
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
HALL PROPERTY COMMUNITY PARK 

 
 
 
 
C1-1  
 
The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or 
whether a project alternative should be selected.  This rationale for this determination will be reflected 
in the CEQA findings that are adopted for the project. 
 
C1-2  
 
The commentor requests analysis of lighting impacts in the region, as well as consideration for the 
effect of lighting on views (presumably early evening and nighttime views).  An analysis of lighting 
impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which addresses lighting effects in the region.   
 
Existing views of the sunset are available from the properties east of the project site.  Development 
adjacent to Interstate 5 is located below the grade of the freeway at the project location and gradually 
increases in elevation moving further east of the project site.  While limited views of the sunset exist 
from the properties that are east of the freeway, they are not considered uniquely scenic sunset 
views.  These views are currently obstructed by utility lines, trees, and other man-made features.  In 
addition, the views of the sunset from the east of the freeway are quite distant.  Thus, the limited 
obstruction of sunset views resulting from the proposed project would not be considered a significant 
impact.  Quality views of the sunset are generally located to the west of the project site, which would 
not be obstructed with construction or operation of the proposed project.  
 
Regarding nighttime views, although not located in a Dark Sky area, the EIR addresses dark sky 
regulations and concludes that the employment of mitigation measures (visors) would comply with 
dark sky requirements and the resulting sky above 90° horizontal from the fixture would remain 
largely unlit. 
 
C1-3  
 
Section 7.2.2 of the EIR acknowledges that the Reduced Intensity Alternative may result in reduced 
traffic impacts when compared to the proposed project.  However, the EIR also acknowledges that 
this alternative would still result in significant traffic impacts, such as those occurring at the Interstate 
5 intersections.  Refer to Response B2-11. 
 
The traffic analysis for the EIR has determined that significant traffic impacts may occur at the 
project’s northern access at Santa Fe Drive, but none would occur at the southern access point at 
Mackinnon Avenue.  Mitigation measures have been provided that would reduce the Santa Fe Drive 
access point impacts to below a level of significance.  Section 3.2.5 of the EIR acknowledges that the 
project would result in significant, unmitigable traffic impacts on other affected street intersections. 
 
C1-4  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  The Through Access on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative would 
maintain access on Mackinnon Avenue; however, the proposed project included provisions to ensure 
fire and emergency access is maintained on Mackinnon and there are alternate routes to access 
schools and retail in the vicinity.  No specific comments are provided on the environmental analysis 
within the EIR and no response is necessary.  See response to comment #C1-1. 
  

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis within the EIR and no response is necessary.  This comment is noted for 
the record. 
 
 



 
C3-1  
 
San Diego Traffic Engineer Council (SANTEC) guidelines indicate that intersections and segments to 
which a project adds over 50 peak hour trips should be included in a traffic analysis.  Figure 7-2 in the 
traffic study shows that the project adds 41 peak hour trips to Santa Fe Drive east of Windsor Road.  
Therefore this segment was not included in the analysis.  However, it should be noted that a full 
analysis of the Santa Fe Drive/Windsor Road intersection (a key intersection along the subject 
segment of Santa Fe Drive) was included in the EIR and acceptable LOS D or better operations were 
calculated during peak hours. 
 
C3-2  
 
Regarding operations of Santa Fe Drive east of Windsor Road, please refer to Response #C103-1.  
Regarding potential impacts from construction traffic and park traffic, construction traffic will be 
temporary in nature.  For this reason and the reasons stated in Response #C103-1, a peak hour 
capacity analysis of construction traffic is not warranted.  It should also be noted that construction 
traffic control plans will be prepared prior to park construction which will outline construction truck 
routes and limitations on construction hours. 
 
C3-3  
 
The project is expected to add about 40 peak hour vehicles in each direction on Santa Fe Drive east 
of Windsor Road.  The current PM peak hour traffic on Santa Fe Drive is about 900 in the eastbound 
direction and about 600 in the westbound direction.  The increase of 40 peak hour vehicles would not 
significantly impact vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle ingress on this portion of Santa Fe Drive. 
 
C3-4  
 
Please refer to Response #C103-3. 
 
C3-5  
 
A significant impact was calculated on Santa Fe Drive between Mackinnon Avenue and Windsor 
Road.  The constraining intersection along this portion of Santa Fe Drive is the intersection at 
Windsor Road.  Therefore, providing additional capacity at this intersection would mitigate the Santa 
Fe Drive segment impact by improving traffic flow at this intersection.  The segment analysis does not 
differentiate between eastbound and westbound traffic, the two directions of traffic are added together 
for the analysis. 
 
C3-6  
 
Pages 35 and 36 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix B to the EIR) clearly shows the amount of 
additional traffic the Scripps Hospital project expansion would add to the street system.  This project 
and 13 other projects were included in the cumulative analysis. 
 
C3-7  
 
As required by the California Vehicle Code (Section 21806), motorists must yield the right-of-way to 
emergency vehicles.  Specifically, motorists are required to pull to the right side of the highway and 
stop to allow an emergency vehicle to pass.  If required, drivers of emergency vehicles are trained to 
utilize center turn lanes or travel in the opposing through lanes to pass through crowded intersections.  
Thus, the access entitled to emergency vehicles allows these vehicles to negotiate typical street 
conditions in urban areas such as Encinitas. 
 
 
 
 



 
C3-8  
 
Pedestrians and bicyclists would continue to be provided controlled access to cross Santa Fe Drive at 
the Scripps Hospital driveway, the I-5 northbound on-ramp, Regal Road and Nardo Road signalized 
intersections.  There is no evidence that the project’s addition of 650 ADT to Santa Fe Drive would 
significantly impact bicycle and pedestrian safety. 
 
C3-9  
 
Please see Responses #C103-1 through #C103-8. 
 



 
 
C4-1  
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the differences in the project design shown in the EIR 
and the ideas presented though the City’s public workshop park planning process.  The purpose of 
the EIR is to analyze the project as currently proposed.  An EIR is not required to consider or analyze 
the process by which the design was developed.  This comment does not include any specific 
comments on the adequacy or sufficiency of environmental analysis within the EIR.  This comment is 
noted for the record. 
 
The project objectives were formulated by city staff based upon attendance at public City Council 
meetings on the project, staff’s review of the project plans that propose active uses as the primary 
use, the current city-wide shortage of athletic fields, and the designation of the project as a Special 
Use Park.  It is a standard procedure for lead agency staff to prepare the project objectives in an EIR 
for a public project. 
 
C4-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C4-3  
 
The commentor expresses opposition to the potential athletic field lighting, but does not provide any 
specific comments on the sufficiency or adequacy of the environmental analysis within the EIR.  It 
should be noted that an analysis of athletic field lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, 
which determined that, with implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated 
below a level of significance.  Section 2.7 of the EIR acknowledges that, if athletic field lighting is 
approved, a General Plan Amendment will be necessary to allow light standards that exceed 30 feet 
in height. 
 
C4-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 
C4-5  
 
See response to comment #C4-3.  An analysis of noise impacts is provided in Section 3.4 of the EIR, 
which determined that, with implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts (including noise 
from potential amplified events) would be mitigated below a level of significance.  It should be noted 
that, if athletic field lighting is included as part of the project, athletic field events would end no later 
than 10:00 PM since field lighting would be turned off when the park closes.  As described in Section 
2.5.8, Other Park Features, special events may take place at the park with a special events operation 
permit until 12:00 midnight on Friday and Saturday nights. 
 
C4-6  
 
See responses to comments #C4-3, #B2-16, and #B2-17. 
 
 
C4-7  
 
See response to comment #C4-5, #B2-16, and #B2-17.  The project’s hours of operation are 
described in Section 2.5.9 of the EIR. 
 



 
C4-8  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-10, #C17-11, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C4-9  
 
Under CEQA, the city is required to act as Lead Agency for the EIR. 
 
C4-10  
 
See responses to comments #C4-1 and #C4-3.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether 
the project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be selected.  This 
rationale for this determination will be reflected in the CEQA findings that are adopted for the project. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C5-1  
 
The comment does not specify which roadways are of concern.  The project will not add a large 
amount of traffic on a daily basis to smaller Non-Circulation Element roads which do not lead directly 
to the project site and may not be built-out with curb, gutter, sidewalks, and other urban features.  It is 
true that project traffic may utilize smaller residential rural streets if the on-site parking was fully 
utilized during a special event and a patron was looking for parking; however, this would only occur 
on rare occasions during special events.  The amount of traffic using residential streets will not be 
high or frequent and therefore no vehicular, pedestrian or safety impacts would be determined.  See 
responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C5-2  
 
The commentor expresses opposition to the current design and intensity of uses as proposed in the 
project.  This comment does not include any specific comments on the sufficiency or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis within the EIR.  The purpose of the EIR is to analyze the project as currently 
proposed.  The EIR does not make recommendations or suggest modifications to the design of the 
project; rather, it provides analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project as 
information for the pubic and decision-makers.  This comment is noted for the record. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C6-1  
 
The commentor requests additional information regarding pedestrian and bicyclist safety, and notes 
that the EIR does not contain a specific analysis related to pedestrian and bicycle safety.  This issue 
is not specifically addressed in the EIR, as the project would not propose a design feature that would 
substantially increase hazards to pedestrians or bicyclists and constitute a potentially significant 
environmental impact of the project.  Pedestrian and bicycle safety is important to the City and is an 
important component of any park design and access plan.  The project would not introduce any 
elements that, in conjunction with project traffic, would create unusual or unsafe conditions for 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  Safety hazards for bicyclists and pedestrians that may use the proposed 
Hall Property Community Park would be similar to any potential hazards that would be present for 
these modes of transportation in any other location within the city.  In addition, the amount of traffic 
using residential streets will not be high or frequent and therefore no vehicular, pedestrian or safety 
impacts would be determined.  The project would provide a pedestrian sidewalk to the park along the 
driveway access that extends from Santa Fe Drive.  Please also refer to Responses #B4-10 and 
#C5-1. 
 
C6-2 
 
The commentor is concerned that increases in traffic along Santa Fe Drive associated with the 
proposed project and the Scripps expansion would result in increased hazards for bicyclists and 
pedestrians along Santa Fe Drive.  As discussed in Response #C6-1, the project would not propose a 
design feature that, in conjunction with project traffic, would substantially increase hazards to 
pedestrians or bicyclists and constitute a potentially significant environmental impact of the project.  
Safety hazards for bicyclists and pedestrians that may use the proposed Hall Property Community 
Park would be similar to any potential hazards that would be present for these modes of 
transportation in any other location within the city.  The project would provide a pedestrian sidewalk to 
the park along the driveway access that extends from Santa Fe Drive.  Please also refer to 
Responses #B4-10 and #C17-14. 
 
C6-3  
 
See responses to comments #C6-1 and #C6-2. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C7-1 through C7-9 
 
Please refer to Responses #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C8-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C8-2  
 
This brief summary on the EIR’s noise analysis of the potential dog park impacts is noted for the 
record. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
C8-3  
 
The commentor raises questions regarding the hours of operation and placement of the dog park 
within the overall park design and whether these other mitigation options were explored.  Specific 
responses to each of the suggestions are provided in the following paragraphs: 

1. The commentor suggests relocating the dog park to another area of the property.  
However, it is likely that any active use area located where the dog park is proposed would 
required noise mitigation to attenuate noise to levels that would be acceptable.  While 
basketball courts and ball fields would have slightly lower anticipated noise levels, a wall 
around this piece of the property would likely continue to be desirable.  The installation of a 
sound wall around the perimeter of the proposed dog park would decrease noise levels at 
nearby residential receptors and reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  

2. The commentor suggests that the City should allow for a perimeter wall higher than the 6-
foot wall proposed in the mitigation measure in the EIR.  The 6-foot high wall proposed in 
the EIR is the height necessary to mitigate noise impacts and does not consider safety 
issues.  As stated by the commentor, a higher wall would likely decrease noise levels to a 
greater extent, but is not necessary to mitigate the identified environmental impact of the 
project.  The commentor’s concerns regarding wall height for safety purposes will be 
provided to decision-makers to consideration when taking action on the project.  

3. The commentor also suggests reducing the hours of operation of the park.  While this 
suggestion would not directly address the noise impact that could result from operation of 
the dog park, the City’s decision-makers may consider adjusting the project’s hours of 
operation as part of the Major Use Permit’s conditions of approval. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C8-4  
 
Please refer to Response #B1-18.  Regarding noise measurements on an on-going basis once the 
park is operational; as discussed in Section 3.4 of the EIR, with the implementation of the identified 
mitigation measures, potential noise impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels.  
Therefore, on-going noise measurements would not be needed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C8-5  
 
See response to comment #C17-14.  It should be noted that, as part of the Cardiff Glen development, 
an easement has been granted along Bach Street that provides public pedestrian access to the 
project site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C8-6  
 
The project objective refers to the unmet athletic field needs in the city.  The City’s unmet park needs 
are documented in the Park Facilities Needs Assessment, which was developed in support of the 
City’s Recreational Element through the Recreational Element Technical Report (December 15, 
1987).  This study is a public document.  Additionally, Section 2.4 of the Final EIR has been revised 
to provide more information related to the City’s unmet park needs. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C8-7  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  See response to comment #C8-3. 
 



 
C9-1  
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the impacts of the project and cites issues related to 
light and glare.  The constituent is claiming personal expertise in lighting and glare with respect to his 
professional training as an Optometrist.  It may be assumed he does have limited professional 
knowledge of lighting and glare, but he is not an Illuminating Engineer and thus his comments should 
be regarded as personal interest and not expert testimony.  There is no specific comment on the EIR 
analysis provided here and the commentors concerns are detailed in subsequent comments. 
 
C9-2  
 
Because of the speed at which drivers are traveling, the dynamic viewpoint (time/distance factor) and 
the line of sight of the road, incidents of disability glare are not anticipated from the southbound 
freeway on-ramp at Santa Fe Drive.  However, as discussed in the EIR, because the exact 
performance and directional adjustment of each of the lights cannot be determined with certainty at 
this juncture, the proposed project would result in a potentially significant impact related to light and 
glare.  The EIR includes mitigation measures that include adjustments to park lighting to address 
potential light and glare impacts.  Additionally, the EIR provides a variety of mitigation measures to 
ensure that light and glare impacts are reduced to less-than-significant levels.  Included in the Final 
EIR is an additional option that the City could utilize to ensure that the light and glare performance 
standards specified in Mitigation Measure Visual-1 are met (see Mitigation Measure Visual-1 e)., A 3-
D model could be utilized to determine exact lighting and glare levels of the proposed project and 
would be utilized to identify the best method to address the impact.   
 
Should the proposed project result in a perceived glare impact at the southbound Santa Fe Drive 
freeway on-ramp, the 3-D model could be used to provide the adjustments necessary to reduce the 
impact to less-than-significant levels.  An alternative to the 3D model would be to conduct a mock-up 
of the proposed fixtures on the project site.  A mock-up is a temporary installation of a limited number 
of fixtures.  This would allow the City to view any potential conflicts prior to a full installation.  The 
proposed manufacturer of the sports lighting equipment has mobile equipment that could be utilized 
for this mock-up.   
 
Please note, there is no louver specified for the sports lighting within the EIR or lighting analysis as 
mentioned in the comment letter.  This device is an eyebrow, visor or hood to provide shielding from 
the neighborhoods.  The EIR refers to it as both a snoot and visor shield.  A snoot is generally 
considered a 360° device that also shield the lower aperture of the fixture.  A louver is a different 
optical control device not specified within the EIR or appendices. 
 
C9-3  
 
The commentor refers to a statement made by Planning Commissioner Chapo at the public 
workshop.  There is no comment on the analysis in the EIR and no response is necessary.   
 
C9-4  
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no response is necessary.  
Please also see Response #C9-2, regarding potential glare impacts to motorists. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C9-5  
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no response is necessary.  The 
attached document is a reproduction of page 2-16 of the Draft EIR.  No comment or mark-up of the 
page is provided to clarify the comment. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C9-6  
 
The attached diagram referred to in Comment #C9-2 incorrectly identifies the pole heights for the A6 
and B5 pole locations.  Pole location A6 is noted at 90' when it is 60'.  Pole B5 is 80', not the 90' 
noted on the attachment.  The 90' poles are B1-B4 poles on the larger baseball/soccer fields.  Poles 
locations A1-A4 are 80' high.  Poles A3, A4, B3 and B4 are aimed toward the southwest corner of the 
property, away from the freeway on-ramp.  Please also refer to Response #C9-2, above. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C9-7  
 
The attached figure is used to illustrate the concern related to potential glare impacts from the 
southbound Santa Fe Drive on-ramp.  This comment is addressed in Response #C9-2, above.   
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C9-8  
 
Horizontal field of view is generally considered to be 160 to 180° from line of sight.  The commentor 
has asked the question of horizontal field of view with regard to automotive headlights.  In this case, 
the lighting is not directly in the horizontal plane such as is the case in automotive conditions, so 
vertical field of view is more appropriate to consider.  The lighting is mounted at a higher angle than 
normal to the viewer.  Normal refers to an angle that is directly in the line of sight to the observer.  In 
other words, someone has to tilt their head to see into the fixture, therefore the vertical angle is the 
basis for calculating potential glare.  There is no doubt that the developed project will be visible from 
multiple viewpoints. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C9-9  
 
As discussed in the EIR, significant glare impacts are defined qualitatively as a luminance ratio of 
30:1 or more (foreground of luminaries to background of dark sky).  As such, the EIR is not 
concluding that glare would be eliminated, but that glare would be reduced below the significance 
threshold defined.  The use of a snoot (visor shield) would reduce light spill into the atmosphere and 
limit viewing angles thereby reducing excess contrast.   
 
 
 
C9-10  
 
It is assumed that this comment relates back to the concerns raised in Comment #C9-2, relative to 
pole height and concern over potential glare impacts to the southbound Santa Fe Road freeway on-
ramp.  This comment is addressed in Response #C9-2, above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C9-11  
 
It is assumed that this comment relates back to the concerns raised in Comment #C9-2, relative to 
pole height and concern over potential glare impacts to the southbound Santa Fe Road freeway 
on-ramp.  This comment is addressed in Response #C9-2, above. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C9-12  
 
Please refer to Response #C9-2, above.   
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C10-1  
 
The commentor states that if Mackinnon is closed to through traffic that the traffic would be redirected 
so that the neighborhoods on the east side of the freeway would be affected by project traffic.  The 
alternatives analysis in Section 7.1.1 of the EIR addresses a project alternative that would keep 
access to Mackinnon Avenue open to through traffic.  This alternative would avoid significant traffic 
impacts on the intersections of Villa Cardiff Drive/Windsor Road and Villa Cardiff Drive/Birmingham 
Drive.  In addition, this alternative would avoid significant traffic impacts on two street segments east 
of Interstate 5:  Santa Fe Drive between Mackinnon Avenue and Windsor Road and Birmingham 
Drive between the Interstate 5 Northbound Ramps and Villa Cardiff Drive. 
 
C10-2  
 
As noted in Section 2.5.8 of the EIR, the project is anticipated to accommodate special events on the 
athletic fields three to four times a year.  See response to comment #C35-2. 
 
 
 
C10-3  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16 and #B2-17. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C11-1  
 
See response to comment #C17-14. 
 
C11-2  
 
The commentor states that access to the park is not clearly defined in the EIR and that the access 
appears unsafe for pedestrians and bike access into the park.  Figure 2-4 of the Draft EIR has been 
revised in this Final EIR to clearly portray the northern project access from Santa Fe Avenue.  In 
addition, Section 2.5.11 describes this access.  Larger plan views of the access design are available 
for public review at the Planning and Building Department.  The vehicular access points for the 
project are located on public streets and would be designed to comply with traffic engineering 
standards to ensure that safe access is provided for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
C11-3  
 
The commentor states that safety is a concern because the streets adjacent to the planned park have 
poor pedestrian access and safety conditions, and because there are no bike lanes.  See Response 
#C5-1 and #C6-1. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C12-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis within the EIR.  This comment is noted for the record. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C13-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis within the EIR.  This comment is noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C14-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis within the EIR.  This comment is noted for the record. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C15-1 through C15-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 



 
 
 
 
C16-1  
 
The commentor expresses opposition to the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided 
on the environmental analysis within the EIR.  This comment is noted for the record. 
 
C16-2  
 
See response to comment #B2-16 for secondary traffic effects related to special event activities that 
may occur in conjunction with other normal park uses.  Regarding the ‘maximum event’ at the site, 
please refer to Responses #B4-3 and #B4-4.  As noted in Section 2.5.8 of the EIR, the project would 
accommodate special events on the athletic fields no more than three to four times a year. 
 
C16-3  
 
The commentor believes that the special event trip generation rates used for the EIR are based upon 
park users arriving and leaving the project site at the same time.  The special event analysis provided 
in Section 3.2.3 of the EIR estimates that there would be up to 3,000 users of the park on the peak 
special event days, which is a conservative assumption.  This estimate would take into account the 
fluctuations that may occur as noted by the commentor.  In addition, the 150 inbound and 150 
outbound trips assumed during special event peak hours would also account for the minor 
fluctuations in travel patterns noted by the commentor.  Furthermore, the mitigation measure provided 
in the EIR provides for the individual analysis of special events to ensure that appropriate event-
specific traffic management plan measures are put in place to address traffic and parking.  As 
indicated in Mitigation Measure Traffic-7, the EIR acknowledges that special events traffic would 
result in significant impacts that are both mitigable and unmitigable.  For these reasons, the special 
events traffic and parking analysis contained in the EIR provides reasonable assumptions for the 
traffic and parking impacts associated with these unusual circumstances.  Please also refer to 
Responses #B4-3, #B4-4, and #B4-5.  
 
Regarding residential street impacts please refer to Response #C103-1. 
 
C16-4  
 
See response to comments #C17-14 and #C103-1. 
 
C16-5  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance. 
 
C16-6  
 
The commentor concludes by expressing opposition to the project as currently proposed.  No specific 
comments are provided on the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no 
response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
C17-1  
 
The commentor introduces the letter by providing information regarding their location in proximity to 
the proposed project.  The commentor expresses concern regarding the environmental impacts of the 
project and these concerns are detailed in subsequent comments.  No specific comments are 
provided on the environmental analysis within the EIR and no response is necessary. 
 
C17-2  
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the differences in the project design shown in the EIR 
and the ideas presented though the City’s public workshop park planning process.  This comment 
does not include any specific remarks on the environmental analysis within the EIR.  The purpose of 
the EIR is to analyze the project as currently proposed.  The EIR does not consider or analyze the 
process by which the design was developed.   
 
C17-3  
 
As discussed in Section 3.1, Land Use and Planning, the Recreation Element of the General Plan 
designates the project site as a Special Use Park.  The comment correctly defines a Special Use 
Park.  The definition further states that a Special Use Park can provide many of the same facilities as 
a community park.  The Recreational Element further states that a Special Use Park which provides 
major facilities usually found at community parks, will be considered as community park acreage 
because they provide facilities serving the entire City or major portions of the City.  Although the 
proposed project is consistent with the description of a community park as defined by the 
Recreational Element, it exceeds the City’s acreage standards for a community park (10-20 acres).  
Because this standard would be exceeded, the proposed project is designated as a Special Use Park 
in the City’s Land Use Element.  The title of the EIR includes community park because the uses 
associated with the proposed project (athletic fields, community center, aquatic center, etc.) are those 
uses typically associated with the City’s definition of a community park.  The Special Use Park 
designation is a land use as defined in the City’s Land Use Element that allows the proposed uses of 
the project. 
 
C17-4  
 
As discussed in the EIR, the proposed project could host ‘special events’ such as soccer tournaments 
or events that run until midnight on Friday or Saturday nights.  However, special events at the athletic 
fields would end by 10:00 PM because the athletic field lighting would be shut off at 10:00 PM.  As 
further discussed in the EIR, special events such as described in the comment letter would be 
required to apply for and receive a special events operation permit.  Special events would only be 
approved if they did not conflict with other activities and if special conditions for event planning were 
addressed (traffic management, parking).  It is anticipated that the frequency of special events would 
be an average of approximately one event per month at the teen center, and one event per month at 
the amphitheatre.  Special events at the athletic fields are anticipated to occur three to four times per 
year.  
 
Regarding lighting, during special events park lighting at the amphitheatre and teen center would 
remain on until the end of the event.  However, as discussed in Section 3.5 of the EIR, lighting levels 
associated with these facilities would not result in significant light impacts with the implementation of 
the proposed mitigation measures.  Athletic field lighting would not remain on past the 10:00 PM time 
limit for any event.  Lastly, there is no direct correlation between athletic field lighting and ‘weekend 
regional competition’ provided. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C17-5  
 
The comment addresses the City of Encinitas Park and Recreation Department Policy related to 
Athletic Field Allocation Priority.  The EIR is provided to analyze the potential environmental effects 
associated with the development of the proposed project.  Once operational, it is the responsibility of 
the City of Encinitas to ensure compliance with its stated goals, policies, and regulations.  There is no 
indication that the City’s Park and Recreation Department would not comply with the Athletic Field 
Allocation Priority Policy.  Please also refer to Response #C17-4, above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C17-6  
 
Section 7 of the EIR includes an analysis of seven alternatives.  The alternative referenced by the 
commentor is the Reduced Intensity Alternative.  This alternative includes an analysis of three athletic 
fields on the site and the elimination of athletic field lighting as suggested by the commentor.  
Regarding the unmet park facilities needs, the City’s unmet park needs are documented in the Park 
Facilities Needs Assessment, which was developed in support of the City’s Recreational Element 
through the Recreational Element Technical Report (December 15, 1987).  This study is a public 
document. 
 



 
C17-7  
 
A full parking analysis is provided in Section 15.0 of the traffic study.  Detailed parking counts were 
conducted at three parks, Poway Community Park, Poinsettia Community Park, and Kearny Mesa 
Community Park, by LLG in August 2004.  Given that the demand for parking at the various parks is 
greater on weekend days, two Saturdays and one weekday were counted.  Table A below shows the 
average and peak parking demand rates at each of the three parks for two Saturdays and one 
weekday.  The average parking rate, calculated by averaging the parking demand over an 
approximately five hour period, was 4 parking spaces per acre on Saturday and 3 parking spaces per 
acre during the week.  The peak-parking rate, calculated by averaging the highest number of parking 
spaces demanded in the five-hour period, was 6 spaces on Saturday and 4 spaces during the week.  
It was therefore recommended that a rate of 6 spaces per acre be used. 
  

TABLE A 
PARKING DEMAND RATE 

Average Rate a Peak Rate a 
Park Facility 

Parking 
Space 
Supply Saturday Weekday Saturday Weekday 

Poway Community Park (25 acres)     

Day 1 7 6 10 8 

Day 2 

 
23
2 

4 - 9 - 

Poinsettia Community Park (42 acres)     

Day 1 2 1 3 4 

Day 2 

 
26
3 

3 - 5 - 

Kearny Mesa Community Park (70 acres)     

Day 1 5 3 5 4 

Day 2 

 
33
5 

3 - 4 - 

Average Rate  4 3 6 4 

Footnotes: 
a.  Rates are parking spaces per acre. 

 
Using the above calculated rate of 6 parking spaces per acre, the park was determined to require 258 
parking spaces.  The project proposes to provide 419 parking spaces in approximately five parking 
lots throughout the park.  It was therefore concluded that the number of parking spaces provided by 
the project was adequate. 

 
 

C17-8  
 
A complete parking analysis was prepared for the project and the results are contained in Section 
15.0 of the traffic study and summarized in response C17-7.  The conclusion was that adequate 
parking would be available on-site on a daily basis. 
 



C17-8 (continued) 
 
The EIR acknowledges that during special events at the park, such as large soccer tournaments, it is 
possible that adequate parking within the park may not be available to accommodate all vehicles.  
The lack of parking availability within the park during large special events may result in spectators 
searching for parking offsite, which may result in significant secondary traffic impacts at intersections 
having unacceptable midday operating conditions. 
 
To address traffic impacts, Mitigation Measure Traffic-7 was recommended that would require the 
preparation of a Traffic Management Plan for special events.  If necessary, based on the size and 
timing of the event, the traffic management plan could include, but are not limited to measures such 
as the use of cones, flagmen to direct traffic, involvement of the Sheriff’s Department to direct traffic, 
or management through event timing restrictions.  In addition, Mitigation Measure Traffic-7 would 
require the event applicant to establish off-site parking areas in existing parking lots to which visitors 
would be directed and provide a shuttle to the project site, if necessary based on the size and timing 
of the event.  Mitigation Measure Traffic-8 is also included in the Draft EIR to address secondary 
impacts related to parking by requiring a shuttle service be provided if an event is anticipated to 
exceed onsite parking capacity.  Two potential shuttle locations include the park and ride located at 
the corner of Villa Cardiff and Birmingham Drive and the student parking lots at San Dieguito 
Academy on Santa Fe Drive.  These two sites are located within a 5-minute drive of the project.  
Another option could be Encinitas City Hall and other nearby sites may also be available as options.  
Should off-site parking be required, the applicant would need to ensure that off-site parking is 
available and coordinate the necessary approvals to park at off-site locations prior to the approval of 
the Special Events Permit.  In addition, Mitigation Measure Traffic-8 in the Final EIR that addresses 
secondary traffic impacts has been expanded to include a requirement for the City to ensure a traffic 
and parking consultant monitors the first large special event at the park to assess the situation and 
provide a report to the City.  The report would include a description of traffic and parking operations 
resulting from the special event and specific additional recommendations and solutions if the situation 
was found to be adverse.  
 
 
 



 
C17-9  
 
The commentor notes that the EIR lists a bridge coming from Mackinnon Avenue.  The bridge noted 
by the commentor and described in the EIR already exists.  No additional bridge construction is 
necessary for access to the park from Mackinnon Avenue.  Construction of the southern access from 
Mackinnon Avenue would occur prior to operation of the park. 
 
C17-10  
 
The commentor does not state to which specific intersection along Santa Fe Drive he/she is referring.  
It appears based on the mention of the hospital that the comment is referring to the Santa Fe 
Drive/Alley intersection.  This intersection is currently unsignalized.  A significant impact was 
calculated at this intersection and the mitigation measure was revised to provide right-in, right-out, 
and left-in movements only and the installation of a stop sign for northbound movements.  This 
mitigation will result in acceptable operations under all traffic conditions, which would address the 
concerns noted by the commentor. 
 
C17-11  
 
The traffic mitigation measure for the Santa Fe Drive/Alley intersection has been revised.  Please 
refer to Response #C17-10. 
 
C17-12  
 
The EIR assumed 3,000 people would visit the park on a peak day for the purpose of the special 
event analysis.  This assumed amount will exceed the attendance on virtually every other day of the 
year.  While the analysis did not assume that people would come and go from the park during the 
course of the day, the number of people leaving the park multiple times during the day is not 
expected to be high.  In addition, a key assumption in the special event analysis to convert the 
number of visitors to vehicle trips was the vehicle occupancy rate (VOR, i.e., people per car).  A VOR 
of only 2.0 was assumed when the anticipated VOR will likely be higher due to carpooling for special 
events.  This low VOR assumption essentially results in a factor of safety already built into the 
analysis. 
 
In addition, another very conservative assumption is that no visitors use a shuttle to reach the park.  A 
shuttle could be provided during special events as specified in Mitigation Measure Traffic-7. 
 
It should also be noted that it is standard practice in traffic engineering to not analyze and mitigate for 
the absolute worst-case day of the year.  Rather, a typical peak day is analyzed.  A 3,000 ADT trip 
generation for the park represents this typical peak day. 
 
In addition, special events at the park would be atypical and special permits will be required.  The EIR 
project description states that special events would be scheduled at the park through the Parks and 
Recreation Department.  Special events could include programs or other indoor activities that would 
run until 12:00 midnight on Friday or Saturday nights.  Any special event would require a special 
events operation permit.  Special events would only be approved by the Parks and Recreation 
Department if they did not conflict with other activities and if special conditions for event planning 
were addressed.  It is anticipated that the frequency of special events would be an average of 
approximately one event per month at the teen center, and one event per month at the amphitheatre.  
Special events at the athletic fields are anticipated to occur three to four times a year. 
 



 
 
 
C17-13  
 
Based on research at other park facilities, typical tournament hours are from 9:00 AM to 10:00 PM 
with people and officials beginning to arrive at 8:00 AM.  Therefore, the overall tournament traffic 
occurs over a 14-hour period which correlates to an average of 7% (210 vehicles) of traffic 
arriving/departing per hour.  This amount was increased by over 40% to assume 10% during one 
hour of the day.  Traffic is much more spread out during a tournament day as compared to a non-
tournament day.  In addition, a shuttle could be provided during the day of a tournament, further 
deceasing traffic. 
 
C17-14  
 
A thorough process was undertaken at the beginning of the traffic study preparation to determine the 
proper study area to include in the analysis.  Traffic analysis study areas are generally comprised of 
those locations that have the greatest potential to experience significant traffic impacts due to a 
proposed project, as defined by the Lead Agency.  In the traffic engineering practice, traffic analysis 
study areas generally include those intersections, street segments and freeway segments that are: 
  

• Immediately adjacent or in close proximity to the project site; 
• In the vicinity of the project site that are documented to have current or projected future 

adverse operational issues; and 
• In the vicinity of the project site that are forecast to experience a relatively greater 

percentage of project-related vehicular turning movements. 
 
In review of the traffic analysis study area shown in Figure 3-1 of the traffic study the intersections 
and street segments selected for analysis are consistent with the criteria noted above.  Although not 
every intersection has been selected for analysis along every roadway (as this number could be 
extremely large and yield little additional helpful information), analysis locations were selected so as 
to identify potential project impacts on a corridor level basis.   
 
The study area includes those locations immediately adjacent to the site, key intersections in the 
project vicinity and those locations with a relatively higher percentage of project-related turning 
movements.  Therefore, the traffic analysis study area used in the EIR is sufficiently comprehensive 
to identify and represent the potential significant traffic impacts related to the project as it also 
includes locations along major access corridors. 
 
The locations selected for analysis were based on the above criteria, the project land use and 
corresponding arrival and departure peak hour vehicle trip generation.  A total of 17 intersections and 
11 segments were included in the analysis. 
 
The roadways which were requested to be analyzed in the comment are minor residential roadways 
which project traffic will not utilize on a regular basis.  It is true that project traffic may utilize these 
streets if looking for parking during a special event.  However this would only occur on rare occasions 
during weekend special events.  The amount of traffic using these residential streets will not be high 
or frequent and therefore, no vehicular, pedestrian, or safety impacts would be created. 
 
 
 



 
C17-14 (continued) 
 
An EIR need not identify measures to provide specific parking spaces in order to meet an anticipated 
shortfall in parking availability, especially in consideration of unusual circumstances (e.g., special 
events at the park).  Requiring the implementation of event-specific measures during the Special 
Event Permit process provides the most reasonable approach to addressing the parking needs of 
these unique situations.  Event-by-event consideration will ensure that the parking solutions 
developed for each special event are the most appropriate approach, thereby reducing the potential 
for overflow parking in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
 
C17-15  
 
A mitigation measure (Traffic-8) consisting of providing a special event Traffic Management Plan is 
included in the EIR.  The mitigation measure requires that a Special Event Permit be issued.  The 
City’s Traffic Engineering would review all applications to determine if off-site parking would be 
required.  If off-site parking and shuttle service is required, the applicant would need to ensure that 
off-site parking is available and coordinate the necessary approvals to park at off-site locations prior 
to the approval of the Special Events Permit.  In addition, Mitigation Measure Traffic-8 in the Final EIR 
that addresses secondary traffic impacts has been expanded to include a requirement for the City to 
ensure a traffic and parking consultant monitors the first large special event at the park to assess the 
situation and provide a report to the City.  The report would include a description of traffic and parking 
operations resulting from the special event and specific additional recommendations and solutions if 
the situation was found to be adverse.   
 
The City Parks and Recreation Department currently uses shuttle services successfully for large 
events that require offsite parking for attendees.  One example of successful shuttle service is during 
the annual Holiday Parade.  It is reasonable to anticipate that shuttle services for special events at 
the park would also be successful as park users would likely be bringing items such as coolers, lawn 
chairs, and sports equipment and would not want to walk or carry these items a long distance when a 
convenient and well organized shuttle service would be available.   
 
C17-16  
 
The EIR utilizes various significance thresholds to determine potential light and glare impacts.  As 
discussed in Section 3.5.3, the proposed project has the potential to result in significant light and 
glare impacts.  The EIR recommends a variety of mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to 
less-than-significant levels.  Included within the mitigation measures is an option for the City to create 
a 3-D model of the proposed project to evaluate potential impacts (refer to Response #C9-2).  The 
EIR addresses dark sky regulations and concludes that the employment of visors would avoid 
significant lighting impacts above 90° horizontal from the fixture.  Thus, this fixture complies with dark 
sky requirements and the resulting sky above 90° horizontal from the fixture would remain largely 
unlit. 
 



 
C17-17  
 
The EIR states that the light poles associated with the project would be visible.  However, at the 
project location, Interstate 5 is generally elevated above development located to the east of the 
freeway (elevation gradually rises as one moves further east of the freeway.  As discussed in the EIR, 
no significant public Vista Point is located in the vicinity of the project site.  In addition, no significant 
scenic vista passes through the project site.  As is the case in many urbanized areas, views to the 
coast include a variety of man-made features, including utility poles (telephone and electrical), and 
lights.  As shown in Figure 3.5-5 of the EIR, lighting fixtures are dispersed along this section of 
Interstate 5.  Development located immediately east of Interstate 5 would have views of the potential 
athletic field light poles; however, as discussed in the EIR, no significant impact would result as no 
blocking of scenic views would result.  For development located further east of Interstate 5 and at a 
gradually inclining elevation, the distance from the project site would render the lighting poles even 
less visible.  Motorists on Interstate 5 would not be impacted as the speed of travel would shorten 
potential views. 
 
C17-18  
 
It is not feasible to fully document all of the effects of naturally occurring weather patterns or 
determine how much light will be scattered into the neighborhoods as a result of the marine layer/fog.  
The variables are too vast.  However, as addressed in Response #C17-16, shielded fixtures would 
ensure that these effects are minimized and not significant.  As is the case within any coastal urban 
area, additional illumination is likely to occur under these conditions and currently occurs throughout 
the proposed project area.  As discussed in the EIR, the proposed project would not impact Dark Sky 
Resources, identified in the EIR as Palomar Mountain and Mount Laguna and requires the 
preservation of dark skies within a 15-mile radius of these resources.  Because of the proposed 
project’s urban locale, distance from identified Dark Sky resources and mitigation measures to reduce 
or avoid significant light and glare impacts, impacts as a result of naturally occurring weather patterns 
are not considered significant.  Additionally, mitigation measures have been included that would help 
ensure that discomfort glare and significant light trespass on adjacent parcels remains less-than-
significant. 
 
C17-19  
 
Existing views of the sunset are available from the properties east of the project site.  As discussed in 
Response #C17-17 above, development adjacent to Interstate 5 is located below the grade of the 
freeway at the project location and gradually increases in elevation moving further east of the project 
site.  While limited views of the sunset exist from the properties that are east of the freeway, they are 
not considered uniquely scenic sunset views.  These views are currently obstructed by utility lines, 
trees, and other man-made features.  In addition, the views of the sunset from the east of the freeway 
are quite distant.  Thus, the limited obstruction of sunset views resulting from the proposed project 
would not be considered a significant impact.  Quality views of the sunset are generally located to the 
west of the project site, which would not be obstructed with construction or operation of the proposed 
project. 
 
 
 
 
 



C17-20  
 
As discussed in Section 3.9 of the EIR, the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) database was utilized to determine sensitive species in the 
vicinity of the proposed project area.  As discussed in that Section, the federally endangered least 
Bell’s vireo has a low potential to occur in riparian areas adjacent to the project site.  Potential 
impacts to this species are related to construction impacts (e.g., noise).  These have been identified 
as potentially significant impacts and mitigation measures have been recommended that would 
reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.  With regard to lighting, there are no set 
standards of lighting levels that are applicable to this species.  However, as discussed in Section 3.5 
of the EIR, the lighting plan for the proposed project would result in an acceptable light level of 0.5 
footcandles at the proposed project’s property line with implementation of the mitigation measures 
included.  The mitigation measures included reducing significant light and glare impacts would also 
result in minimal spill light to areas adjacent to the project site, including the riparian scrub that could 
be utilized by least Bell’s vireo.  As such, the mitigation measures recommended in Section 3.5, 
would ensure that substantial spill light would not occur in adjacent areas and that potential impacts 
to least Bell’s vireo would not occur. 
 
 



 
 
C17-21  
 
As discussed in the Summary Section of the EIR, one of the project objectives is to provide a buffer 
between existing residential uses and the proposed project.  The project proposes the inclusion of six 
foot masonry walls around the western and southern edges of the site, except for the project 
boundary east of Somerset Avenue to Mackinnon Avenue as well as the project boundary 
immediately east of the proposed dog park.  As discussed in Section 3.4 of the EIR, the proposed 
project could result in significant noise impacts to the residential areas to the east of the dog park and 
the EIR recommends mitigation in the form of a six foot masonry wall along this boundary of the site.  
No masonry walls were proposed for the area east of Somerset Avenue in the conceptual plan nor 
are masonry walls needed to reduce a significant noise impact.  Masonry walls are not needed on the 
northern and eastern most edges of the site as these areas abut uses other than residential.  
Although not required to reduce an identified significant impact, the City could choose to include a 
masonry wall along the area east of Somerset Avenue.   
 
Although berms may also serve to mitigate noise impacts, they are typically not used for this purpose 
when considering the amount of grading and land area necessary to construct them. 
 
C17-22  
 
The descriptor for the average one-hour exposure is the Hourly Equivalent Sound Level, abbreviated 
here as Leq.  It is an hourly measure that accounts for the moment-to-moment fluctuations in A-
weighted sound levels due to all sound sources during that hour, combined.   
 
The word average leaves many people with the impression that the maximum levels, which attract 
their attention, are devalued or ignored when using the Leq descriptor.  They are not.  All sounds are 
included in the one-hour noise exposure.  The Leq noise exposure descriptor includes all events and 
all noise levels that occur during the measurement period without exception.  Scientific evidence 
strongly indicates that total noise exposure is the truest measure of noise impact.   
 
Noise measurements of park activities used in the evaluation included the measurement of peak 
noise level events such as whistles blowing during soccer games, skateboards slapping the ground 
and other surfaces, crowds cheering, children yelling, and other similar events.  Thus, these noise 
events are not ignored as part of the evaluation of potential impacts of the park.   
 
Furthermore, the City recognizes peak noise levels may be generated by sporting events and the 
reasonable sounds produced by these events are provided an exemption in Section 9.32.417 of the 
Municipal Code provided that the events comply with the noise levels in Section 30.40.010.  The 
project was compared to these noise level limits.   
 
The commentor states that recent court cases in California have set a precedent for mitigating peak 
noise as well as average noise levels.  While the commentor is correct that several court cases have 
overturned EIRs for failing to appropriately address noise impacts, and that consideration should be 
given to the appropriateness of the noise analysis methodologies used for each individual project, it is 
not correct to infer that all noise analyses should address or mitigate for peak noise levels.  
Specifically, in the Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners 
(August 30, 2001; 111 Cal.Rptr.2d 598) the court found the EIR was deficient in failing to address 
adequately the potential disturbance to area residents resulting from increased nighttime air cargo 
operations, specifically, by omitting significant information about the airport's potential interference 
with sleep, including physiological response and annoyance from increased nighttime overflights.  

 
 

C17-23 



 
C17-22 (continued) 
 
The EIR in the Berkeley case only addressed noise levels using a 24-hour noise level metric (CNEL).  
Given the context of the project (i.e., air flights would occur and increase in frequency during the 
nighttime hours), the court determined that the particular methodology used was flawed for the 
proposed project.  The Hall Property Community Park project does not proposed activities during the 
nighttime hours.  In addition, the methodology used in the Hall Property Community Park impact 
analysis assesses impacts to residences surrounding the park using the Hourly Sound Level 
Equivalent (Leq), which is more rigorous than a CNEL noise analysis methodology.  Based upon the 
available methodologies for noise impact assessment and the case law available on the subject of 
noise assessment, it has been determined that the methods used in the EIR analysis provide the 
most accurate characterization of potential impacts. 
 
No available scale succeeds at measuring noise from an annoyance point of view, simply because 
annoyance is a very personal and context-related reaction.  A-weighting is used primarily as several 
studies have shown a good correlation between A-weighted sound level and hearing damage, as well 
as speech interference.  The A-weighted sound level is the best available methodology for assessing 
potential noise issues and associated annoyance that could result from the unusual noise 
circumstances.  It also exhibits a fairly good correlation with the tendency of people to complain for 
noise pollution. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C17-23  
 
The assumptions and methodologies used in the EIR to establish noise levels for future park uses are 
based on current industry practices.  It is not economically or physically feasible to measure all 
potential noise events at the same time for a park as complex as the proposed park.  Thus, well 
known and established noise propagation models are used to develop noise levels at specific 
locations based on measured or otherwise documented noise levels from a given sources.  A 
literature search was conducted to determine if industry accepted noise levels for the various park 
components was available.  For the majority of the proposed park features, this information was not 
available.  Thus, noise measurements of similar facilities were conducted for use in the evaluation.  
The measurements times and locations were chosen based on discussions with facility operators and 
users of the facilities and the characteristics of the noise during the measurement.  Where possible, 
peak activity levels, i.e., the loudest periods, were measured, where this was not possible, noise 
levels were increased to represent a reasonable worst case scenario.  An example would be the 
soccer field measurement used in the mixed-use field assessment.  Two measurement points were 
chosen, one perpendicular to the long side of the field and perpendicular to the short side of the filed.  
The measurement perpendicular to the long side of the field was closer to cheering parents and was 
substantially louder than the other measurement location.  To present a conservative evaluation and 
the reasonable worst case scenario, the louder measurement was used for the evaluation regardless 
of the future orientation of the filed to nearest residence. 
 
C17-24  
 
As noted in the comment, the EIR does propose noise walls for mitigation of noise impacts.  Although 
berms may also serve to mitigate noise impacts, they are typically not used for this purpose when 
considering the amount of grading and land area necessary to construct them.  As noted by the 
commentor, the EIR must also consider alternatives to the proposed project to address identified 
impacts.  Several of the alternatives analyzed in Chapter 7 consider removal of the dog park from the 
proposed project, which would also reduce the noise impacts attributable to the proposed project. 
 
It is correct that a 3 dBA decrease in noise is not a substantial reduction in the level of noise which 
can be heard by the human ear.  However, the reduction in noise attributable to the sound wall would 
be 5 dBA, more than the 3 dBA referenced by the commentor.  While this reduction is modest, it 
would reduce the sound level perceptible to the adjacent residential land uses, and would address the 
significant impact by reducing the sound level to below the significance threshold. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
C17-25  
 
It is correct that the skate board park, dog park, and all other park amenities would be closed during 
nighttime hours as outlined in the EIR and no park users would be allowed in the park during the non-
operational times.  Enforcement of the park hours would be the responsibility of the Park Host who 
would live onsite in a recreational vehicle as described in Section 2.7 of the EIR.  The location of the 
Park Host would be in the northwest corner of the park, near the teen center and skate park.  The 
Park Host would report any illegal use of the park during closed hours to the appropriate authorities.  
In addition, park features, such as the skate park or dog park would not be lit during non-operational 
hours, thus further precluding the unauthorized use of these components due to darkness. 
 
C17-26  
 
The lighting associated with the athletic fields at the proposed project would be controlled by a 
software system.  The system would be programmed to shut the lights off at 10:00 PM.  However, the 
system would allow for shut down of the lights prior to 10:00 PM in those instances that the lights are 
not needed until 10:00 PM.  This type of software system has been successfully implemented at other 
parks within the City (Cardiff Sports Park and Paul Ecke Sports Park). 
 
 
C17-27  
 
The comment asks why there is no requirement for monitoring of noise levels once the park is in 
operation.  Future measurements of the park’s operational noise levels are not necessary to validate 
the findings of the noise analysis.  The input into the noise analysis included measurements of actual 
recreational activities at other parks and playgrounds throughout the County.  For this reason, the 
findings of the noise analysis are concluded to be a very accurate depiction of future noise conditions 
associated with the park.  The lighting monitoring program has been recommended in the EIR as the 
proposed lighting program could be modified or adjusted as project designs are more fully designed 
and refined.  In addition, it is acknowledged that minor adjustments and modifications to lights, once 
installed, could address specific lighting intrusion problems.  Thus, the monitoring program 
recommended for the lighting is an efficient and feasible measure to ensure compliance with the 
specified lighting standards.  The same is not true for noise or sound effects associated with the 
project.  While the City could require such a measure as an added condition of approval of the 
project, it would not be required to reduce the project’s noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 
C17-28  
 
As discussed in Section 3.7 of the EIR, the proposed project could result in significant impacts related 
to increased runoff and downstream impacts (Impact Hydrology-2) and increased pollutants from park 
operations (Impact Hydrology-3).  To reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels, the EIR 
includes Mitigation Measures Hydrology-2 and 3.  Section 3.9 of the EIR addresses potential impacts 
to biological resources.  As discussed in that section, the proposed project has the potential to result 
in significant impacts to biological resources from runoff and erosion (Impact Biology-1).  To reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level, the EIR includes Mitigation Measure Biology-1.  
Implementation of these mitigation measures would ensure that potential runoff would not have an 
adverse impact on downstream resources, including biological resources and ocean resources. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C17-29  
 
The EIR provided a full environmental analysis of the park, as proposed.  The analysis found that the 
proposed project could result in significant environmental impacts and proposes mitigation measures 
to reduce those impacts to less-than-significant levels.  The analysis also includes an evaluation of 
alternatives to the project, including a Reduced Density Alternative, Citizens for Quality of Life 
Alternative, No Athletic Field Lighting, and a No Project – No Build Alternative, among others.  The 
purpose of the alternatives analysis is to provide decision-makers with potential alternatives to a 
proposed project that meet the majority of the stated project objectives and reduce identified 
environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C18-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C19-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C20-1  
 
The commentor expresses that they do not agree with the City’s characterization of the objectives of 
the project and that the objectives do not reflect the outcome of the workshops that the City of 
Encinitas had for residents in the developmental stages of the project’s design.  No specific 
comments are provided on the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no 
response is necessary. 
 
C20-2  
 
Please refer to Responses #C17-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C20-3  
 
The commentor expresses opposition to the current design and intensity of uses as proposed in the 
project.  This comment does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis 
contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C20-4  
 
Please refer to Responses #C17-6. 
 
 
C20-5  
 
The commentor states that the EIR does not adequately analyze parking, and indicates that the 
project would result in hazardous situations in the surrounding neighborhoods because the project 
does not include enough parking.  As addressed in Section 2.5-11 of the EIR and the Traffic Impact 
Analysis (Appendix B to the EIR) it has been determined that the 419 parking spaces provided by the 
park as proposed would provide the parking necessary during peak parking demand.  It is estimated 
that during normal park operations (i.e., not special events) that the park would provide over 150 
extra parking spaces than what would be necessary to meet the park’s parking demand.  With this 
surplus, it is highly unlikely that neighboring residential streets would be heavily utilized for parking. 
 
Regarding safety on local streets, refer to Response #C5-1 and #C6-1. 
 
C20-6  
 
The commentor expresses disagreement with the visual analysis contained in the EIR in relation to 
the 90-foot light poles and specifically disagrees with the statement in the EIR that the athletic field 
light poles would fade into the background.  This visual characterization of poles fading away into the 
background was removed from the Final EIR text.  It is important to note that the insignificance 
determination for the light poles is also based upon the determination that these elements would not 
block public views of scenic vistas or areas, as designated by the City’s General Plan, when viewed 
from surrounding public right-of-ways.  The text of the Draft EIR has been revised in this Final EIR to 
reflect these clarifications.  The commentor also notes that the EIR concludes that lighting from the 
park may result in a significant impact, which is correct.  The EIR also provides recommended 
mitigation measures to address this potential impact, the implementation of which would reduce the 
impact to less-than-significant. 
 
C20-7  
 
This comment does not provide any comments on the environmental analysis contained within the 
EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C21-1  
 
Policy 1.13 of the General Plan’s Land Use Element is not applicable to the project because the 
proposed park is not defined as a visitor-serving commercial land use.  The commentor presents the 
opinion that the park is too large and would generate adverse impacts on the surrounding residential 
areas.  While specific comments are not provided on the environmental analysis contained in the EIR, 
it is acknowledged that the proposed project could cause several environmental impacts, which are 
identified in the EIR.  In addition, where feasible, the EIR provides recommended mitigation measures 
to address the identified potentially significant impacts.  
 
Land use compatibility effects of the project are addressed in Section 3.1.3 of the EIR.  With 
implementation of the air quality (Section 3.3.5), noise (Section 3.4.5) and aesthetics/lighting (Section 
3.5.5) mitigation measures, the project would be considered compatible with adjacent land uses.  
With respect to traffic impacts, see response to comment #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15.  The project 
would not result in significant traffic impacts on local residential streets. 
 
C21-2  
 
The commentor expresses the opinion that the project does not comply with General Plan (Land Use) 
Policy 2.10.  The project is considered to be consistent with Land Use Policy 2.10 because, with the 
traffic mitigation measure at the Santa Fe Avenue access, sufficient vehicular and pedestrian access 
would be provided to the project site.  In addition, Section 3.11 of the EIR determined that the project 
would not result in significant impacts on public services and utilities. 
 
Section 3.2.5 of the EIR acknowledges that the project would have significant and unmitigable traffic 
impacts, but these effects are not related to the project’s access points.  The EIR evaluated traffic 
noise (Section 3.4.3) and traffic emissions (Section 3.3.3); these effects were determined to be not 
significant. 
 
C21-3  
 
The commentor expresses that there should be additional information provided related to the 
effectiveness of the proposed (and implemented) roundabouts.  Roundabouts are constructed for the 
purpose of calming traffic while improving operating conditions at street intersections.  This is 
consistent with the EIR’s determination that operating conditions would improve with the roundabout 
at Devonshire Drive/Rubenstein Drive/Santa Fe Drive intersection.  More recent traffic studies (City 
case #05-091) confirm that the roundabout operates under LOS A conditions during the AM and PM 
peak hours.  Level of service conditions at roundabouts are based upon the average delay of all 
vehicles that pass through the intersection. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C21-4  
 
As indicated in Section 5.4.2 of the EIR, the 19 other cumulative projects (three additional cumulative 
projects were added to the Final EIR), including the ultimate proposed expansion of Scripps Hospital, 
are fully addressed in the cumulative (Year 2010) traffic analysis contained in Section 3.2 of the EIR.  
Regarding comments on operating conditions at the Santa Fe Drive/Devonshire Road roundabout, 
please refer to Response C21-3.  The EIR’s traffic analysis determined that under Year 2010 
conditions, the project would not have a significant cumulative impact at the intersection of Santa Fe 
Drive/Devonshire Road. 
 
C21-5  
 
As discussed in Section 3.3 of the EIR, the Del Mar station is the closest air monitoring station to the 
proposed project site.  The EIR goes on to say that no other monitoring stations are located near 
enough to the proposed project area to be used to characterize other criteria pollutants such as CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5.  In order to determine project impacts, the anticipated emissions from both the 
construction and operation of the proposed project were evaluated against established thresholds (50 
tons per year for oxides of nitrogen, volatile organic compounds, and PM10 and 100 tons per year for 
CO).  Although the inclusion of ambient levels of air emissions is preferred, project impacts are based 
on the exceedance of the thresholds listed above and in the EIR.  Please also see response to 
comment B1-7.  With implementation of the mitigation measure included within this Section, air 
quality impacts would be less than significant.  
 
C21-6  
 
See response to comments #C95-1 and #C95-3. 
 
C21-7  
 
See response to comment #C95-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C22-1  
 
The commentor expresses opposition to the EIR’s reference to the project as the Hall Property 
Community Park.  The EIR does not make recommendations or suggest modifications to a project’s 
name; rather, it provides analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project as 
information for the pubic and decision-makers.  It should be noted that the ultimate name for the park 
would be approved by the City.  
 
The commentor states that the proposed project does not meet the criteria of a community park and 
that the park would more accurately be depicted as a special use park.  Section 3.1.1 of the EIR 
acknowledges that the Encinitas General Plan designates the project as a special use park.  This 
designation is based upon the project site’s acreage, which is larger than the standard community 
park area of 10 to 20 acres.  The project is also anticipated to provide a larger service area than that 
associated with community parks.  The General Plan indicates that special use parks providing major 
facilities usually found at community parks will be considered as community park (City of Encinitas 
General Plan, Recreation Element, page RE 15).  Other than its total size and expected service area, 
the project as proposed is consistent with standard facilities and the primary active function as 
described for community parks in the General Plan (see Figure 1 and Table 2 of the Recreation 
Element).  Although the project is designated as a special use park, it has the typical facilities and use 
characteristics defined by the General Plan for a community park.  Furthermore, the EIR’s references 
to Hall Property Community Park name has no bearing on the environmental analyses and 
conclusions provided in the EIR. 
 
This comment does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis contained 
within the EIR; therefore, further response is not necessary. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C22-2  
 
The commentor summarizes the objectives of the proposed project, as summarized in the EIR, and 
provides input on the appropriateness of the park design and the identified objectives.  This comment 
does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; 
therefore, further response is not necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C22-3  
 
See response to comment #C22-1. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C23-1  
 
The commentor introduces his letter.  This comment does not include any comments on the 
environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
C23-2  
 
The commentor states that the cumulative traffic analysis should contain additional projects, including 
the potential for upzoning and redevelopment of the parcels of land listed in the proposed revision of 
the Housing Element of the General Plan.  In addition, the commentor indicates that the 
improvements to the San Dieguito Academy should be included in the cumulative analysis, and 
presents that he believes the San Dieguito Academy project would double the Academy’s enrollment.   
 
As noted in the Draft Housing Element Update, an Affordable Housing Overlay Zone (AHOZ) would 
designate certain specific sites for higher residential density.  These properties have not been 
identified at this time.  The City would identify appropriate sites and apply the AHOZ designation 
through a zoning ordinance, General Plan, and Local Coastal Program amendment.  Therefore, any 
attempt to analyze the cumulative traffic impacts from implementation of AHOZ is speculative and 
cannot be conducted at this time. 
 
The San Dieguito Academy High School improvement project is included in the cumulative 
assessment, including the traffic assessment (see Section 5.3 of the EIR, cumulative project #2).  
Future improvements associated with San Dieguito Academy High School Master Plan would 
modernize classrooms and other facilities but would not increase the existing student capacity of the 
school (City Case #04-265). 
 
 
C23-3  
 
This comment does not include any comments on the environmental analysis contained within the 
EIR; therefore, no response to the commentor’s opinions is necessary.  Refer to responses #B1-13, 
#C4-1, and #C17-6. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C23-4  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 
 
C23-5  
 
The commentor states that access to the facility is not adequate.  The vehicular access points for the 
project are located on public streets and would be designed to comply with traffic engineering 
standards.  The commenter provides no evidence to support the opinion that the access points do not 
provide safe ingress or egress. 
 
C23-6  
 
The commentor asks whether the park traffic and congestion will have a negative impact on the 
economic well being of the community.  Under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, a social or economic 
change by itself is not considered a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15382).  Thus, this comment is not on the environmental analysis contained within the EIR and no 
response is necessary. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C24-1  
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the differences in the project design shown in the EIR 
and the ideas presented though the City’s public workshop park planning process.  The purpose of 
the EIR is to analyze the project as currently proposed.  An EIR is not required to consider or analyze 
the process by which the design was developed.  This comment does not include any specific 
comments on the adequacy or sufficiency of environmental analysis within the EIR.  This comment is 
noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
C24-2  
 
As discussed in Section 2.5.11 of the EIR, the realignment of the Mackinnon Avenue bridge is a 
separate project that would be carried out by Caltrans.  The bridge realignment has independent 
utility and the subject park project can be carried out regardless of whether the bridge is realigned. 
 
See responses to comments #C17-14 and #C17-15. 
 
C24-3  
 
This comment does not include any comments on the environmental analysis contained within the 
EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
C24-4  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C5-1, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C24-5  
 
This comment does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis within the EIR.  
The EIR does not make recommendations or suggest modifications to the design of the project; 
rather, it provides analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  This 
comment is noted for the record. 
 
C24-6  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.  Please also refer to Response #C17-18. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C24-7  
 
An analysis of noise impacts is provided in Section 3.4 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts (including noise from potential amplified events) 
would be mitigated below a level of significance. 
 
 
 
 
C24-8  
 
Water quality effects of the project, including those associated with the dog park, are analyzed in 
Section 3.7 of the EIR.  The analysis determined that with implementation of mitigation measures, 
water quality impacts would be reduced below a level of significance. 
 
 
C24-9  
 
The project objectives are described in Section 2.3 of the EIR.  Chapter 7 of the EIR considers three 
project alternatives without athletic field lighting.  See response to comment #B1-13. 
 
 
 
C24-10  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C25-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
 
 
C25-2  
 
The commentor expresses opposition to the current design and intensity of uses as proposed in the 
project.  This comment does not include any specific comments on the sufficiency or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis within the EIR.  The purpose of the EIR is to analyze the project as currently 
proposed.  The EIR does not make recommendations or suggest modifications to the design of the 
project; rather, it provides analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project as 
information for the pubic and decision-makers.  This comment is noted for the record.  
 
Regarding traffic, see responses to comments #C17-14 and #C17-15. 
 
C25-3  
 
See response to comments #C24-6 and #C25-2. 
 
 
C25-4  
 
See response to comment #C17-6.  Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a Reduced Intensity project 
alternative. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C26-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  Section 3.1 of the EIR addressed the project’s compliance with 
adopted land use policies and determined that the project would not result in significant impacts. 
 
C26-2  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.  See response to comment #C20-6. 
 
C26-3  
 
The EIR acknowledges that the project would have significant and unmitigable traffic impacts.  It 
should be noted traffic Mitigation Measure Traffic-3a has been revised to eliminate the option of 
providing a roundabout serving the project access and the Scripps Hospital Driveway.  Please refer to 
Response #B4-7. 
 
C26-4  
 
See response to comment #C26-3. 
 
 
 
C26-5  
 
Under CEQA, economic impacts themselves are not treated as significant effects on the environment 
unless they cause an impact to the physical environment.  [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 
 
 
 
C26-6  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.  See response to comment #C20-6. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C26-7  
 
This comment does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis within the EIR.  
The EIR does not make recommendations or suggest modifications to the project objectives; rather, it 
provides analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The opinions 
expressed in this comment are noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C26-8  
 
The opinions expressed in this comment are noted for the record.  See responses to comments 
#C20-6, #C24-9, and #C25-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C26-9  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  See responses to comments #C26-1 through C26-8. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C27-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C28-1  
 
This comment is related to a reproduction error in the technical appendices.  The draft version of the 
Subsurface Investigation and Limited Human Health Risk Assessment report, dated November 11, 
2005, was mistakenly published in the Technical Appendices of the Draft EIR.  This error was 
disclosed during the public review process.  The final version of the report (dated March 2, 2006) 
included revisions that were fairly minor, generally grammatical and formatting revisions with some 
small additions to text for clarification.  There was no additional or modified analysis or information 
presented in the final report that was not included in the draft report.  The final report was made 
available for public review prior to the end of the public review period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C29-1  
 
See response to comment #C22-1. 
 
 
 
C29-2  
 
As noted in Section 2.5.8 of the EIR, the project is anticipated to accommodate special events on the 
athletic fields three to four times a year.  General park hours of operation, 5:00 AM to 10:00 PM, are 
discussed in Section 2.5.9 of the EIR. 
 
 
 
 
 
C29-3  
 
See response to comment #C17-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C29-4  
 
See response to comment #B2-9. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C30-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C31-1  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a reduced intensity project alternative, as well as other project 
alternatives that reduce impacts of the project.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the 
project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
 
 
 
 
C31-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C31-3  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16 and #B2-17.  A reduced intensity project alternative is 
addressed in Chapter 7 of the EIR. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C32-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C32-2  
 
See response to comment #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C32-3  
 
See response to comment #C21-3.  Please review Mitigation Measure Traffic-8 in Section 3.2.5 of the 
EIR, which describes how a traffic management plan would mitigated secondary traffic effects 
associated with parking demand during Special Events. 
 
C32-4  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.  Section 3.5.4 indicates that lighting impacts may be significant without mitigation 
measures, while Section 3.5.5 indicates that, with the specified mitigation measures, these impacts 
would be mitigated below a level of significance. 
 
C32-5  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16 and #B2-17. 
 
C32-6  
 
See response to comment #C22-1.  A reduced intensity alternative was addressed in Chapter 7 of the 
EIR.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed 
or whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C33-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C33-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C33-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C33-4  
 
See response to comment #C32-6. 
 
C33-5  
 
Noise impacts were analyzed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  The analysis determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, noise impacts of the project would be reduced below a level 
of significance. 
 
C33-6  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.  See response to comment #C20-6. 
 
C33-7  
 
See responses to comments #B1-13 and #C32-6.  The Citizens for Quality of Life alternative, 
addressed in Chapter 7 of the EIR, could be described as a project alternative that provides a 
balance of active and passive park uses. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C34-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C34-2  
 
Project access is described in Section 2.5.11 of the EIR.  The project would provide access from Villa 
Cardiff Drive and Santa Fe Drive.  The project as currently proposed does not provide direct access 
from Glasgow Avenue, Summerset Avenue, or Mackinnon Avenue (west of Interstate 5).  A reduced 
intensity alternative was addressed in Chapter 7 of the EIR. 
 
C34-3  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record.  It should be noted that pedestrian access to the park is limited by 
surrounding private properties and Interstate 5. 
 
C34-4  
 
As addressed in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the EIR, potentially significant noise and lighting impacts 
would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures provided 
in the EIR.  Traffic impacts of the project, as addressed in Section 3.2, would not be fully mitigated 
below a level of significance. 
 
The EIR is programmatic in nature and it is anticipated that the project would be developed in phases. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C34-5  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses three project alternatives that do not propose athletic field lighting.  
The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or 
whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
C34-6  
 
Solid barriers are known to be an effective and standard means of attenuating sound.  As addressed 
in Section 3.4 of the EIR, the proposed walls would mitigate significant noise impacts of the project.  
Although berms may also serve to mitigate noise impacts, they are typically not used for this purpose 
when considering the amount of grading and land area necessary to construct them. 
 
C34-7  
 
Project alternatives are addressed in Chapter 7 of the EIR.  The city’s decision-makers will determine 
whether the project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be 
selected. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C35-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C35-2  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15.  The analysis in 
Section 3.2.3 of the EIR indicates that the project’s 419 parking spaces would provide an adequate 
amount of parking for normal park operations.  An estimated worse-case demand of 810 spaces 
would be needed for special events (three to four times per year).  Mitigation Measure Traffic-8 would 
reduce potential secondary traffic impacts associated with special events parking to below a level of 
significance. 
 
C35-3  
 
See response to comment #C35-2. 
 
C35-4  
 
An analysis of noise impacts is provided in Section 3.4 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.  Under CEQA, economic impacts are not treated as significant effects on the 
environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 
C35-5  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.  Section 3.5.4 indicates that lighting impacts would be significant, while Section 3.5.5 
indicates that, with the specified mitigation measures, these impacts would be mitigated below a level 
of significance. 
 
C35-6  
 
See response to comment #35-4.  The park buffer is not identified as a noise mitigation measure in 
the EIR. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C35-7  
 
The opinions expressed in this comment are noted for the record.  The City has not identified existing 
facilities that are readily available to serve anticipated users of the park and a Needs Assessment for 
Specialized Facilities prepared in 2007 (attached in Appendix P of the EIR) found that the City has a 
shortage of recreational facilities included in the proposed park design, such as baseball and softball 
fields, basketball courts, etc.  The City has long standing joint-use agreements with the Cardiff, 
Encinitas and San Dieguito School Districts.  The City developed, maintains and operates Paul Ecke 
Sports Park under a 25-year lease agreement.  The current lease expires On August 1, 2014 and has 
the options to extend the lease for an additional 10-year period, upon mutual consent.  The City has 
had preliminary discussions with the YMCA and all indications are that the lease will be extended. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C36-1  
 
The opinions expressed in this comment are noted for the record.  This comment does not specifically 
address the sufficiency of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C37-1  
 
Cumulative traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.2 and 5.4.2 of the EIR.  A project’s traffic 
impacts under build-out conditions are normally assessed in CEQA documents. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C37-2  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
C37-3  
 
See response to comment #35-2. 
 



 
 
 
C37-4  
 
Traffic volumes from the Scripps Hospital Master Plan Expansion were included in the cumulative 
traffic analysis.  See Section 5.4.2 and Appendix B of the EIR. 
 
 
 
C37-5  
 
The project’s traffic study considered existing street conditions affected by the project.  See Appendix 
B of the EIR. 
 
 
C37-6  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses the Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative, as well as other project 
alternatives that reduce impacts of the project.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the 
project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
C37-7  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C38-1  
 
The alternatives analysis in Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a project alternative that would keep 
access to Mackinnon Avenue open to through traffic.  This alternative would avoid significant traffic 
impacts on the intersections of Villa Cardiff Drive/Windsor Road and Villa Cardiff Drive/Birmingham 
Drive.  In addition, this alternative would avoid significant traffic impacts on two street segments east 
of Interstate 5:  Santa Fe Drive between Mackinnon Avenue and Windsor Road and Birmingham 
Drive between the Interstate 5 Northbound Ramps and Villa Cardiff Drive. 
 
C38-2  
 
As noted in Section 2.5.8 of the EIR, the project is anticipated to accommodate special events on the 
athletic fields three to four times a year.  See response to comment #C35-2. 
 
C38-3  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16 and #B2-17.  These comments will be provided to the city’s 
decision-makers for consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C39-1  
 
See responses to comments #C39-2 through #C39-33. 
 
 
 
 
 
C39-2  
The commentor is correct that the proposed park is planned for use by resident sport leagues and 
organizations.  As described in Section 2.5.10 of the EIR, the City would not host regional 
tournaments, but local youth sports leagues are typically on a rotating tournament host assignment, 
pending field availability.  For this reason, it is likely that the park would host local tournament events 
three to four times a year, and these special events are analyzed in the EIR.  The EIR does not 
assume large regional tournaments as the purpose of the park is to serve the local community and 
large regional events require facilities beyond those proposed for the park.   
 
C39-3  
 
Land uses located to the north of the site include retail/commercial uses that do not have as stringent 
standards associated primarily with allowable noise levels.  Since the proposed project would not 
exceed any noise thresholds associated with the retail/commercial uses to the north of the site, no 
sound attenuation devices (such as a masonry wall) would be required.  The properties identified in 
the comment are in proximity to Receptors 1 and 10 as shown in the Noise Impact Analysis prepared 
for the proposed project (Appendix E to the EIR).  Based on the traffic noise modeling conducted for 
these locations, noise levels are not anticipated to exceed 60 dBA CNEL and the relative increase is 
less than 3 dBA.  Therefore, no mitigation was designed for houses along the northern access. 
 
C39-4  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 
C39-5  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 



 
 
 
 
C39-6  
 
The EIR and the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared in support of it, base their analysis on potential 
impacts at intersections and along segments.  As discussed in the EIR, the proposed project has the 
potential to result in significant traffic impacts.  Mitigation measures recommended in the EIR would 
reduce the impacts to less-than-significant levels.  The identified mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts at the locations identified in the EIR to result in an unacceptable level of service.  In some 
instances, a choice of mitigation is provided to allow for flexibility in reducing the significant impact 
and recognizing that some mitigation measures require the contribution of fair-share fees to the 
mitigation decided upon by other projects in the area.  Based on the traffic impact analysis, any of the 
identified mitigation measures would reduce significant impacts at specified intersections and 
segments to less-than-significant levels equally.   
 
With regard to emergency vehicle access, please also refer to Response C103-7. 
 
 
C39-7  
 
See response to comment #C17-10. 
 
 
 
C39-8  
 
See response to comment #C17-11. 
 
 
 
 
C39-9  
 
See responses to comments #C17-14 and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
C39-10  
 
See responses to comments #C17-14 and #C17-15. 
 
 
C39-11  
 
See responses to comments #C17-14 and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C39-12  
 
See response to comment #C17-12. 
 
 
 
 
C39-13  
 
See response to comment #C17-13. 
 
 
 
 
C39-14  
 
The project would provide improvements, including a pedestrian sidewalk, along the driveway access 
that extends from Santa Fe Drive.  A 30-foot-wide access easement exists along this driveway and 
the easement width would allow for the compliance of minimum pedestrian and emergency vehicle 
access standards.  Please refer to Response #B4-10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C39-15  
 
See response to comment #C17-16. 
 
 
 
C39-16  
 
See response to comment #C17-17. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C39-17 See response to comment #C17-18. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
C39-18  
 
See response to comment #C17-19. 
 
 
 
 
C39-19  
 
See response to comment #C17-20. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C39-20  
 
See response to comment #C17-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C39-21  
 
See response to comment #C17-23. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C39-22  
 
See response to comment #C17-24.  Noise attenuation walls mitigate exterior usable areas, such as 
residential back yards.  They are not intended to mitigate sound levels at the façade of second story 
buildings.  Standard building construction normally provides up to 20 dB of interior noise attenuation.  
This is an industry standard for typical wood frame residential construction with windows closed.  A 
standard wood frame wall would provide approximately 45 dBA attenuation, a solid core door would 
provide approximately 30 dBA attenuation and a single pane window would provide approximately 25 
dBA attenuation.  Total wall attenuation is generally reduced of the least effective portion of the wall 
system.  Additionally, window and door seals are typically not as effective as when initially installed, 
thus the overall attenuation is generally assumed to be 20 dBA for a residential structure with the 
windows closed.  A 10 dBA loss of attenuation is usually applied when the windows are in an open 
position. 
 
C39-23  
 
See response to comment #C17-25. 
 
C39-24  
 
See response to comment #C17-26. 
 
 
 
C39-25  
 
Section 3.4 of the EIR as well as Appendix E to the EIR both provide a full analysis of the proposed 
projects potential noise impacts.  As discussed in these documents, the proposed project is 
anticipated to result in a potential noise level increase of 2.8 dBA at the project’s northern entrance.  
The model runs and noise measurement data are provided within Appendix E. 
 
C39-26  
 
As shown in Figure 3.4-1 of the EIR, the project proposes a six foot masonry wall that would extend 
to the northern limit of the project site.  Please refer to Response 39-3 for additional information 
regarding areas to the north of the project site along the northern access point. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C39-27  
 
See response to comment #C17-27. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C39-28  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a reduced intensity project alternative, as well as other project 
alternatives that reduce impacts of the project.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the 
project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
 
 
C39-29  
 
See responses to comments #B1-13, #C4-1, #C17-6, and #C39-28.  Under CEQA, project objectives 
are not used as a means for evaluating environmental impacts in an EIR.  Project objectives are used 
to help a lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives in an EIR and aid the decision-
makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary.  The Final EIR 
has been revised and the Through Traffic on Mackinnon Avenue is no longer considered to be the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative.  Based on the alternative analysis provided in Chapter 7 and 
summarized in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity and the Citizens for Quality of Life alternatives both 
reduce the most environmental impacts as compared to the proposed project.  Therefore, these two 
alternatives are both considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.   

 
 
C39-30  
 
See response to comment #35-7. 

 
 
C39-31  
 
The existing fields referenced by the commentor are owned, maintained, and operated by three local 
school districts (San Dieguito, Encinitas, and Cardiff).  The City has no jurisdiction or control over 
maintenance practices for these fields.  The community uses these fields due to a lack of fields 
owned and operated by the City.  The condition of the fields owned by school districts is not subject to 
City maintenance standards.  Because the City cannot control the maintenance practices of other 
existing fields in the Encinitas community, the alternative suggested by the commentor is not feasible.  
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
C39-32  
 
For the purposes of addressing noise impacts, Section 3.4.2 of the EIR identifies thresholds of 
significance.  These thresholds are taken from the performance standards contained in the city’s 
municipal code (Section 30.40.010A).  As stated in the municipal code, these standards were 
established to minimize the adverse impacts of certain nuisance factors and to provide methods of 
determining compatibility between uses of land and buildings.  It should be noted that the municipal 
code exempts public recreational facilities from being subject to these standards.  However, they are 
used conservatively in the EIR as thresholds of significance.  With respect to active park uses, 
Section 3.4.4 of the EIR indicates the project’s significant noise impacts would only be associated 
with the dog park and the potential use of amplification during special events that would occur three 
to four times a year.  Use of the dog park is not reliant on the athletic field lighting.  However, without 
this lighting, potential significant impacts from any use of special event amplification after daylight 
hours would be avoided. 
 
C39-33  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C40-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
 
C40-2  
 
An analysis of noise and lighting impacts is provided in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the EIR.  These 
analyses determined that, with implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be 
mitigated below a level of significance. 
 
 
C40-3  
 
As indicated in Mitigation Measure Traffic-7, the EIR acknowledges that special events traffic would 
result in significant impacts that are both mitigable and unmitigable.  With respect to parking impacts, 
see responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15 and #C103-6. 
 
 
C40-4  
 
See response to comment #C39-29.  The Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative, addressed in 
Chapter 7 of the EIR, could be described as a project alternative that provides a balance of active and 
passive park uses.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved 
as proposed or whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
C40-5  
 
See response to comment #C40-1. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C41-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C41-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C41-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C41-3  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16 and #B2-17. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C41-4  
 
See response to comment #C41-1.  Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a reduced intensity project 
alternative, as well as other project alternatives that reduce impacts of the project.  The city’s 
decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or whether a 
project alternative should be selected. 
 
 
 
 
C41-5  
 
See response to comment #C41-1.  Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a No Athletic Field Lighting 
project alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C41-6  
 
See response to comment #C41-1. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C42-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
C42-2  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14. 
 
 
 
C42-3  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C43-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
It should be noted that Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a No Athletic Field Lighting project alternative.  
The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the project should include athletic field lighting.  
 
Regarding traffic, see responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
C43-2  
 
See responses to comments #C43-1, #C17-16, and #C17-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C44-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C45-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
C45-2  
 
See response to comment #C45-1. 
 
 
C45-3  
 
See response to comment #C17-7, #C17-14, and C#17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C45-4  
 
See response to comment #C3-6, #C136-8, and #C176-9. 
 
 
 
C45-5  
 
See response to comment #C45-1.  Section 3.6 of the EIR addresses potential impacts related to 
hazardous materials that may occur on the project site.  As indicated in Section 3.6.4, the potential 
effects on humans may be significant during construction activity and provides mitigation to reduce 
these impacts to less than significant levels.  However, no significant hazardous material impacts 
would be associated with normal park operations. 
 
C45-6  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16, #C17-18, and #C45-1.  An analysis of lighting impacts is 
provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with implementation of mitigation 
measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of significance. 
 
C45-7  
 
See response to comment #C45-1. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C46-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
C46-2  
 
See response to comment #C46-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C46-3  
 
See response to comment #C46-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C47-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
C47-2  
 
Section 3.2 of the EIR acknowledges that the project would have significant and unmitigable traffic 
impacts.  These impacts are described in detail in Section 3.2.5. 
 
 
 
 
C47-3  
 
See response to comment #47-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C48-1 through C48-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C49-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C49-2  
 
As indicated in Mitigation Measure Traffic-7, the EIR acknowledges that special events traffic would 
result in significant impacts that are both mitigable and unmitigable. 
 
 
 
C49-3  
 
See response to comment #C49-1.  An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the 
EIR, which determined that, with implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be 
mitigated below a level of significance. 
 
C49-4  
 
See response to comment #C49-1. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C50-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C50-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15 and #50-1. 
 
 
 
C50-3  
 
See responses to comments #B1-14. 
 
 
 
C50-4  
 
See response to comment #C50-1. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




