighborhood.  
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE. I do not feel that the plans put forth by 
Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community. 
Parking is ill‐defined in the Report. An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts 
on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done. This will have a cumulative impact on our community 
contrary to the way this term is used in the Report.  
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If 
not enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood 
of Westwood. (S‐2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the 
campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’. (S‐2. #8) Students will have to walk to campus over half a 
mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus. How can this be ADA 
approved? Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education center campus experience 
that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S‐2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned 
community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. 
Please build more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not 
be burdened with excess vehicles. It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have 
to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college. The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of 
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future buildings on this site either. This will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR 
doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022. There are 792 current parking spots with at 
least 1500 people attending this site daily. It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate 
types of transportation. Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area? Project 
Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 
resources of the PCCD’. What about being self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 
community? Not building enough parking spots on the campus will create a drain and ill‐rapport in the 
community. We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park 
in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood. It will happen. With the 
City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability. And at least 
five of all these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods. Project Objective #6 
‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’. Why not use our tax payer dollars 
which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site. Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, 
should include sufficient parking spots. (3.4.1 pg. 3‐11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not 
addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and faculty. 
(3.4.2 pg. 3‐11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on‐site to accommodate all 
students. The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking. This is a significant 
omission in the EIR analysis.  
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion. Being a 
reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons. Placing a traffic light at 
Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic 
that will be impacting our neighborhood. The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will 
add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  
Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly. (S‐
3) Significantly is a choice word indicating worth of importance. Maybe not significant to the college or the 
city, but it is significant to our community especially the neighborhood. Consider this Third Alternative Plan for 
a Second Access Road Alternative. Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is 
currently. Make second access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon. This would provide vehicles 
to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road. A bus stop could 
be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road. Drivers would have the option to turn towards public 
transit or proceed to another I‐5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road. Alternatively, drivers could turn 
towards Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light.  
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant 
amount of traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed 
looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as 
an alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution. How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt 
a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people? This table further dismisses how 1500 
people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access. How will 
fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak? As far as the 
Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty. 
(S‐14) For Long‐Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself 
increased 12.9 points? The Long‐Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do 
these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR 
just the first year? Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay 
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evacuations further than they were in 2007. (4.8 pg. 13, 27) Under Standards of Significance, this EIR 
contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the 
city doesn’t have a plan. I‐15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan. One of the two 
government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28)  
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I 
contend the increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for 
pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community. I disagree that the proposed project 
would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community. Again, 
the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this survey. 
(4.8. pg. 31) A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for alternative 
access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling. Project Objective #11 
states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’. Ensure 
this by building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed 
in Project Objective #8. Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local 
transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.  
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will 
work with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for 
recognizing that your business will impact our community. Please provide extra parking spots, the Third 
Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community. 
We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions. I would like to see you become a meaningful 
part of our community. By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our reasonable requests,
it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which 
reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community.  
 
Respectfully,  
 
Terry Norwood  
Rancho Bernardo‐Westwood Resident  
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Subject: FW: Emailing: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015
Attachments: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015.docx

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Eric Weller [mailto:eweller@precisionelectricco.com] 
Sent: Sunday, December 06, 2015 11:47 PM 
Subject: Emailing: PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015 
 
Good Evening, 
 
I am a Westwood Community Homeowner and am very concerned with the proposed traffic/parking issues that are 
absolutely going to negatively affect our community.   Please see attached letter and let me know how I can personally be 
more directly involved with this situation beyond simply asking for more adequate reviews and proposals. 
 
 
Eric, Robyn, & The Weller Clan 
 
Ask us about Melaleuca and the easy way to improve health in your home 
 
 
 
 
Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments: 
 
PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response (2) 2015 
 



 

Eric Weller 

Capilla Rd, San Diego, CA 92127 

 

 

December 6, 2015 

Palomar Community College District, San Marcos Campus 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069-1487 
 
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South Campus that will be 
located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and 
those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill-defined in the Report.  An 
inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  
This will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 

 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If not enough 
parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S-2. #7) (6.5) 
The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  
(S-2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one 
closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S-2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a 
planned community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. Please build 
more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not be burdened with excess 
vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have to cross a busy intersection at the entrance 
to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly 
affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 
792 current parking spots with at least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people 
will use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project Objectives #5 says the 
campus will be ‘self-sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self-
sufficient/self-sustaining so as not to create a drain on the community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will 
create a drain and ill-rapport in the community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking 
permits so we can park in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  
With the City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least five of all these 
areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to 
maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  
Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3-11) A total capacity of 3,470 
FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3-11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on-site to accommodate all students.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a reasonable citizen, I 
realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will 
allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative 
aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  
Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S-3) Significantly is a 
choice word indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 



community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road Alternative.  Purchase 
the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second access road come through this parking lot 
onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho 
Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I-5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and 
safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and 
staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the 
solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  
This table further dismisses how 1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate 
Emergency Access.  How will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as 
the Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and faculty.  (S-14)  For 
Long-Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long-
Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for 
when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road 
during a firestorm will delay evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this 
EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the city doesn’t 
have a plan.   I-15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase 
in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride 
in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 
vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not 
been reviewed in this survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project Objective #11 states 
Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Ensure this by building more 
parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and 
faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City 
to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will 
impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate 
your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like 
to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center campus which 
reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Eric Weller 
Rancho Bernardo-Westwood Resident  
wellerbee@gmail.com 
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Subject: FW: Palomar College EIR Response

From: PTDM4@aol.com [mailto:PTDM4@aol.com]  
Sent: Saturday, November 21, 2015 1:37 PM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov 
Subject: Palomar College EIR Response 
 
  
RE:  PALOMAR COLLEGE EIR Response 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Environmental Impact Report for the Palomar College South 
Campus that will be located in my community across from my neighborhood. 
 
The first response is to request the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by 
Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our wonderfully planned 
community.  Parking is ill‐defined in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and 
potential impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done.  This will have a cumulative impact 
on our community contrary to the way this term is used in the Report. 
 
The Report doesn’t state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. If 
not enough parking spots are built, students and faculty will park in businesses and the nearby neighborhood 
of Westwood. (S‐2. #7) (6.5) The lack of parking clearly does not meet Project Objective #8 that states the 
campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S‐2. #8)   Students will have to walk to campus over half a 
mile from a bus stop because the EIR doesn’t allow for making one closer to the campus.  How can this be ADA 
approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education center campus experience 
that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S‐2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned 
community that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts. 
Please build more parking spots so that our community environment (neighborhood and businesses) will not 
be burdened with excess vehicles.  It is also for the safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS so they will not have 
to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does effect of 
future buildings on this site either.  This will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus. This EIR 
doesn’t seem to take into account the Master Plan, PCCD 2022.  There are 792 current parking spots with at 
least 1500 people attending this site daily.  It is unrealistic to think that half of these people will use alternate 
types of transportation.  Furthermore, the impact of over 3500 people attending this site makes the parking 
allotment extremely significant. (4.1. pg. 3) How can a cumulative impact NOT occur in this area?  Project 
Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 
resources of the PCCD’.  What about being self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on the 
community?  Not building enough parking spots on the campus will create a drain and ill‐rapport in the 
community.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park 
in front of our own homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  It will happen.  With the 
City of San Diego having six Community Parking Districts, five Residential Permit Parking Areas, and Chula Vista 
establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  And at least 
five of all these areas are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 
‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district resources’.  Why not use our tax payer dollars 
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which support Prop M and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, 
should include sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3‐11) A total capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not 
addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking requirements to meet this number of students and 
faculty.   (3.4.2 pg. 3‐11) It simply assumes that “adequate parking will be provided on‐site to accommodate all 
students.  The EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking.  This is a significant 
omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion and not be an alternative suggestion.  Being a 
reasonable citizen, I realize the Second Access Road Alternative has pros and cons.  Placing a traffic light at 
Olmeda Way is beneficial because it will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood due to the extra traffic 
that will be impacting our neighborhood.  The negative aspect of this traffic light at Olmeda Way is that it will 
add an unsightly large piece of equipment to our planned community.  Although the traffic study conducted 
for this review indicates that it will not impact the roads significantly.  (S‐3) Significantly is a choice word 
indicating worth of importance.  Maybe not significant to the college or the city, but it is significant to our 
community especially the neighborhood.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road 
Alternative.  Purchase the building below Palomar site where Sharp Health Care is currently.  Make second 
access road come through this parking lot onto Via Tazon.  This would provide vehicles to be closer to Transit 
Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  A bus stop could be placed on Via 
Tazon close to the second access road.  Drivers would have the option to turn towards public transit or 
proceed to another I‐5 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards 
Rancho Bernardo Road with an already existing traffic light. 
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant 
amount of traffic and safety creating problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed 
looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because Palomar deems a second access road as 
an alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT 
disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  This table further dismisses how 
1500 people would not disrupt the Congestion Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access.  How 
will fire and rescue or ambulances get into Palomar soon enough when traffic is at its peak?   As far as the 
Alternative Transportation Facilities, there is no public transit bus stop close enough for students and 
faculty.  (S‐14)  For Long‐Term Intersection Operations, how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay 
itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long‐Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate an increase. 
Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR 
just the first year?  Adding 1500, and increasing to 3500 people on this road during a firestorm will delay 
evacuations further than they were in 2007.  (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR 
contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then the EIR says the 
city doesn’t have a plan.   I‐15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two 
government agencies is not in compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8 section 3.4, states the actual Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I 
contend the increase in traffic from Palomar faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for 
pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  I disagree that the proposed project 
would not interfere with pedestrian safety when over 3500 vehicles will descend on our community.  Again, 
the numbers of vehicles taken into consideration from the Master Plan has not been reviewed in this 
survey.  (4.8. pg. 31)   A secondary access road will reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for 
alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and cycling.  Project 
Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and 
staff’.   Ensure this by building more parking spots and a second access for their safety due to the safety 
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concerns also listed in Project Objective #8.  Building a transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle 
service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will 
work with the City to determine other ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for 
recognizing that your business will impact our community.  Please provide extra parking spots, the Third 
Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our 
community.  We take great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like to see you become 
a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our responses into consideration and implementing our 
reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive education center 
campus which reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our 
community. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Terry Whitten 
Rancho Bernardo‐Westwood Resident for 29 years 
 
 
  

Terry Whitten 
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Subject: FW: PALOMAR COLLEGE Environmental Impact Review Response

Importance: High

From: Patricia Wussler [mailto:pwussler@roadrunner.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 11:52 AM 
To: Astl, Dennis D. <dastl@palomar.edu>; Halcon, John <jhalcon@palomar.edu>; markevilsizer@aol.com; Hensch, Nancy 
A. <nhensch@palomar.edu>; nancychadwick@cox.net; McNamara, Paul <pmcnamara@palomar.edu>; 
assemblymember.maienschein@assembly.ca.gov; markkersey@sandiego.gov; kevinfaulconer@sandiego.gov; 
BFennessy@sandiego.gov 
Subject: PALOMAR COLLEGE Environmental Impact Review Response 
 

4 Nov 2015 

Dennis Astl 
1140 West Mission Road 
San Marcos, Ca 92069‐1487 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to respond to this EIR which will place a campus across from my neighborhood.  The first response is to request the 
NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.  I do not feel that the plans put forth by Palomar College and those described in the EIR will adequately enrich our 
wonderfully planned community.  Parking is ill‐defined in the Report.  An inadequate review of the parking requirements and potential impacts on 
the surrounding neighborhoods has not been done and will have a cumulative impact on our community contrary to the way this term is used in 
the Report. 
 
The Report does not state specifics in the Master Plan for the amount of parking needed at the new campus. The lack of parking clearly does not 
meet Project Objective #8 that states the campus will reflect its ‘surrounding environment’.  (S‐2. #8)   Students and faculty will park in businesses 
and the nearby neighborhood of Westwood. (S‐2. #7) (6.5) They will also have to walk to campus over half a mile from a bus stop because the EIR 
does not allow one closer to campus.  How can this be ADA approved?  Project Objective #7 states it is to ‘develop a comprehensive education 
center campus experience that reflects its surrounding environment’. (S‐2) The environment Palomar will be surrounding is a planned community 
that takes great pride in its clean streets, safe pedestrian cross walks, and cycling enthusiasts.  The safety of the STUDENT PEDESTRIANS is 
compromised by having to cross a busy intersection at the entrance to the college.  The Summary of Cumulative Impacts does reflect future 
buildings on this site either which will significantly affect the parking allocated for the campus.  It is unrealistic to think that 1500 people can park in 
792 spots.  Half of these people will NOT use alternate types of transportation.  Furthermore, 3500 people attending this site will significantly 
impact the parking allotment. (4.1. pg. 3) Project Objectives #5 says the campus will be ‘self‐sufficient/self‐sustaining so as not to create a drain on 
the resources of the PCCD’.  We, the community neighborhood, will have to pay for residential parking permits so we can park in front of our own 
homes due to students that will be parking in our neighborhood.  The City of San Diego has 6 Community Parking Districts, 5 Residential Permit 
Parking Areas, and Chula Vista establishing a Residential Parking Area, all because of inadequate supplies of parking availability.  Five of these areas 
are due to college students infringing on neighborhoods.  Project Objective #6 ‘repurposes an existing facility in order to maximize district 
resources’.  Use our tax payer dollars and build adequate parking on this site.  Project Objective #10, the ‘support amenities’, should include 
sufficient parking spots.  (3.4.1 pg. 3‐11) A capacity of 3,470 FTES and 75 staff is not addressed in the EIR analysis regarding parking 
requirement.  (3.4.2 pg. 3‐11) Simply assuming that “adequate parking will be provided on‐site to accommodate all students” is irresponsible.  The 
EIR presents no measures to mitigate any potential shortage of parking which is a significant omission in the EIR analysis. 
 
A secondary access SHOULD be made for traffic congestion.  Placing a traffic light at Olmeda Way will allow the residents to exit their neighborhood 
from extra traffic.  Although the traffic study conducted for this review indicates that traffic will not impact the roads significantly.  (S‐3) 
Significantly is a choice word.  Traffic and Safety surveys were not reviewed at appropriate times, August, and did not incorporate new construction 
currently underway, Sharp Health Center, Phil’s BBQ, Target shopping center.  Consider this Third Alternative Plan for a Second Access Road at Via 
Tazon.  Purchase the building where Sharp Health Care is currently, or negotiate a second access road through their parking lot.  This would provide 
vehicles to be closer to Transit Parking Station and reduce traffic directly onto Rancho Bernardo Road.  Drivers would have the option to turn 
towards public transit or proceed to another I‐15 Intersection at Bernardo Center Road.  Alternatively, drivers could turn towards Rancho Bernardo 
Road with an already existing traffic light.  A bus stop could be placed near here too. (S‐14)  Palomar College should use its status as a state entity 
to overrule the city denial of a secondary access road.   
 
The Project Level Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures Table both dismiss a small significant amount of traffic and safety creating 
problems with the public Circulation System Performance. The proposed looped roadway just has faculty and staff running in circles because 
Palomar deems a second access road as an alternative solution rather than being PART of the solution.   How can adding 1500 people a day NOT 
disrupt a public system NOT designed for this additional amount of people?  Furthermore, how can 1500 people not disrupt the Congestion 
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Management Plan and the inadequate Emergency Access especially at peak traffic times? (4.8 pg. 13, 27)  For Long‐Term Intersection Operations, 
how can the Delay change decrease when the Delay itself increased 12.9 points?  The Long‐Term Roadway Segment Operations change did indicate 
an increase. Do these tables take into account the PCCD 2022 figures for when the new campus is at maximum capacity OR just the first 
year?  Under Standards of Significance, this EIR contradicts itself by referencing a proposed City adopted congestion management plan then says 
the city does not have a plan.   I‐15 is a roadway that serves the Congested Management Plan.  One of the two government agencies is not in 
compliance. (4.8 pg. 28) 
 
Chapter 4.8, 3.4, states the Alternative Transportation Facilities would not be affected but I contend the increase in 3500 vehicles from Palomar 
faculty and students WILL make for hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists that walk and ride in our beautiful community.  Rancho 
Bernardo Road provides two middle school bus stops five times daily which will interfere with pedestrian safety.  A secondary access road will 
reduce traffic through our neighborhood allowing for alternative access to the campus thereby preserving our peaceful area for safe walking and 
cycling.  Project Objective #11 states Palomar will ‘ensure that the faculty maximizes the safety of the students, faculty, and staff’.   Building a 
transit bus stop on campus or at least offer a shuttle service to the local transit station to increase the safety of the students and faculty.   
 
In closing, the Mitigation measures state that “although no mitigation measures are required, the PCCD will work with the City to determine other 
ways to improve access to the project site”. (4.8 pg. 28) Thank you for recognizing that your business will impact our community.  Please provide 
extra parking spots, the Third Alternative Access Road, and a transit bus stop to indicate your good neighbor approach in our community.  We take 
great pride in being from RB and embrace our traditions.  I would like to see you become a meaningful part of our community.  By taking our 
responses into consideration and implementing our reasonable requests, it will ensure us of your honest desire to become that comprehensive 
education center campus which reflections on and has respect for its neighborhood environment and be a true part of our community. 
 
Respectfully, 
Patricia Wussler 
Rancho Bernardo‐Westwood Resident  




