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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 SANDAG Regional Plan and Next Gen Rapid 
With the adoption of the 2021 Regional Plan1, San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) is set to implement Next Gen Rapid: a system of faster, more reliable bus 
service that will reshape how travelers move throughout San Diego County. Though the 
2021 Regional Plan identifies approximate route alignments and stop locations, 
additional analysis is needed to define service characteristics and identify transit-
supportive improvements along Next Gen Rapid corridors. Doing so will position 
SANDAG, San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS), and North County Transit 
District to secure the funding needed to provide quality, reliable transit; maximize 
ridership by ensuring travel times that are competitive with automobiles; eliminate first- 
and last-mile barriers; serve basic needs, opportunities, and major destinations; and 
improve transit service while maximizing corridor passenger throughput. 

1.2 Project Description  
The Conceptual Planning for Next Gen Rapid Routes 41, 471, and 625 study (Study) will 
identify a path to implementing bus rapid transit (BRT) service along Rapid Routes 41, 
471, and 625, providing reliable, high-capacity transit service to diverse communities in 
San Diego, National City, Chula Vista, Escondido, and San Marcos. 

Advanced planning of Rapid routes is a critical first step in providing the region’s 
residents and visitors with more mobility options, better connectivity, and greater access 
to resources across the region. This study is the first step in conducting advanced 
planning for Rapid Routes 41, 471, and 625. 

1.3 Purpose of this Report 
This report summarizes the public outreach and engagement activities undertaken 
during this planning effort. These efforts helped to provide stakeholders and members of 
the public information about the study, concept routing and station locations, and 
potential trade-offs needed to implement effective service.  The effort also gave the 
project team a more comprehensive understanding of traveler behavior, transit use, 
mobility preferences and challenges within each corridor.  

For detailed information about each corridor, please see the Conceptual Planning for 
Next Gen Rapid Routes 41, 471, 625 Existing Conditions Report. 

 

1 SANDAG (San Diego Association of Governments). 2021. 2021 Regional Plan. December 2021. Available 
at: https://www.sandag.org/regional-plan/2021-regional-plan/-
/media/8D0F181A086844E3A84C3D44576BED6B.ashx.  

https://www.sandag.org/regional-plan/2021-regional-plan/-/media/8D0F181A086844E3A84C3D44576BED6B.ashx
https://www.sandag.org/regional-plan/2021-regional-plan/-/media/8D0F181A086844E3A84C3D44576BED6B.ashx
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Figure 1. Study Area – Rapid 41 Corridor 

 

 



1-3 
 

Figure 2. Study Area – Rapid 471 Corridor  
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Figure 3. Study Area – Rapid 625 Corridor 
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2.0 Public Outreach and Engagement 

Public outreach and engagement for the Conceptual Planning Study was conducted in 
two phases.  

• Phase One took place in October and November 2022. The purpose of the 
outreach during this phase was to educate stakeholders and the public in each 
corridor about the planning effort and future service, discuss and confirm existing 
conditions, and seek input about mobility challenges and transit use in the 
corridor.  

• Phase Two took place in April and May 2023. Concepts for each corridor were 
shared with the public and they were asked for feedback on routing options, 
station locations, and potential trade-offs that would be necessary to implement 
bus-only lanes to enhance service.  

Ensuring social equity in outreach efforts was a key priority.  As such, SANDAG contracted 
with three Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) to conduct grassroots outreach with key 
stakeholders and the public in each corridor, including disadvantaged communities, low- 
and moderate-income residents, and residents with limited English proficiency. Bayside 
Community Center conducted events in the Route 41 corridor, Escondido Education 
COMPACT conducted events in the Route 471 corridor, and City Heights Community 
Development Corporation conducted events in the Route 625 corridor.  
 
The outreach methods used to gather input from the public are summarized below. 

2.1 Informational Materials 
Informational materials were created to support outreach efforts. These included: 
 

• A fact sheet, available in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese (for Rapid 41 only) 
• Web page on the sandag.org website 

 
These materials were distributed at outreach events and by each of the CBOs.  Materials 
updated for Phase Two to reflect new information. A copy of the fact sheet and a 
screenshot of the website are included as Appendix A. 

2.2 Community Roundtables 
Community Roundtable meetings were hosted in each corridor during each phase of 
outreach. Invitees to the Community Roundtable meetings included key stakeholders 
and community leaders in each corridor, including representatives from Community 
Planning Groups, partner agencies, community-based organizations, transportation 
advocacy groups, educational institutions, and faith-based organizations. The purpose of 
these meetings was to provide an early opportunity for key stakeholders to learn about 
the project and concepts, provide input, and offer suggestions to SANDAG about 
broader community outreach efforts.  
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Community Roundtable meetings consisted of a presentation by the project team 
followed by open discussion facilitated by the CBO partners.  

2.2.1 Phase One 
During Phase One, the Community Roundtables were used to present information about 
Rapid service, the purpose of the planning study, and existing conditions in each of the 
corridors. Specific questions asked to attendees during the facilitated discussion 
included: 

• What are the key mobility challenges for residents that live in the corridor? 

• What barriers to transit access currently exist? 

• What are the major destinations within the corridor? 

• What mobility problems in the corridor do you think could be helped by more 
robust transit services? 

Attendees were given the opportunity to ask open-ended questions or share insight 
freely. 

A copy of the presentation for Phase One Community Roundtables and a list of 
attendees is included as Appendix B. 

2.2.2 Phase Two 
During Phase Two, the Community Roundtables were used to present alternative 
concepts for each corridor, including route options and station locations. The following 
questions were posed to the group to elicit input and drive the discussion: 

• Route Alignment and Transit Stop Questions:  

o Are there alterations to the proposed routes you would suggest? Why? 

o Are the transit stops in the right locations?  

o Would you suggest moving any of them?  

• Road Modification Strategy Questions:  

o Are there alterations to the proposed routes you would suggest? Why? 

o Several road segments along the route would require reconfiguration 
to accommodate a dedicated bus lane. Which trade-offs do you think 
should be made in each road segment to make a dedicated bus lane 
possible? 

Attendees were given the opportunity to ask open-ended questions or share insight 
freely. 

o A copy of the presentation for the Phase Two Community Roundtable and 
a list of attendees is included as Appendix C.  
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2.3 Pop-Up Outreach Events 

2.3.1 Phase One 
Pop-up outreach events during Phase One focused on providing information about the 
study to the community and seeking input about common origins and destinations, 
transit use, and mobility challenges. A series of display boards and activities encouraged 
participation from the public. Materials were available in English and Spanish for all 
corridors, and in Vietnamese for Route 41. Spanish- and Vietnamese-speaking staff were 
available to help with language interpretation, as needed. 

• Bayside Community Center conducted a pop-up outreach event during Phase 
One at the Linda Vista Farmers Market on November 3, 2022. More than 40 
members of the public participated in the activities. 

• Escondido Education COMPACT hosted a pop-up outreach event during Phase 
One at the Escondido Transit Center on November 9, 2022. Approximately 40 
people were engaged during the pop-up event. 

• The City Heights Community Development Corporation dedicated one of their 
signature “Transit and Tacos” events to seek input on this project during Phase 
One. The event was held at the corner of 54th Street and El Cajon Blvd. on 
November 9, 2022. A total of 76 people were engaged during the pop-up event. 

Copies of the display boards used at Phase One pop-up events are included as Appendix 
D. 

2.3.2 Phase Two 
During Phase Two, pop-up outreach events included information about alternative 
concepts, including route options and station locations. Activities were conducted to seek 
input from the public about preferred route options, station locations, and trade-offs that 
may be necessary to implement dedicated bus lanes to improve service. Materials were 
available in English and Spanish for all corridors, and in Vietnamese for Route 41. Spanish- 
and Vietnamese-speaking staff were available to help with language interpretation, as 
needed.  
 

• Bayside Community Services hosted two pop-up outreach events for Route 41, one 
at the Gilman Transit Center on April 18, 2023, and the other at the Linda Vista 
Multicultural Fair on April 29, 2023. More than 120 members of the public participated 
in these two pop-up events. 

 
• Escondido Education COMPACT hosted a pop-up event for Route 471 at the 

Neighborhood Healthcare food distribution event in Escondido on April 15, 2023. A 
total of 25 members of the public participated in this event. 

 
• City Heights Community Development Corporation hosted a second “Transit and 

Tacos” event for Route 625 on April 19, 2023 at the Palomar Street Trolley Station in 
Chula Vista. Nearly 190 members of the public participated in this event. 
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Copies of the display boards used during pop-up events in Phase Two are included as 
Appendix E. The results from the pop-up outreach activities are included as Appendix F. 

2.4 Virtual Public Meetings 
Virtual public meetings were conducted via Zoom during Phase One. The purpose of the 
virtual public meetings was to provide interested members of the public with a more in-
depth understanding of the corridors and the proposed service and allow them to 
interact with and ask questions of the project team. The meetings were conducted in 
English with live Spanish interpretation. The meetings were recorded and placed on 
SANDAG’s YouTube channel to be available for those that could not attend.  

One meeting was conducted for each route on the following dates: 

• Rapid 41: November 17, 2023 

• Rapid 471: November 16, 2023 

• Rapid 625: November 15, 2023 

The meetings were promoted to the public via e-blast, SANDAG’s social media channels, 
with flyers at the pop-up outreach events, and with assistance from stakeholders that 
attended the Community Roundtable meetings. 

2.5 Online Survey 
After assessment of Phase One outreach activities, it was determined that an online survey 
during Phase Two would be more effective at increasing participation than a second round 
of virtual public meetings. A survey for each route was conducted via the SurveyMonkey 
app from April 15 through May 18, 2023. Surveys were available in English and Spanish for all 
three corridors, and in Vietnamese for Route 41. 
 
The surveys were promoted to the public via e-blast, SANDAG’s social media channels, 
with flyers at the pop-up outreach events, and with assistance from stakeholders that 
attended the Community Roundtable meetings. 

The surveys shared information about the study and asked questions about alternative 
concepts in each corridor, including route alternatives and station locations. The survey also 
asked about preferred trade-offs and roadway modifications that may be needed to 
implement bus-only lanes to provide faster, more reliable service. 
 
Survey participation for each route was as follows: 
 

• Route 41: 311 responses 
• Route 471: 1,074 responses 
• Route 625: 1,276 responses 

 
A copy of the survey is included as Appendix G. 
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2.6 Community Planning Group Presentations 
During Phase Two, presentations were made to the following community planning groups in 
the Route 41 corridor upon their request: 
 

• Clairemont Community Planning Group on April 18, 2023 
• Linda Vista Planning Group on April 24, 2023 
• University Community Planning Group on May 9, 2023
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3.0 Public Input Received 

A significant amount of public input was received through the outreach and engagement 
activities described above. Input received during Phase One was used to confirm and 
augment the information presented in the Existing Conditions Report and inform the 
development of draft alternative scenarios for each route. Input received during Phase 
Two was used to refine alternative concepts, route alignments, and station locations, 
and to provide guidance to SANDAG about community preferences for road 
modifications needed to implement dedicated bus lanes on existing streets. 

Below is a summary of key themes heard in each corridor from the public through 
outreach and engagement efforts in both phases. For more details, results from pop-up 
outreach activities are included as Appendix G, and survey results are included as 
Appendix H.  

3.0 Route 41 

3.0.1 Phase One 
Key themes and comments received from stakeholders and the public during Phase One 
outreach activities for Route 41 include the following: 

 

• Additional destinations were suggested, including North Clairemont Recreation 
Center, Clairemont Mesa Senior Center, shopping centers in Clairemont, and the 
Linda Vista Library. 

• Concern about the terrain in the corridor and its impact on access was expressed.  

• Several comments were made about including bike access and non-motorized 
access near transit to help with accessing transit (flexible fleets/micro 
mobility/bikes, etc.). 

• Support for connecting the route to USD and Mesa College was expressed.  

• There was concern about the poor condition of sidewalks and street crossings and 
that they need improvement to ensure that walking to bus stops is safe and 
secure.  

• Level boarding onto the buses was cited as an important feature.  

• Concern was expressed that traffic from new development on Morena Blvd. and 
Friars Road could slow down service.  

• Support was shared for implementing traffic signal priority on Genesee Avenue to 
speed up transit. 

• Most participants support increased transit frequency.  

• Consider 24-hour bus and trolley service.  
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• Concern was expressed about how local routes could be affected by the focus on 
Rapid services. 

• Some suggested fewer stops should be included to ensure faster travel times.  

3.0.2 Phase Two 
Key themes and comments received from stakeholders and the public during Phase Two 
outreach activities for Route 41 include the following: 

• Option 3, which extends the route south from Fashion Valley to Hillcrest, was 
generally preferred as the best alternative concept. 

• A large majority of participants indicated station locations were appropriate, 
although a number of other locations were suggested. 

• There is concern about the impact of removing travel lanes to accommodate bus 
lanes in many locations. 

• Several suggested that the route should be adjusted to serve USD. 

• Pedestrian and bike safety was a concern, especially with shared bike/bus lanes 
and potential removal of medians. 

3.1 Route 471 

3.1.1 Phase One 
Key themes and comments received from stakeholders and the public during Phase One 
outreach activities for Rapid 471 include the following: 

 
• Additional destinations were noted, including California Center for the Arts, 

Interfaith Community Services/Swap Meet, community clinics on Valley and 
Grand.  

• Concern was expressed about the lack of comfort at transit stops (e.g., shelter, 
benches, lights) and that SANDAG should consider including landscaping and 
trees to help provide shade and control heat. 

• Safe access to transit stops was cited as an issue, especially for elderly riders; 
SANDAG should consider mid-block crossings to provide safe access.   

• Additional stops were suggested, including Valley High School, grocery stores, 
Neighborhood Health Care clinics, downtown Escondido, and Ash/Valley 
Parkway, Rose/Valley Parkway, and Midway/Valley Parkway intersections. 

• Suggestions were made that sidewalk extensions in the master plan need to be 
implemented. 

• Bike access was cited as important to increase access to transit. 
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• Educating residents about transit was highlighted to help people become more 
frequent transit users. 

3.1.2 Phase Two 
Key themes and comments received from stakeholders and the public during Phase Two 
outreach activities for Rapid 471 include the following: 

• Support for the three alternative concept options was evenly split, with some 
comments that Option 1 would support proposed new development. 

• Most participants thought station locations were in the right place, although a 
number of additional locations were suggested. 

• Some thought the route should not go on Grand Avenue because there are 
roundabouts planned and businesses are trying to create a more pedestrian-
friendly environment. 

• Concern expressed about loss of trees/coverage if medians are reduced or 
eliminated. 

• There was support for allowing school buses to use bus-only lanes. 

3.2 Route 625 

3.2.1 Phase One 
Key themes from input received from stakeholders and the public during Phase One 
outreach activities for Rapid 625 include the following: 

 
• Several mentioned that affordable housing areas should be included as 

destinations in the corridor (e.g., Euclid Avenue and Hilltop Street). 

• Additional destinations were suggested, including recreation centers, Livewell 
Center, intersection of El Cajon Blvd. and College Avenue (large number of 
businesses), Third Avenue in Chula Vista, student housing on Montezuma Avenue. 

• It was suggested that 47th Street be used as an alternative to Euclid and Division 
to bypass traffic congestion. Participants also noted that rail grade separation at 
Euclid Avenue is desired by the community. 

• Several noted that the lack of bike infrastructure to access transit is a mobility 
challenge.  

• A need for transit priority lanes on El Cajon Blvd. and University Avenue was 
expressed.  

• The lack of safe and walkable streets was cited as a barrier to transit; the lack of 
lighting is an issue for people using transit at night. 

• Some suggested that SANDAG needed to spend time on the branding and image 
of transit; people don’t use it because they think of buses as slow and dirty . 
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• The importance of being thoughtful and inclusive when developing this project 
was mentioned; consider improvements needed in different communities like 
cleanliness, humane bus stops, etc. 

• More frequent service and faster travel times on transit were mentioned as the 
most important improvements needed. 

3.2.2 Phase Two 
Key themes from input received from stakeholders and the public during Phase Two 
outreach activities for Rapid 625 include the following: 

• Option 2 was the most preferred alternative concept, with some commenting that 
the route should be on 4th Avenue to speed service. Others thought keeping the 
route on 3rd Avenue was more accessible. 

• Most participants thought that proposed stations were in the right places, 
although some additional station locations were suggested. 

• The most preferred road modification to enable bus-only lanes was the removal 
of street parking. Preferences for removal of a lane or modifications to a median 
were about evenly split. 
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Appendix B – Phase One Community 
Roundtable Presentation and Attendees 

ROUTE 41 PRESENTATION 

 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 



 

ROUTE 41 ATTENDEES 

 

• Kim Heinle – Bayside Community Center and Linda Vista Planning Group 
• Cynthia Dillon – Linda Vista planning group and UCSD communications director 
• Diem Nguyen – Bayside Community Center 
• Johanna Aleman – San Diego Mesa Community College  
• Leticia Diaz – San Diego Mesa Community College 
• Barbarah Torres – Bike Clairemont 
• Chris Nielsen – University City Community Planning Group 
• Sarah Saluta – San Diego Cooperative Charter School 
• Rose Ceballos – Bayside Community Center 
• Nick Reed – Clairemont Mesa Planning Group 
• Jeff Davis – Linda Vista Public Library 
• Noel Musicha – local resident, pastor, Linda Vista Town Council 
• Chris Wahl – HNTB  
• Brian Lane – SANDAG 
• Zaccary Bradt – SANDAG  



 

ROUTE 471 PRESENTATION 

 

  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

ROUTE 471 ATTENDEES 
 

• Ed Alberto – Traffic Engineer, City of Escondido 
• Gabriela Lopez – Assoc. Director, Palomar College TRIP NCEOC 
• Paul McNamara – Mayor, City of Escondido 
• Veronica Morones – Principal Planner, City of Escondido  
• Jazmin Oregon – Director of Supportive Services, Interfaith Housing 
• Dr. Rakesh Patel – CEO, Neighborhood Healthcare 
• Amanda Phillips – Asst. Superintendent of Business Services, EUHSD 
• Julie Procopio – City Engineer, City of Escondido 
• Kheng Waiche – Asst. Director of Proficiency Services, CSUSM 
• Craig Williams – Associate Engineer, City of Escondido 
• Andy McGrine – Asst. Superintendent of Business Services, EUSD 
• Patricia Huerta – Executive Director, Escondido Education COMPACT 
• Linda Puebla – Active Transportation Coordinator, Escondido Education 

COMPACT 
• Carolina Plancarte – Youth & Community Leadership Specialist, Escondido 

Education COMPACT 
• Pearl Cerda – DFC Community Organizer, Escondido Education COMPACT  
• Chris Wahl – HNTB  
• Zaccary Bradt – SANDAG 

  



 

ROUTE 625 PRESENTATION 

 
  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

ROUTE 625 ATTENDEES 
 

• Randy Torres Van Vleck - City Heights CDC  
• Jesse Ramirez City Heights CDC  
• Haneen Mohamed - City Heights CDC 
• Maria Cortez - City Heights CDC 
• Omar Calleros - Chula Vista Community Collaborative  
• Toshi Ishihara - San Diego 350  
• Nicolle Morrow - SDSU  
• Danielle M. - San Diego 350 
• Jim Schneider - College Area Business District  
• Barry Pollard - Urban Collaborative Project  
• Melissa Languren - Casa Familiar 
• Alyssa Ann – SDSU 
• Carmina Paz - Urban Collaborative Project 
• Edwin Lohr - City Heights Built Environment Team 
• Belen Hernandez - Mid City CAN 
• Chris Wahl – HNTB  
• Zaccary Bradt – SANDAG 
• Brian Lane - SANDAG 
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Roundtable Presentation and Attendees   

 ROUTE 41 PRESENTATION 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

ROUTE 41 ATTENDEES 
 

• Guillermina Ayala, Linda Vista Leaders in Action 
• Leticia Diaz, San Diego Mesa College 
• Noel Musicha – Ebenezer Church 
• Chris Nielsen – University Community Planning Group 
• Victor Tocco – Linda Vista Town Council 
• Barbarah Torres – Bike Clairemont 
• Ron Tomcek – American Legion (Linda Vista) 
• Zaccary Bradt – SANDAG 
• Brian Lane – SANDAG 
• Eamon Johnston – HNTB  
• Rose Ceballos – Bayside Community Center 
• Kim Heinle – Bayside Community Center   

  



 

ROUTE 471 PRESENTATION 

 
  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

ROUTE 471 ATTENDEES 
 

• Ed Alberto – Traffic Engineer, City of Escondido 
• Jessica Elliot-Pomerenke – Interfaith, Program Manager Social Services 
• David Cramer – Escondido Police Department Captain 
• Gabriela Lopez – Assoc. Director, Palomar College TRIP NCEOC 
• Veronica Morones – Principal Planner, City of Escondido  
• Julie Procopio – City Engineer, City of Escondido 
• Linda Rendon – EUHSD Transporation Director 
• Kheng Waiche – Asst. Director of Proficiency Services, CSUSM 
• Craig Williams – Associate Engineer, City of Escondido 
• Patrick Holstrom – Escondido COMPACT 
• Carolina Plancarte – Youth & Community Leadership Specialist, Escondido 

Education COMPACT 
• Chris Wahl – HNTB  
• Zaccary Bradt – SANDAG 

 
  



 

ROUTE 625 PRESENTATION 

 
  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

 
  



 

ROUTE 625 ATTENDEES 
 

• Randy Torres Van Vleck - City Heights CDC  
• Jesse Ramirez City Heights CDC  
• Haneen Mohamed - City Heights CDC 
• Maria Cortez - City Heights CDC 
• Omar Calleros - Chula Vista Community Collaborative  
• Toshi Ishihara - San Diego 350  
• Nicolle Morrow - SDSU  
• Danielle M. - San Diego 350 
• Jim Schneider - College Area Business District  
• Barry Pollard - Urban Collaborative Project  
• Melissa Languren - Casa Familiar 
• Alyssa Ann – SDSU 
• Carmina Paz - Urban Collaborative Project 
• Edwin Lohr - City Heights Built Environment Team 
• Belen Hernandez - Mid City CAN 
• Chris Wahl – HNTB  
• Zaccary Bradt – SANDAG 
• Brian Lane - SANDAG 
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Appendix E – Phase Two Pop-Up 
Outreach Display Boards and Activity 
Results 
ROUTE 41 
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Appendix F – Pop-Up Outreach Activity 
Results 
ROUTE 41 
Question: Do you think these stops are in the right places and serve the most popular 
destinations on the route? Which of these three routes would be best? 

Route 41 Options Comments 
Option 1 Comments Option 2 Comments Option 3 Comments 
Think the Genesee 
Ave/Clairemont Mesa 
Blvd stop makes sense 
b/c connects to Convoy 
(food!) 

Think the Genesee 
Ave/Clairemont Mesa 
Blvd stop makes sense 
b/c connects to Convoy 
(food!) 

Think the Genesee 
Ave/Clairemont Mesa 
Blvd stop makes sense 
b/c connects to Convoy 
(food!) 

  

Support Option #2.  
Genesee & Governor is a 
good stop.  Keep that.   

 

Question: Which road changes would you be okay with for each section? 

Road section 

Trade-offs for dedicated bus lanes - 
Route 41 

Notes 

Convert 
travel lane 

Remove 
street 

parking 

Reduce 
median 
width 

Number of Dots 
1. Fashion Valley 
Road between 
Friars Road & 
Fashion Valley 
Transit Center 4 2 1   

2. Friars Road 
between Fashion 
Valley Road & Ulric 
Street 2 2 1   

3. Linda Vista Road 
between Ulric 
Street & Genesee 
Avenue 3 2 1   

4. Genesee Avenue 
between Marlesta 
Drive & Derrick 
Drive 2 2 1   



 

Road section 

Trade-offs for dedicated bus lanes - 
Route 41 

Notes 

Convert 
travel lane 

Remove 
street 

parking 

Reduce 
median 
width 

Number of Dots 

5. Genesee Avenue 
between SR-52 & 
Clairemont Mesa 
Blvd 3 2 1   

6. Genesee Avenue 
between Governor 
Drive & Nobel Drive 2 2 1   

7. La Jolla Village 
Drive between 
Genesee Avenue & 
Villa La Jolla Drive 3 3 2   

8. Gilman Drive 
between La Jolla 
Village Drive & Villa 
La Jolla Drive 3 3 2   

 

Question: Do you ride transit now? If so, please use green dots to identify the top 3 
things that you would like to see improved. If not, please use the other color dots to 
indicate the top 3 things that would make you more likely to use transit. 
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Transit User 
(green dot) 14 10 10 10 2 6 11 5 1 
Non-Transit User 
(anything other 
than green) 2 1 1 2 1 0 2 1 0 

Percentage 20% 14% 14% 15% 4% 8% 16% 8% 1% 
 



 

  



 

ROUTE 471 
Question: Do you think these stops are in the right places and serve the most popular 
destinations on the route? Which of these three routes would be best? 

Route 471 Options Comments 
Option 1 Comments Option 2 Comments Option 3 Comments 

No comments received No comments received No comments received 
 

Question: Which road changes would you be okay with for each section? 

Road section 

Trade-offs for dedicated bus lanes - 
Route 471 

Notes 

Convert 
travel lane 

Remove 
street 

parking 

Reduce 
median 
width 

Number of Dots 

1. Citracado 
Parkway between 
Auto Park Way & 
Andreasen Drive 0 0 5   

2. Citracado 
Parkway north of 
Valley Parkway 0 0 3   

3. W Valley Parkway 
between 9th 
Avenue & Auto Park 
Way 5 0 1   

4. W Valley Parkway  
between Grand 
Avenue  
& I-15 5 0 0   
5. W Valley Parkway  
between Escondido  
Transit Center & 
Grand  
Avenue Slip Ramp  3 0 0   

6. Valley Parkway 
between Ash Street 
& Rose Street 4 0 0   



 

Road section 

Trade-offs for dedicated bus lanes - 
Route 471 

Notes 

Convert 
travel lane 

Remove 
street 

parking 

Reduce 
median 
width 

Number of Dots 

7. E Grand Avenue 
between Escondido 
Blvd & Centre City 
Parkway 0 0 0   

8. Grand Avenue 
between Date 
Street & Ash Street 0 0 0   

 

Question: Do you ride transit now? If so, please use green dots to identify the top 3 
things that you would like to see improved. If not, please use the other color dots to 
indicate the top 3 things that would make you more likely to use transit. 
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Transit User 
(green dot) 22 19 15 5 3 3 11 1 1 

Non-Transit User 
(anything other 
than green) 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Percentage 27% 24% 20% 6% 4% 4% 14% 1% 1% 
 

  



 

ROUTE 625 
Question: Do you think these stops are in the right places and serve the most popular 
destinations on the route? Which of these three routes would be best? 

Route 625 Options Comments 
Option 1 Comments Option 2 Comments Option 3 Comments 
Option 1: too much 
traffic on University Any! 

Third Ave through Chula 
:) 

Connects to medical 
stuff Any! 

Connects to R 955 & 
Walmart 

Connects to university x2 Favorite Palbo 
Yes, okay all Favorite Safer to go on third 

Recommend Option 1 12th to SDSU 
More popular 
destinations 

Recommend Option 1 
Yes - ok  
ALL 

Do we need Palomar and 
Broadway? 

Recommend Option 1 I Like Option 2 Recommend Option 3 
Recommend Option 1 I prefer option 2 please Recommend Option 3 

Recommend Option 1 
need more bus service 
on these routes Recommend Option 3 

Recommend Option 1 Easier access Recommend Option 3 

San Ysidro 

Option 2 is the best due 
to more variety of stops 
and fourth street would 
have a bus Recommend Option 3 

Recommend Option 1   Recommend Option 3 
Recommend Option 1     

 

Question: Which road changes would you be okay with for each section? 

Road section 

Trade-offs for dedicated bus lanes - 
Route 625 

Notes 

Convert 
travel lane 

Remove 
street 

parking 

Reduce 
median 
width 

Number of Dots 

1. Palomar Street 
between  
Industrial Avenue & 
Broadway 17 3 2 

Likes that 
there are at 
least 2 lanes 
for other 
traffic 

2. 3rd Avenue 
between K Street & 
L Street 13 6 2   



 

Road section 

Trade-offs for dedicated bus lanes - 
Route 625 

Notes 

Convert 
travel lane 

Remove 
street 

parking 

Reduce 
median 
width 

Number of Dots 

3. 3rd Avenue 
between E Street & 
G Street 13 5 2   

4. Highland Avenue 
between 30th 
Street & 24th Street 13 2 4 

Balboa Ave 
more route 
time 

5. Plaza Blvd 
between Highland 
Avenue & Palm 
Avenue 13 3 2   

6. 8th Street 
between Highland 
Avenue & Euclid 
Avenue 13 4 2   

7. Euclid Avenue 
between Imperial 
Avenue & Market 
Street 12 4 2 

I like that 
were adding 
bike lanes 

8. El Cajon Blvd 
between 54th 
Street & College 
Avenue 13 3 3   

9. College Avenue 
between 
Montezuma Road & 
El Cajon Blvd 13 4 2   

10. Euclid 
Avenue/54th Street 
between Federal 
Blvd & Grape Street 14 2 3   

 

  



 

Question: Do you ride transit now? If so, please use green dots to identify the top 3 
things that you would like to see improved. If not, please use the other color dots to 
indicate the top 3 things that would make you more likely to use transit. 
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Transit User 
(green dot) 27 14 24 12 11 6 17 3 7 

Non-Transit User 
(anything other 
than green) 5 4 1 4 3 1 5 2 5 

Percentage 21% 12% 17% 11% 9% 5% 15% 3% 8% 
 

  



 

Appendix G – Online Survey 
ROUTE 41 
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Appendix H – Online Survey Results 
ROUTE 41 
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