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Comment Letter M – County of San Diego, Department of Planning 
and Land Use, May 21, 2008 

M-1 The District concurs with this comment.  The tables in the Executive 
Summary have been revised to clearly state the project impact and the 
proposed mitigation.  Please see Tables ES 1 through ES 4.  The Traffic 
Impact Analysis (TIA) was revised as a result of this comment.    

M-2 The District concurs with this comment.  The TIA has been revised to 
clearly identify the project direct and cumulative impacts. The report has 
been revised to clearly identify the proposed mitigation and to state the 
significance of the impact after mitigation. Please see revised the 
revised Tables ES 1 through ES 4 in the TIA Executive Summary for a 
summary of this report.  

The TIA and Final EIR have been revised to clarify the proposed traffic 
mitigation.  Direct impacts to State Route 76 (SR 76) have been 
identified and determined to be significant and not mitigated.  This has 
not changed since the draft EIR.  The District has agreed to participate 
in the Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) Ordinance program to address 
cumulative impacts on County roadway segments and intersections.  

District staff met with staff from the County of San Diego and Caltrans 
on June 5, 2008 to discuss the County’s May 21, 2008 comment letter.  
As part of that discussion, the District and County staff agreed that 
constructing a traffic signal at the intersection of Old Highway 
395/Stewart Canyon/Cannonita was not necessary, as the District would 
be paying fees to the County, per the TIF.  The County TIF program is a 
mitigation fee program designated for the improvement of selected 
roadways and intersections within the unincorporated area of the 
County. The intersection of Old Highway 395/Stewart 
Canyon/Cannonita is included within the County’s TIF program.  The 
County updated the TIF Program in January 2008. Under the provisions 
of State CEQA Guidelines section 15130(a)(3), payment of the fee “to 
implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures 
designed to alleviate the cumulative impact” allows an EIR to “determine 
that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact will be 
rendered less than cumulatively considerable and thus is not 
significant.” The project will be conditioned to pay a fair-share 
contribution pursuant to the TIF program. Based on the existence of 
these programs, there is a reasonable likelihood that payment of these 
fees will result in construction of needed improvements at an 
appropriate time. Therefore, the signalization of the Old Highway 
395/Stewart Canyon/Cannonita intersection is no longer a part of the 
project and has been removed from the EIR.  The TIA and Final EIR 
have been updated to reflect this change.   
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The proposed project still includes the construction of the traffic signal at 
the intersection of Horse Ranch Creek Road and SR 76.  This has not 
changed since the draft EIR.  The project has not chosen alternative 
mitigation measures for improvements closer to the project site. The 
comment references 10 cumulative impact intersections, these 
intersections have been identified as cumulative significant impacts and 
payment to the County’s TIF fees has been identified as mitigation.  
Mitigation Measures 7 and 10 (now Mitigation Measures 9 and 12 in the 
Final EIR) have been revised in both the TIA and EIR to state that the 
appropriate mitigation is payment into the TIF Fees.  As stated above 
payment into an established mitigation fee program reduces potential 
impacts to less than significant per Section 15130(a)(3).  No potentially 
significant impacts have been disregarded on roadway facilities not 
located adjacent to the project site.  The TIA and Section 2.2 have been 
revised in response to this comment.  

M-3 The District concurs with this comment.  The TIA and EIR have been 
revised to state that the appropriate mitigation for cumulative impacts is 
payment   into the County TIF program.  Mitigation Measures MM-14 in 
Section 2.2.8.3 of the EIR. Please see Response M-2 for a discussion 
on using TIF fees to reduce potential impacts.  

M-4 The District does not agree that the project must mitigate direct impacts 
using the two methods suggested in the comments.  The District, as a 
lead agency has determined that improvements to SR 76 are not 
feasible due the substantial cost of widening SR 76 to four lanes, which 
is what is required to reduce potential impacts to SR 76.  Please see the 
discussion following Mitigation Measures MM-1 through MM-4 in 
Section 2.2.8.2 of the EIR.  The District has identified these impacts as 
significant and not mitigated and is prepared to adopt Statement of 
Overriding Considerations in support of the project.  

The District agrees that cumulative impacts can be mitigated by 
participating in the County’s TIF program and making a fair share 
contribution to the Caltrans interchange improvement program at 
Interstate 15 and SR 76. Caltrans has established a program for their 
proposed interchange improvement at SR 76 and Interstate 15 which 
would widen the interchange an approach to six lanes. As shown in 
Appendix H of Appendix B, Caltrans has based their planned 
improvements for the interchange on traffic volumes project in the RTP.  
Based on the existence of these programs, there is a reasonable 
likelihood that payment of these fees will result in construction of 
needed improvements at an appropriate time.  

 

M-2 
cont’d 

M-5 

M-4 

M-6 

M-3 

M-7 



 

Page RTC-77 

Comment Letter M – County of San Diego, Department of Planning 
and Land Use, May 21, 2008 

Therefore, the project would instead provide fair share contribution 
toward the I-15 / SR 76 interchange improvement project to mitigate for 
cumulatively significant project impacts. The Caltrans fair share 
payment system is based on a project’s percentage of traffic through an 
intersection based on the total projected volume of traffic at the 
intersection.  The percentage of project traffic is then applied to the 
overall cost of the improvements.  The percentage of project traffic 
represents the project’s fair share percentage of the overall cost of the 
improvements. The project is then required to pay the commensurate 
fee amount towards the future intersection improvement project.  Project 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 

 The EIR and TIA have been revised to address this comment.  

M-5 The District agrees that proposed project will make a contribution to the 
County’s TIF program.  The TIA and EIR have been revised to address 
this comment.  

M-6 The District agrees with this comment.  The TIA and EIR have been 
revised to identify the segments of Old Highway 395 as a significant 
cumulative impact.  The discussion regarding the future General Plan 
Update has been removed.  The discussion in the TIA has been revised 
to state that the project will contribute to the County’s TIF program as 
mitigation.  Please see Response M-2 for a discussion of the use of a 
mitigation fee program to reduce potential cumulative impacts. Please 
see Table ES-3 in the TIA and Table 2.2-12 in the TIA.  The EIR and 
TIA were revised in response to this comment.  

M-7 The District concurs that the Existing plus Project analysis includes the 
Phase I traffic.  Potential impacts under this scenario are summarized in 
Table ES –1of the TIA and identified Tables 2.2-9 and 2.2-10 of the EIR.  
Please see the discussion following Mitigation Measures MM-1 through 
MM-4 in Section 2.2.8.2 of the EIR.  The District has identified these 
impacts as significant and not mitigated and is prepared to adopt 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in support of the project. The 
EIR and TIA were revised in response to this comment.  
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M-8 The TIA and EIR have been revised to clearly state the proposed 
mitigation measures.  The project is required to construct Horse Ranch 
Creek Road and construct the traffic signal at Horse Ranch Creek Road 
and SR 76 prior to the opening of Phase I.  No other roadway or 
intersection improvements are proposed.  The remaining mitigation will 
be satisfied with the payment of fees to the County TIF program and to 
Caltrans for the Interstate 15/SR 76 interchange improvement. With the 
proposed project, the roadbed for Horse Ranch Creek Road would be 
graded to its full intended right-of-way (ROW) width of 106 feet. To the 
southeast of the project site, where the road would intersect with SR 76, 
the ROW would be graded to 116 feet in width to accommodate a future 
left turn lane. The left turn lane would be constructed upon future 
buildout of Horse Ranch Creek Road by other developers when traffic 
volumes require the additional lane; refer to Figure 1-7 of the EIR. With 
the proposed project, the road would be improved within the ROW to its 
intended half-width consistent with County of San Diego Roadway 
Design Standards. The road would be paved to 32 feet in width to 
construct two travel lanes, with curb and gutter along the western edge. 
Additionally, the applicant will signalize the intersection at Horse Ranch 
Creek Road and SR 76. Three points of access into the site are 
anticipated along the Horse Ranch Creek Road frontage, which will be 
designed to County standards, and with consideration for the Campus 
Park project relative to intersection geometry; refer to Figure 1-4. Along 
the improved project frontage with Horse Ranch Creek Road, (generally 
from the northern project boundary to the southern boundary), an 
additional 14-foot wide landscaped easement would contain a 
meandering walkway comprised of an 8-foot wide decomposed granite 
trail. A 16-foot wide landscaped area would be located adjacent to the 
west of the 14-foot easement; refer to Figure 1-7. These improvements 
will be required prior to the opening of the College.  

M-9 The project does not propose the construction of any physical 
intersection or roadway improvements as mitigation for project impacts. 
Development of the project site is limited by funding provided by 
Proposition M. Development of the project site would be phased over 
several decades, with an estimated total building square footage of 
approximately 380,000 s.f., which is anticipated to occur around the 
year 2030. The project site would be built out commensurate with 
student enrollment levels and programming needs. Payment to the 
County’s TIF program would be made based on the square-footage of 
building area proposed to be constructed.  Payments to the Caltrans 

 

M-8 

M-11 

M-10 

M-12 

M-9 

M-13 

M-14 
cont’d 



 

Page RTC-79 

Comment Letter M – County of San Diego, Department of Planning 
and Land Use, May 21, 2008 

interchange program would be made based on a fair share calculation 
based on the amount of additional traffic.  Refer also to Response to 
Comment M-8, above regarding the physical roadway improvements the 
project would complete as part of Phase I.   

M-10 The District concurs with this comment. The TIA and EIR have been 
revised to include an analysis of the project plus Phase I and Phase II 
(Horizon Year 2030 With Buildout – Phase I and Phase II Conditions 
(With Buildout of the SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan). As 
indicated in Table 2.2-27 of the EIR and Table 25 of the TIA, no feasible 
mitigation has been identified to reduce potential impacts under this 
scenario. Impacts would remain significant and not mitigated. The 
County of San Diego General Plan update includes Pala Road (SR 76) 
as a four lane arterial in the General Plan Circulation Element update.  
Traffic volumes forecast using the SANDAG traffic model shows that 
forecast daily traffic (without the project) would exceed the allowable 
threshold for a four-lane arterial. Therefore, six lanes are required to 
maintain acceptable operating conditions. It is therefore recommended 
that Statements of Overriding Considerations be made for the roadway 
segments impacted by the project under this scenario, as the County 
does not have the right-of-way for future improvements to the roadways, 
and widening the road to more than four lanes would be inconsistent 
with the existing Circulation Element classifications for SR 76.   

M-11 The District has been coordinating with the surrounding landowners with 
plans to develop their lands in the near future (Meadowood, Campus 
Park and Pappas). As the construction of Horse Ranch Creek Road will 
provide required north-south access to the College, site, it is also 
necessary to for these other projects as well, in particular, Campus 
Park. The District has coordinated closely with the Campus Park 
developers for the engineering design requirements of the roadway to 
ensure that the design can effectively serve both properties. The 
roadway is shown in the Land Use Concept Plan of the Campus Park 
Specific Plan, and construction of the easterly half of the roadway will 
be completed by the Campus Park owners. In addition, the alignment of 
Pankey Road is shown on the General Plan Circulation Element, and is 
intended by the County to provide a north-south connection between SR 
76 and Stewart Canyon Road in the north. As part of the project, the 
District plans to provide construction of the roadway, with a slight 
realignment of the roadway to the east. Although a General Plan 
Amendment will be required, construction of the roadway is consistent 
with the intent of the Circulation Element to provide the north-south 
connection.  
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M-12 The TIA and EIR have been revised to propose that the District make 
fair share contributions to the County’s TIF fund for impacts to these 
roadway segments. The payment of fair share fees is an appropriate 
and proportional means to reduce project impacts. Discussion with 
Caltrans has indicated that fair share contributions for the project’s 
cumulative impacts to SR 76 are adequate. Please see discussion in M-
2 and M-4. However, as the County does not accept fair share 
payments to mitigate for direct impacts, such impacts would remain 
significant and unmitigable, with no feasible mitigated identified. 

M-13 The District does not concur with this comment. The District has met 
with the County on several occasions to discuss appropriate mitigation 
measures to reduce potential project impacts. The District will be 
required to contribute fair share payments to the County’s TIF fund for 
project impacts along SR 76. As widening of the roadway would not be 
financially feasible for the District to complete independently, fair share 
contribution for improvement of the roadway is seen as appropriate and 
proportional.  

M-14  The District does not agree with this comment. The project does not 
have any direct impacts to the segment of SR 76 east of Interstate 15 
under the Existing Plus Phase I project scenario.  The project does have 
cumulative impacts under the Existing Plus 2030 Horizon Year scenario.  
As such, the project will contribute to the County’s TIF program for 
cumulative impacts to this roadway segment.  It should be noted that as 
of June 2008 construction of the SR 76 in conjunction with the 
Rosemary’s Mountain project was initiated.  It current construction 
schedule is two years.  At that schedule, the roadway improvements 
would be completed prior to the planned opening of the campus in 
2011. No changes to the TIA or EIR were made in response to this 
comment.  

M-15 The District agreed with this comment.  The District has agreed to 
contribute to the County’s TIF program.  The District has confirmed with 
County staff that the roadway segment on SR 76 impacted by the 
proposed project are covered by the County’s TIF Ordinance as 
updated in January 2008. Table ES –3 in the TIA has been updated to 
reflect the District’s contribution to the TIF program. 

M-16 The District has worked with Caltrans staff to evaluate the appropriate 
traffic volumes for SR 76 east of Interstate 15. Caltrans provided the 
District with a Draft Study Report for 76 East, dated December 10, 2007 
and prepared by LLG.  The report provides traffic volumes that based 
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on the Regional Transportation Plan for San Diego County. The traffic 
analysis in the EIR and TIA were revised to update the analysis based 
on the Caltrans report.  The Caltrans report included higher traffic 
volumes along SR 76 than what the County had projected in the 
General Plan Update. Information from the Caltrans report is included in 
the TIA as Appendix H. The Caltrans report shows that the segment of 
SR 76 east of Interstate 15 is proposed to be six lanes on the approach.  
This is two travel lanes in each direction, and a deceleration and 
acceleration lane as cars approach and leave the interchange. The 
additional lanes would increase the capacity of the interchange over the 
existing two-lane configuration.  The EIR and TIA have been revised to 
include this information.  

M-17 The EIR and TIA traffic analyses have been revised to clearly state what 
the proposed mitigation measures are. The traffic analysis has been 
revised and no longer states that traffic improvements are proposed in 
lieu of making fair share contributions. The project will contribute to the 
County’s TIF fee and to the Caltrans interchange improvement project 
as part of the 76 East project.  Please see Responses M-2 and M-4 for 
an explanation of the project’s contribution to those mitigation fee 
programs.  

M-18 This District concurs with this comment.  Section 2.2.8.3 of the EIR has 
been revised to correctly identify the segments and roadways.  

M-19 The District has met with County staff in June 2008 and discussed the 
General Plan Amendment Process with staff.  The EIR and TIA have 
been revised to identify that a General Plan Amendment is required and 
have included the appropriate analysis in the traffic discussion regarding 
potential impacts as a result construction of Horse Ranch Creek Road. 
The District will work with County staff to ensure conformance with the 
County’s Circulation Element and General Plan.  

M-20 The District does not concur with bullets 2 and 3 of this comment. The 
project does not propose to remove the segment of Pankey Road from 
Pala Mesa Drive to SR 76.  No changes to this segment are proposed.  
Please see Figure 1-8C in the EIR, which was added to clarify this 
comment.  Therefore, no impacts would occur on the proposed 
alignment of Pankey Road and Dulin Road (South of SR 76) would 
occur.  No inaccuracies have been identified in the other bullets. A new 
figure was added to the EIR (Figure 1-8C) and to the TIA (Exhibit 34) as 
a result of this comment. 
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M-21 The District concurs with this comment. The TIA and EIR have been 
revised to be consistent in this discussion.  

M-22 The District concurs that the TIA and EIR should asses the proposed 
changes to the County’s Circulation Amendment.  The TIA and EIR 
have been revised to provide a discussion of the changes to the 
Circulation Element Road and have provided a Plan-to-Plan Analysis. 
Please see section 2.2.6 of the EIR. 

The District does not concur that the extension of Pala Mesa Drive to 
Horse Ranch Creek Road should be shown as part of the project.  That 
extension is only shown on the County’s General Plan Update plans 
and has not been approved by the County Board of Supervisors.  
Therefore, the extension of Pala Mesa Drive is not part of the proposed 
project and is not included as part of the General Plan Amendment.  

M-23 The District concurs with this comment. The EIR project description has 
been revised to include a description of the General Plan Amendment.  
Please see Section 1.1.3.1 of the EIR.  

M-24. The District concurs with this comment. The District will send a letter to 
the County of San Diego requesting a review of the proposed project’s 
conformity to the County’s General Plan pursuant to Section 65402(c) of 
the government code.  
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