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B2-1 This comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
 
B2-2 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator.  The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
However, because the comment does not raise an issue regarding the 
analysis presented in the FEIR, no further response is required. 

 
B2-3 The comment is a general introduction to specific comments that follow 

and will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
Please see the specific comments that follow and the corresponding 
responses. 

 
B2-4 The comment is a general introduction to specific comments that follow 

and will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
Please see the specific comments that follow and the corresponding 
responses.   

Letter B2 

B2-1 
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B2-4 
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B2-5 As discussed in detail in the responses that follow, the FEIR properly 
determined that mitigation to reduce the identified impacts is infeasible 
and, therefore, such impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, 
consistent with CEQA’s requirements.  As also explained in the 
responses that follow, the FEIR traffic impact analysis properly 
accounted for the referenced cut-through traffic in identifying the 
project’s impacts.     

 
B2-6 The comment requests that the project provide for “full mitigation” of any 

additional traffic the project adds to Interstate 15 at Deer Springs Road.  
The project does not have a significant direct impact to I-15 and 
therefore providing mitigation such as expanded transit services, 
expansion of the I-15 mainline, construction of bus rapid transit lanes or 
expanding the I-15/Deer Springs Road Park-N-Ride is not warranted. 
The subject of mitigation relative to the project’s significant cumulative 
impacts on Interstate 15 is addressed in detail in Global Response: 
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts to I-15.   

 
B2-7 The Lilac Hills Ranch traffic impact study (TIS) identified the Merriam 

Mountains project as one of the cumulative projects considered within 
the impact analysis, and included the most up-to-date information 
available regarding the project.  (See TIS Section 6.0, Cumulative 
Traffic Conditions, pp. 229 and 238.)   

 
 The cumulative project data used in the project TIS was gathered from 

multiple sources, including the County’s Property Specific Requests 
General Plan Amendment and the County’s Accela Citizen Access, 
which the County maintains to provide the most recent cumulative 
project data throughout the County of San Diego.  The data included the 
most recent information submitted to the County at the time (in 2013) 
regarding cumulative projects, and it included 1,162 dwelling units for 
the proposed Newland Sierra (previously Merriam Mountains) project 
based on the Property Specific Referrals at the time. As of .June 12, 
2014, the Newland Sierra project had not submitted a General Plan 
Amendment application (or any other application associated with the 
project) to the County; however, in August 2014, in anticipation of the 
Newland Sierra project moving forward, , the traffic engineers preparing 
the Lilac Hills Ranch TIS determined they would utilize 2,100 dwelling 
units for the Newland Sierra project.  The TIS also includes additional 
vehicle trips equivalent to a small amount of commercial uses 
(approximately 50,000 sq. ft.) that together with the residential uses  
 

B2-4 
cont. 

B2-5 

B2-7 

B2-6 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

Businesses-11 

 B2-7 (cont.) 
 would generate a total of approximately 22,000 external average daily 

trips (ADT). As a result, the most up to date information available at the 
time the traffic impact study was prepared was utilized, in compliance 
with the County of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Guidelines.   
Following preparation of the Lilac Hills Ranch TIS and circulation of the 
FEIR, the applicant for the Newland Sierra project submitted a Major 
Pre-Application (MPA) to the County dated October 22, 2014.  Based on 
the MPA, the Newland Sierra project would include 2,135 dwelling units, 
81,000 square feet of commercial space, a 6-acre school site, parks and 
open space.  Based on the MPA submittal, the Lilac Hills Ranch TIS 
includes a comparable amount of land uses and corresponding ADT 
relative to the Newland Sierra project currently proposed and the 
revised project would not result in any new impacts.  The traffic 
difference between the Newland project that was assumed in the traffic 
study and the now proposed Newland project is not considered to be 
significant.  The number of now proposed units is less than 2 percent 
greater than what was assumed in the Lilac traffic study.  As to the now 
proposed greater amount of commercial, the type of commercial 
proposed is intended to serve the local residents and therefore the 
greater amount of commercial will serve to capture a greater amount of 
local residential trips and therefore would not generate a significant 
amount of additional traffic as compared to what was analyzed in the 
Lilac Hills Ranch traffic study. Therefore, no new significant cumulative 
impacts would occur. 
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B2-8 This comment is an introduction to the comments that follow.  No further 
response is required. 

 
B2-9 The traffic cumulative impact analysis is based on SANDAG’s Series 12 

Year 2020 Transportation Model, which includes traffic from all 
cumulative projects identified in the County database and located within 
a seven-mile radius of the project site (an area covering Valley Center 
proper in the east to the City of Vista in the West).  The model also 
includes additional ambient regional traffic growth, and inter-regional 
growth from adjacent counties including Riverside and Orange County.   

 
 Therefore, the 10 percent increase in traffic along I-15 referenced in the 

comment actually includes traffic from all of these land uses/regional 
growth; the comment is incorrect in stating that the proposed Lilac Hills 
Ranch project and the Newland Sierra project are solely responsible for 
the projected 10 percent increase in traffic on I-15 south of Deer Springs 
Road.  

 
 In fact, specific to the proposed Lilac Hills Ranch project, based on the 

project trip assignment, as documented in the select zone analysis 
included in Appendix K of the TIS, the Lilac Hills Ranch project is 
projected to contribute 4,052 ADT out of the total of 166,530 ADT, or 2.4 
percent of the overall growth on I-15 south of Deer Springs Road. 

 
 As to the significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to I-15 

identified in the FEIR, please see Global Response: Significant and 
Unavoidable Impacts to I-15, for information responsive to the comment. 

 
B2-10 Preliminarily, as noted in the prior response, project traffic would 

comprise approximately 2.4 percent of the overall growth on I-15 south 
of Deer Springs Road.  Therefore, it is not accurate to state that the 
project is adding “substantially” to significant adverse impacts.  
Additionally, consistent with principles of “proportionality” and “nexus,” 
under a cumulative impact scenario, a project is responsible for only a 
fair-share towards the necessary mitigation.  Please see Global 
Response: Significant and Unavoidable Impacts to I-15 for further 
information responsive to the comment. 
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B2-11 The comment states that if the County were to decide that new urban 

development along the I-15 corridor is appropriate, the County should 
work with the regional transportation agencies to amend the related 
growth management plans to ensure new development contributes to 
related transportation improvements.  The comment expresses the 
opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record 
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on 
the proposed project. However, because the comment does not raise an 
issue specific to the analysis presented in the FEIR, no further response 
is required.  

 
 
B2-12 The comment that the County should encourage SANDAG and Caltrans 

to accelerate and expand planned projects on I-15 expresses the 
opinions of the commentator.  The comment will be included as part of 
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the proposed project.  Please see Global Response: 
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts to I-15 for additional information 
responsive to this comment. 

 
B2-13 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator.  The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  As 
to the comment regarding the County "throwing up its hands," please 
see Global Response: Significant and Unavoidable Impacts to I-15 for 
information responsive to this comment.   

 
 
B2-14 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow.  No further 

response is required. 
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B2-15 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator.  The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
Additional information was added to subchapter 3.1.4.1 of the Final EIR, 
to include a project consistency analysis with relevant policies of 
SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and its Sustainable 
Community Strategy (SCS).  Information was also added to subchapter 
3.1.4.1 pertaining to the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) adopted 
by the SANDAG Board of Directors in 2004, which serves as a blueprint 
for the region’s future growth and development. SANDAG is currently 
working on an effort to merge the RCP with the 2050 RTP and the SCS. 
This effort is known as San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan and is 
scheduled for adoption in 2015.  As explained in subchapter 3.1.4.1, the 
project would not be in conflict with the objectives of the 2050 RTP/SCS 
and RCP.  Potential impacts associated with plans or policies would 
thus be less than significant.  Please see response to comment B2-19 
below for additional information specific to the project's consistency with 
the RTP/SCS. 

 
B2-16 The comment provides factual background information, but does not 

raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA.  The 
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
However, because the comment does not raise an environmental issue 
with respect to the FEIR, no further response is required. 

 
B2-17 As noted above in comment #11, the North County Transit District’s 

(“NCTD”) existing bus route 388/389 and Riverside Transit Agency’s 
(“RTA”) existing bus route 217 run along the I-15 corridor in North 
County.  NCTD route 388/389 includes a stop at the SR-76 Park and 
Ride location.   

 
 Additionally, existing transit services and transportation demand 

management (TDM) facilities along the I-15 corridor that may provide 
opportunities for coordination include: RTA Route 217 commuter 
express between Hemet, Temecula, and Escondido; RTA Route 202 
commuter express between Temecula and the Oceanside Transit 
Center, with a stop at the Park and Ride lot at I-15/SR-76; and the 
Caltrans operated Park and Ride located at I-15 and Gopher Canyon 
Road.  (SANDAG Comments, p. 3.)  Additionally, NCTD/MTS Route 610 
peak period service is phased for year 2018 within the 2050 RTP/SCS.  
(As referenced in SANDAG comment letter dated July 28, 2014, p. 3.)   

B2-14 
cont. 
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B2-17 (cont.) 
 Portions of the project site would be located less than one-half mile from 

the I-15 corridor.  To facilitate resident access to I-15 transit services 
and TDM facilities, the project would provide project residents with a 
private on-demand transit service to nearby transit hubs.  (See Lilac 
Hills Ranch Specific Plan (June 2014) Section III, Development 
Standards and Regulations (Specific Plan), pp. III-11 to III-12.)  This 
privately operated transit service would be funded though homeowner 
association (HOA) fees, would be available to all project residents, and 
would provide residents with a connection between the project site and 
nearby transit hubs, such as those planned near the I-15/Gopher 
Canyon Road interchange or I-15/SR-76 interchange.   

 
 Please see response to comment B2-19 below for additional information 

specific to the project's consistency with the RTP/SCS. 
 
B2-18 The private transit service referenced in the comment, and described in 

the preceding response, would be part of the project, as described in the 
Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, Development Standards and 
Regulations.  (See Specific Plan, Section III, “Transportation Demand 
Management”)  The project would provide the interim private transit 
service in order to facilitate transit use by connecting residents to nearby 
regional transit hubs.  The private transit service would be available to 
project residents and would provide a connection between the project 
site and nearby transit hubs, such as those located at the I-15/SR-76 
interchange.  Connections to the transit centers in Escondido and Sabre 
Springs referenced in the comment also could be provided depending 
on demand.    

 
 The privately operated transit service would be funded through HOA 

fees, with rides subsidized on commercially available services, such as 
taxis and/or shuttle vans.  The service would operate on an as-needed 
basis, with pick-ups and drop-offs scheduled at a central location within 
the project site.  The service would be provided upon build-out of the 
community and would terminate when transit service is provided by the 
local transit district. 

 
 The service could be supplemented by providing subsidized transit 

passes, and/or providing coordination/support of a car-sharing system 
or shuttle services with volunteer drivers similar to the designated 
drivers sponsored by the Independent Transportation Network. 

B2-18  
cont. 
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 B2-19 The project’s consistency with SB 375 and SANDAG’s 2050 RTP/SCS 
is addressed in subchapter 3.1.2, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 
FEIR. Several qualitative and quantitaive factors inform the FEIR’s 
conclusion that the project is consistent with that legislative framework 
and the regional implementing plan:   
• The project is consistent with the applicable goals and policies of 

SANDAG’s 2050 RTP/SCS; 
• The project locates a range of housing types, services and jobs in a 

compact pattern of development located within a half-mile from 
diverse neighborhood assets, thereby: 

o Encouraging non-vehicular travel, including pedestrian and 
bicycle movement,  

o Reducing the size of required infrastructure improvements,  
o Capturing 22 percent of all daily vehicle trips, keeping them 

internal to the project site, and  
o Reducing vehicle miles traveled by approximately 5.9 

percent. 
• The project’s trip lengths would be shorter than the existing trip 

lengths identified for the Valley Center Community by the County’s 
General Plan and SANDAG’s 2050 RTP/SCS;  

• The project site is located one mile from I-15,which is identified by 
SANDAG’s 2050 RTP/SCS as a High Quality Transit Corridor in 
2050; and  

• The project would achieve a 20.7 percent reduction in vehicle 
emissions in 2020, and a 35.5 percent reduction in 2030, and a 39.6 
percent reduction in 2050 under the County’s methodology for 
quantifying and assessing GHG emissions. 

 
Also, although the project site is not identified by SANDAG in the 2050 
RTP/SCS (see Figures 3.2 and 3.3) as a location for suburban 
development during the 2020 and 2035 horizon years, the project site is 
identified by the 2050 RTP/SCS (see Figure 3.4) for single-family 
residential development in the 2050 horizon year; however, the density 
is based on the existing General Plan designations. The exclusion of the 
project site from the 2020 and 2035 forecasted land use development 
patterns contained in the 2050 RTP/SCS is not dispositive of the 
project’s consistency with SB 375, particularly as the Government Code 
explicitly provides that sustainable communities strategies do not control 
or regulate the use of land. Rather, as provided in the FEIR and 
summarized above, it is appropriate and reasonable to consider the  
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 B2-19 (cont.) 
 project’s consistency with policies set forth in SB 375 and the 2050 

RTP/SCS, as well as the project’s relationship to the reduction targets 
identified by CARB for the region. 

 
B2-20 While SANDAG’s forecasted development pattern may not include 

development on the project site at the density proposed in 2020 or 
2035, as discussed above in response to comment B2-19, SANDAG’s 
RTP/SCS does not regulate the use of land.  Further, as also addressed 
in the prior response and subchapter 3.1.2 of the FEIR, the CEQA 
analysis for the project demonstrates that – even though the project is 
not included in SANDAG’s forecasted development pattern – the project 
is consistent with the GHG reduction policy goals, objectives and targets 
established for the region pursuant to SB 375 by CARB and SANDAG.    

 
 Nonetheless, as requested by SANDAG in its comments submitted on 

the project, the County has coordinated and will continue to coordinate 
with SANDAG on future updates of the Smart Growth Concept Map to 
ensure that the map accurately reflects the County's vision for future 
growth.  (See SANDAG Comments, July 28, 2014, Comment Number 
4.) 

 
B2-21 The project’s traffic impacts were modeled using the SANDAG Series 

12 Transportation Model, a regional transportation model used to 
forecast traffic volumes and distribution patterns on area freeways and 
roadways.  The model utilizes the County and City general plans as the 
basis for the land use and roadway network assumptions, and, as part 
of the select zone and trip distribution analyses, which takes into 
consideration existing travel patterns.  (See TIS Appendix K.)   

 
 It is correct that motorists use Deer Springs Road (and other County 

roadways) to avoid congestion on I-15 and SR 78.  However, during its 
trip assignment process, the SANDAG model accounts for the 
congestion delay on I-15. Therefore, the analysis presented in the FEIR 
accounts for the fact that some current and future traffic would utilize 
Deer Springs Road as a “cut through” route. 

 
B2-22 Preliminarily, there is no evidence that I-15 will be for many hours of the 

day” as stated in the comment.  Consistent with Caltrans guidelines, the 
TIS analysis of the project’s potential impacts to I-15 was conducted as 
a peak hour analysis, which focuses on the limited AM (7:00 to 9:00) 
and PM (4:00-6:00) peak hour levels of service, typically the most 
congested hours of the day.  (See TIS, p. 21.)  Therefore, the LOS F 
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B2-22 (cont.) 
 conditions identified in the TIS on the I-15 under future long-term 

conditions is limited to the daily peak hours.  The Lilac Hills Ranch 
project, would add only approximately 2.4 percent of the overall growth 
on I-15 south of Deer Springs Road. The Merriam Mountains project is a 
separate project that was considered as part of the cumulative analysis 
and will, if it goes forward, be the subject of a separate traffic impact 
analysis for public review and County consideration.   

 
 As to the matter of “cut through” traffic referenced in the comment, 

please see the response to comment B2-21 above. 
 

The Newland Sierra project traffic study is still in draft form and has not 
been accepted by Planning & Development Services. 

 
B2-23 The I-15/Deer Springs Road interchange is a Caltrans controlled facility.  

Based on the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact 
Studies, all state facilities in which a project contributes 50 or more peak 
hour trips in either direction should be included as a part of the project 
study area.  However, based upon the select zone analysis conducted 
using the SANDAG Series 12 Transportation Model, which, as noted in 
response to comment B2-21, takes into consideration existing travel 
patterns including cut through traffic, under a worst case scenario, the 
project would contribute approximately 2 percent (or 18 peak hour trips) 
in the eastbound (EB) direction at the I-15/Deer Springs Road 
interchange.  Thus, this interchange, does not meet the Caltrans criteria 
to be included as part of the project study area.  (The City of San 
Marcos also utilizes a 50 peak hour trip threshold for study area 
inclusion.)  In light of the limited number of trips the project would add to 
the interchange, there is no evidence that the project would “probably” 
result in a significant impact at the interchange as the comment states.   

 
 As to Deer Springs Road, and the Deer Springs Road/Mesa Rock 

intersection, Deer Springs Road was not included within the TIS study 
area because the proposed project would add less than 25 peak hour 
trips to the roadway; 25 trips is the County's threshold for inclusion in 
the study area.  See Attachment to this letter, Chen Ryan Memorandum, 
Deer Springs Road. .  In other words, the project would not contribute a 
sufficient number of vehicle trips to Deer Springs Road to warrant 
inclusion of Deer Springs Road in the analysis study area.  Please also 
see response to comment A6-2, City of San Marcos letter (July 28, 
2014), for additional information responsive to this comment.   

B2-22  
cont. 
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 B2-23 (cont.) 
 Thus, based on standard engineering practices utilized by traffic 

engineers throughout San Diego County, the project would not add a 
sufficient amount of traffic to these other locations to warrant expansion 
of the study area.  

 
B2-24 Please see response to comments B2-21 through B2-23 above for 

information responsive to the comment. 
 
B2-25 The commentator's opposition to the Merriam Mountains project is 

noted.  The comment will be included in the record and made available 
to the decision makers prior to a decision on the proposed Lilac Hills 
Ranch project.   

 
 As to the TIS inclusion of the Merriam Mountains project as a 

cumulative project, please see response to comment B2-7 above. 
 
B2-26 As explained above in response to comment B2-7, the cumulative 

project data used in the project TIS was gathered from the San Diego 
County Public Information database, which includes the most recent 
information submitted to the County of San Diego regarding the 
proposed Merriam Mountains project.   

 (https://publicservices.sdcounty.ca.gov/citizenaccess/) 
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B-27 As noted in the previous response, information regarding the Merriam 

Mountains project that was included in the cumulative impact analysis is 
based on the most recent information submitted to the County of San 
Diego.  Please see response to comment B2-7 for additional information 
responsive to this comment. 

 
 
B2-28 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator.  The 

comment will be included as part of the record and made available to 
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the proposed project.  
Each of the referenced concerns have been addressed in the preceding 
responses and no further response is required. 

B2-28 
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cont. 
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239 Laurel Street, Suite 203  San Diego, CA 92101  619‐318‐4664 

www.ChenRyanMobility.com 

  
MEMORANDUM 

 

 

TO:  Mr. Jon Rilling, Accretive Investments, LLC 

FROM:  Monique Chen, PE 

Phuong Nguyen, PE 

DATE:  November 21, 2014 

RE:  Lilac Hills Development Project ‐ Deer Springs Road 

 
This memorandum was prepared in response to comments received on the Lilac Hills Ranch Draft REIR 

and explains  the basis  for  the determination not  to  include Deer Springs Road  in  the Lilac Hills Ranch 

Traffic Impact Study (June 3, 2014) (Revised TIS) as a study area roadway.    

 

County’s Guideline 

Guidelines  for  determination  of  the  project  study  area  are  provided  in  the  County  of  San  Diego 

Transportation and Traffic Report Format and Content Requirements: 

 

“A Full TIS shall be prepared for all discretionary projects that generate 1,000 or more total average daily 

trips (ADT) or 100 or more peak‐hour trips. The scope of the full direct and cumulative traffic assessment 

shall include those roads and intersections that will receive 25 peak hour trips (2‐way peak hour total).” 

 

Project Trips Distribution 

The distribution of the external project trips under existing conditions was based on computer generated 
“Select Zone” assignments utilizing the Series 12 Year 2008 SANDAG Transportation Model. The “Select 
Zone” assignments are provided in Appendix K of the Revised TIS.  
 
Based on the model's trip distribution and assignment, 3.2% of Lilac Hills Ranch project trips would travel 
on Deer Springs Road, with 0.9% of the project traffic using Buena Creek Road traveling toward the City 
of Vista (Buena Creek Transit Station area), 1.9% of the project traffic traveling on Twin Oaks Valley Road 
towards  the City of San Marcos and Palomar College  (1.2%  travel directly  to Palomar College and  the 
remaining 0.7% travel to land uses around Palomar College). The remaining 0.4% of the project traffic is 
distributed  to  land uses along Deer Springs Road.   However, a  closer examination of  the project  trip 
distribution near Deer Springs Road showed that the model assumed that all of the project trips traveling 
to the City of Vista (Buena Creek Transit Station area) and San Marcos would use Deer Springs Road, with 
0% of the project traffic using I‐15 to SR‐78. 
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Travel Time Study 

Based on  the project  traffic engineering  team’s  knowledge of  the area and  field observations,  it was 
determined that it is unlikely that all of the project traffic traveling to the City of Vista, City of San Marcos 
and  Palomar  College  would  utilize  Deer  Springs  Road  and  not  I‐15  to  SR  78.  Because  professional 
engineering judgment is typically applied when reviewing a SANDAG Select Zone Assignment for accuracy, 
a travel time study was conducted to compare the Deer Springs Road route and I‐15/SR‐78 route to two 
destinations: Palomar College and Buena Creek Transit  Station  to determine  the  likely percentage of 
project trips that would use the Deer Springs Road route as compared to the I‐15/SR‐78 route.  The I‐15 
SB On‐Ramp @ Gopher Canyon Road  interchange was chosen as  the common starting point  for both 
routes.  Figure 1 displays the project study area including the routes selected for the travel time study.  A 
total of 50 runs were conducted between October 6, 2014 and October 15, 2015 (23 during the AM peak 
hours and 27 during the PM peak hours). Travel time results are provided in Table 1. 
 

As shown  in Table 1, the average travel time to/from the Buena Creek Transit Station via Deer Springs 

Road is about 10% lower (faster) than via the I‐15 / SR‐78 route. However, the average travel time to/from 

Palomar College via Deer Springs Road  is actually about 18% higher  (slower)  than via  the  I‐15 / SR‐78 

route.  Overall, the travel times are similar. 

 

Based on  the data provided  in Table 1, which  shows  similar  travel  times and  field experience,  it was 

reasonable to assume that approximately 50% of the project traffic would choose to use the I‐15/SR‐78 

route rather than the Deer Springs Road route.  Therefore, 1.6% of the project trips on Deer Springs Road 

(50% of 3.2%) were shifted to the I‐15 / SR‐78 route. 

 

The number of peak hour project trips on Deer Springs Road (1.6% of the total external project traffic) 

was then calculated to determine whether Deer Springs Road should be included as part of the project 

study area.   Figure 2 displays  the project  trip distribution and peak hour  trips assignment along Deer 

Springs Road. As shown on Figure 2, based on the trip generation provided in Table 4.8 of the Revised TIS, 

the project would contribute 19 trips during the AM peak hour and 23 trips during the PM peak hour to 

Deer Springs Road.  These numbers were calculated by multiplying the total number of project external 

AM peak hour trips (1,171) by 1.6%, which equals 19; and, multiplying the total number of project external 

PM peak hour trips (1,433) by 1.6%, which equals 23. 
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TABLE 1 
TRAVEL TIME STUDY RESULTS 

 

Run Date From To Start 
Time 

End 
Time Travel Time Note 

Palomar College via Deer Springs Road 
1 10/6/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 8:36 AM 8:55 AM 18 minutes 47 seconds - 
2 10/6/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 5:02 PM 5:21 PM 18 minutes 27 seconds - 
3 10/6/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 5:24 PM 5:47 PM 22 minutes 16 seconds - 
4 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 8:34 AM 8:57 AM 23 minutes 58 seconds - 
5 10/14/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 9:00 AM 9:19 AM 19 minutes 6 seconds Data was not accepted due to construction 
6 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 4:00 PM 4:19 PM 19 minutes 9 seconds - 
7 10/14/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 4:27 PM 4:58 PM 31 minutes 44 seconds - 
8 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 7:42 AM 8:11 AM 29 minutes 0 second - 
9 10/15/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 8:26 AM 8:46 AM 20 minutes 21 seconds - 
10 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 8:48 AM 9:06 AM 18 minutes 32 seconds - 
11 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 4:46 PM 5:04 PM 18 minutes 30 seconds - 
12 10/15/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 5:06 PM 5:31 PM 25 minutes 40 seconds - 
13 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 5:33 PM 6:01 PM 28 minutes 5 seconds - 

Average Travel Time 22 minutes 52 
seconds  - 

Palomar College via I-15 / SR-78 
14 10/6/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 8:18 AM 8:38 AM 19 minutes 34 seconds - 
15 10/6/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 5:00 PM 5:20 PM 19 minutes 54 seconds - 
16 10/6/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 5:36 PM 5:55 PM 19 minutes 0 seconds - 
17 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 8:30 AM 8:48 AM 18 minutes 56 seconds - 
18 10/14/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 8:50 AM 9:08 AM 18 minutes 22 seconds - 
19 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 4:00 PM 4:19 PM 19 minutes 51 seconds - 
20 10/14/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 4:20 PM 4:44 PM 24 minutes 31 seconds Data was not accepted due to accident 
21 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 7:43 AM 8:03 AM 20 minutes 32 seconds - 
22 10/15/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 8:05 AM 8:23 AM 17 minutes 51 seconds - 

B2 Attachment



Page 5 

  

TABLE 1 
TRAVEL TIME STUDY RESULTS 

 

Run Date From To Start 
Time 

End 
Time Travel Time Note 

23 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 8:24 AM 8:43 AM 18 minutes 58 seconds - 
24 10/15/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 8:45 AM 9:04 AM 19 minutes 28 seconds - 
25 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Palomar College 4:57 PM 5:15 PM 18 minutes 20 seconds - 
26 10/15/2014 Palomar College Gopher Canyon Rd 5:26 PM 5:43 PM 17 minutes 30 seconds - 

Average Travel Time 19 minutes 1 second - 
Buena Creek Transit Station via Deer Springs Road 
27 10/6/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 7:36 AM 8:01 AM 24 minutes 53 seconds - 
28 10/6/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 4:00 PM 4:16 PM 15 minutes 29 seconds - 

29 10/6/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 4:39 PM 4:57 PM 18 minutes 0 seconds - 

30 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 7:40 AM 8:02 AM 22 minutes 49 seconds - 

31 10/14/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 8:12 AM 8:27 AM 15 minutes 23 seconds - 

32 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 5:00 PM 5:16 PM 16 minutes 38 seconds - 

33 10/14/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 5:20 PM 5:48 PM 28 minutes 41 seconds - 

34 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 5:50 PM 6:04 PM 14 minutes 9 seconds - 
35 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 7:02 AM 7:19 AM 22 minutes 49 seconds - 

36 10/15/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 7:22 AM 7:37 AM 15 minutes 18 seconds - 

37 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 4:01 PM 4:17 PM 16 minutes 17 seconds - 

38 10/15/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 4:21 PM 4:44 PM 23 minutes 15 seconds - 

Average Travel Time 19 minutes 28 
seconds - 

Buena Creek Transit Station via I-15 / SR-78 
39 10/4/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 7:36 AM 8:01 AM 24 minutes 41 seconds - 
40 10/4/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 4:00 PM 4:26 PM 25 minutes 42 seconds Data was not accepted due to accident 

B2 Attachment



Page 6 

  

TABLE 1 
TRAVEL TIME STUDY RESULTS 

 

Run Date From To Start 
Time 

End 
Time Travel Time Note 

41 10/4/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 4:31 PM 4:53 PM 21 minutes 55 seconds - 

42 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 7:42 AM 8:06 AM 24 minutes 2 seconds - 

43 10/14/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 8:10 AM 8:28 AM 18 minutes 2 seconds - 

44 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 4:47 PM 5:08 PM 21 minutes 18 seconds - 

45 10/14/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 5:09 PM 5:47 PM 37 minutes 34 seconds Data was not accepted due to accident 

46 10/14/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 5:52 PM 6:15 PM 22 minutes 37 seconds - 
47 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 7:00 AM 7:18 AM 18 minutes 30 seconds - 

48 10/15/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 7:19 AM 7:38 AM 19 minutes 24 seconds - 

49 10/15/2014 Gopher Canyon Rd Buena Creek Transit Station 4:00 PM 4:18 PM 18 minutes 46 seconds - 

50 10/15/2014 Buena Creek Transit 
Station Gopher Canyon Rd 4:25 PM 4:51 PM 26 minutes 53 seconds Data was not accepted due to accident 

Average Travel Time 21 minutes 37 
seconds - 

 Source: Chen Ryan Associates, October 2014
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FIGURE 2 

PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION & ASSIGNMENT 

 
Source: Chen Ryan Associates, November 2014 

 

Since the project contribution to Deer Springs Road is less than 25 peak hour trips, it was determined that 

Deer Springs Road, as well as N. Twin Oaks Valley Road and Buena Creek Road (which would carry less 

project traffic than Deer Springs Road), should not be included as part of the project study area. 

 

Lastly, while  the  travel  times  presented  in  this memorandum  are  based  on  current  conditions,  it  is 

reasonable to expect that comparable conditions would exist at project buildout.  This is due in part to 

the  fact  that  the  project  would  add  only  about  4,000  additional  ADT  to  the  I‐15,  an  increase  of 

approximately 3% over today’s traffic  levels.   As such, the addition of project traffic  is not expected to 

greatly affect travel times on the freeway.  Relatedly, traffic volumes on Deer Springs Road, like I‐15, are 

expected to increase over time.  Thus, a new equilibrium would be reached between the two roads such 

that it is likely that the same, or similar, 50/50 project traffic split would continue into the future. 
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