
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
C101-1 
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.   
 
 
 
 
C101-2 
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1.  This comment does not specifically address the 
sufficiency or adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts.  
An EIR is not required to consider or analyze the process by which the design was developed. 
 
 
 
 
C101-3  
 
The underlying zone conditionally allows the proposed use with approval of a Major Use Permit.  No 
rezone of the property would be required. 
 
 
 
 
C101-4  
 
The lighting thresholds are taken from the performance standards contained in the city’s municipal 
code [Section 30.40.010(I)].  As stated in the municipal code, these standards were established to 
minimize the adverse impacts of certain nuisance factors (e.g., lighting) and to provide methods of 
determining compatibility between uses of land and buildings.  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. 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-5 
 
If athletic field lighting is approved for the project, the city’s code enforcement division would have the 
responsibility of investigating any complaints pertaining to the implementation of the project’s 
conditions of approval (i.e., adopted mitigation measures) and would ensure the enforcement of such 
conditions. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-6  
 
See response to comment #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-7  
 
See responses to comments #C9-2, #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-8  
 
Noise impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  The noise analysis determined 
that with implementation of mitigation measures, noise impacts of the project would be reduced to 
below a level of significance. 
 
 
C101-9  
 
See response to comment #C17-22. 
 
 
 
C101-10  
 
The 6-foot-high noise barrier provided as noise mitigation in Section 3.4.5 mitigates the potential 
noise impacts from the proposed dog park to below a level of significance.  In other words, the noise 
barrier would ensure that the city’s noise standards would not be exceeded on sensitive receptors 
adjacent to the dog park. 
 
C101-11  
 
See response to comment #C17-28.  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. 
 



 
C101-12  
 
See response to comment #C4-5.  Section 2.5.8 of the EIR describes the timing and frequency of 
special events.  Mitigation Measure Noise-3 in Section 3.4 of the EIR would require sound studies to 
be conducted for any sound amplification at athletic field special events.  These studies would 
determine the sound levels from the proposed amplification and ensure that these levels would not 
exceed the city’s noise standards at residential property lines.  As stated in Section 2.5.4 of the EIR, 
sound amplification would not be allowed at the proposed amphitheater.  
 
 
 
C101-13  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C66-6, #C69-35, and #C81-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-14  
 
With exception of the recently submitted project application for Aides and Gish TM, these projects are 
addressed in Section 5.3 of the EIR’s cumulative impact analysis and were included the traffic 
analysis (see Section 3.2.3 of the EIR, Year 2010 + Project analysis).  Traffic analyses conducted for 
the Gish TM (city case #06-005) determined that, with elimination of the active greenhouse operation 
and employee trips at the Gish project site, the residential project would be expected to generate less 
vehicle trips than existing trips generated by existing on-site operations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-15  
 
The listed public schools are existing uses.  As such, the vehicle trips from these schools are included 
in the existing traffic volumes used for the project’s traffic analysis. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-16 
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15.  When designed in compliance 
with traffic engineering standards, roundabouts can provide for safe pedestrian access.  The 
commentor does not provide evidence to support the statement that roundabouts are more 
dangerous for pedestrians. 
 
 
C101-17  
 
See responses to comments #C35-2, #C66-5, #C66-6, #C69-35, #C81-2 and #C91-6. 
 
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.  The provision of any necessary 
off-site parking during special events is reasonably expected to reduce secondary traffic effects in the 
immediate area of the project site. 
 
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.   
  
C101-18  
 
As indicated in Section 3.4 of the EIR, the traffic analysis addresses the effects of project traffic 
during peak morning, afternoon, and Saturday midday hours. 
 
C101-19  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14.  The project’s access points would be 
designed to comply with the city’s street standards and ADA standards. 
 
C101-20  
 
See response to comment #C24-2.  The future realignment of Mackinnon Avenue bridge would not 
include five travel lanes.  Section 3.4 of the EIR acknowledges that the project’s proposed closure of 
Mackinnon Avenue would result in significant traffic impacts.  Chapter 7 addresses a Through Access 
on Mackinnon Avenue project alternative that would avoid some of the significant traffic impacts 
associated with closing Mackinnon Avenue to through traffic. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-21  
 
See responses to comments #B1-13, #C4-1, #C39-29.  Lighted sports fields is not an objective of the 
project.  However, the provision of athletic field lighting, if approved, would facilitate the goal of 
achieving the project’s objectives. 
 
Alternatives were selected for analysis in the EIR based on their ability to reduce significant 
environmental impacts and their ability to feasibly attain most of the project objectives, as required by 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6.  Each of the alternatives selected attains project objectives to a 
different degree. 
 
As specified by the city’s General Plan, active uses are a primary function of a community park.  A 
park providing only passive uses would not be consistent with this standard.  As discussed in the 
City’s General Plan Recreation Element, and in the Recreation Needs Assessment, the City lacks 
adequate active recreation facilities.  See section 2.4.1 of the EIR.  Therefore, project objectives 
aimed at addressing this need are appropriate.  A project design that does not provide new active 
recreation uses would be inconsistent with stated City goals.   
 
 
 
 
C101-22  
 
It is a standard practice to separate a EIR’s technical appendices from the remaining portion of the 
document.  It is not a standard practice for consultants to sign an EIR, which is the lead agency’s 
document and is required to reflect the independent judgment of the lead agency. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-23  
 
As noted in Section 3.6.3 of the EIR, the hazardous materials analysis used a more refined screening 
approach that is more focused on representative use activities at a public park, where time exposures 
for park users are substantially different than the standard time exposures for residential uses.  The 
risk screening analysis used exposure parameters for the park users that have been accepted by 
state and county regulatory agencies. 
 



 
 
 
 
C101-24  
 
The EBS study (Appendix H) included this statement in the context of defining potential receptors at 
the project site.  However, the subsequent analysis in the study (page 43) determined risk screening 
levels were not exceeded for adult and child park users.  It should be noted that this analysis was 
based on existing on-site conditions that does not consist of landscaping (including large areas of turf 
and ground cover), hardscaping (including parking areas), or implementation of the soils 
management plan (see Section 3.6.5 of the EIR).  Post-development conditions at the project site are 
anticipated to have a reduced potential for fugitive dust. 
 
 
 
C101-25  
 
Although a final grading plan has not been approved for the project, the absence of a final plan did 
not invalidate the conclusions of the EBS study, which recommended implementation of a soils 
management plan as part of the final grading plan (Mitigation Measure Hazardous Materials-1).  The 
EBS study did not determine that the lack of a final grading plan would result in unresolved issues, 
nor does the commentor provide specific evidence that questions the validity of the study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-26  
 
Please refer to Response #C191-24. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C101-27  
 
Please refer to Response #C191-25. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C102-1 through C102-3  
 
See responses to comments #C38-1 through #C38-3. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C103-1 through C103-9  
 
See responses to comments #C7-1 through #C7-9. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C103-10 
 
The commentor provides a description of his daily bike commute using local streets and the safety 
concerns he encounters.  The commentor does not provide specific comment on the analysis  
provided in the EIR and no additional response is necessary.  

C103-10 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C104-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C105-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C106-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.   
 
C106-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16, #C17-18, and #C106-1.  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. 
 
 
C106-3  
 
These suggested design modifications will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration 
when they take action on the proposed project.  The majority of existing walls are located along 
private properties that would not provide direct public access to the project site.  Pedestrian access to 
the park is limited by surrounding private properties and Interstate 5. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C107-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C107-2  
 
Section 3.2.4 of the EIR acknowledges that the project would have significant traffic impacts at the 
Santa Fe Drive and Birmingham Drive intersections with Interstate 5. 
 
C107-3  
 
See response to comment #C103-7 and #C107-2. 
 
C107-4  
 
Noise impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  The noise analysis determined 
that with implementation of mitigation measures, noise impacts of the project would be reduced to 
below a level of significance.   
 
C107-5 
 
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. 
 
C107-6  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C107-7  
 
Security lighting would be provided throughout the park.  In addition, as described under Section 2.7 
of the EIR, a park host would live on the park property to provide onsite screening and monitoring of 
the park, specifically during nighttime hours.  The park host would be responsible for contacting the 
appropriate authorities if suspicious activities or problems were to occur within the park. 
 



 
 
 
C107-8  
 
See response to comment #C107-1. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C108-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  If the Through Access on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative is selected 
by the decision-makers, responses to comments C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15 would apply to these 
comments. 
 
A complete analysis of Mackinnon Avenue (assuming through access is maintained) is included in the 
traffic study within Tables 9-3, 9-8 and 11-2.  Based on the established significance criteria, no 
significant impacts were determined.  The highest forecasted volume (in the Year 2030) is 8,600 
ADT, well within the capacity of 14,000 ADT. 
 



 
 
C108-2  
 
Reducing the height of the athletic field lighting to 30 feet would not be feasible since it would result in 
significantly greater lighting impacts.  As the athletic field lighting is lowered, it becomes increasingly 
difficult to control the direction of lighting and limit light trespass on surrounding properties while 
maintaining the same number of lights.  In addition, 30-foot-high field lighting would not allow for 
baseball or softball play during the evenings. 
 
C108-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18.  These comments will be provided to the city’s 
decision-makers for consideration when they take action on the proposed project.  Chapter 7 of the 
EIR addresses three project alternatives that would not propose athletic field lighting.  The city’s 
decision-makers will determine whether the field lighting should be approved.  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.  
 
C108-4  
 
See response to comment #C108-3. 
 
C108-5  
 
It is unlikely that the significant traffic impacts of the project would be mitigated by reducing the park 
hours to the suggested hours of operation.  The significant traffic impacts occur during the peak hours 
of traffic circulation, which are part of the 6:30 AM to 8:00 PM time period.  Moreover, reducing the 
hours of operation may increase traffic impacts on surface streets since less time would be available 
for project trips to occur outside of the peak hours when park hours become more constricted.  It 
should be noted that significant traffic impacts would not occur prior to 6:00 AM or subsequent to 8:00 
PM.   
 
C108-6  
 
The control and movement of construction vehicles and materials would be regulated by an approved 
construction traffic management plan in compliance with the Encinitas Municipal Code (Chapter 
15.04).  The low volume and temporary nature of construction traffic is not expected to result in 
significant traffic impacts.  As stated in Section 3.2.3 of the EIR, the required haul route permit for 
construction traffic would prohibit hauling of construction materials and debris during peak traffic 
hours.  
 
C108-7  
 
See response to comment #C108-6. 
 
C108-8  
 
The traffic management plan for construction traffic would ensure that construction vehicles use 
appropriate access points at the project site.  
 
C108-9  
 
See responses to comments #B2-17, #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C81-2.  These comments will 
be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take action on the proposed 
project.   
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C108-10  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.   
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C109-1 through C109-3  
 
See responses to comments #C10-1 through #C10-3. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C110-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C111-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.   
 
C111-2  
 
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.  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. 
 
C111-3  
 
The underlying zone conditionally allows the proposed use with approval of a Major Use Permit.  No 
rezone of the property would be required. 
 
C111-4  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 
C111-5  
 
See response to comments #C17-3 and #C17-6. 
 
C111-6  
 
See response to comment #C81-2. 
 
C111-7  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C112-1  
 
See response to comment #C111-2. 
 
C112-2  
 
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. 
 
C112-3  
 
As addressed in Mitigation Measure Air Quality-1, the project would be required to provide dust 
control measures during construction activity to ensure fugitive dust impacts are not significant. 
 
C112-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C113-1 through C113-3  
 
See responses to comments #C10-1 through #C10-3. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C114-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.   
 
C114-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1.  The project is designated in the General Plan as a 
Special Use Park, which has a city-wide service area.  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. 
 
C114-3  
 
See responses to comments #B2-17, #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15 and C#81-2.  The EIR (Section 
3.2.3) acknowledges that special events would result in potentially significant traffic impacts.  As 
indicated in Mitigation Measure Traffic-8, secondary traffic impacts associated with special events 
parking would result in significant impacts.  As described in the mitigation measure, off-site parking 
would be provided, on an as-needed basis, as part of any necessary traffic management plan for 
special events.  The traffic management plan would mitigate secondary traffic impacts associated 
with special events parking to below a level of significance.   
 
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.  
 
C114-4  
 
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. 
 
C114-5  
 
With respect to direct lighting impacts of the project, Section 3.5 of the EIR determined that such 
effects would be mitigated below a level of significance.  The cumulative effects of lighting are 
addressed in Section 5.4.5 of the EIR.  In conjunction with the list of related projects in Section 5.3, 
the project would not have lighting impacts that are cumulatively considerable. 
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C115-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.   
 
 
C115-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
C115-3  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #B2-17, #C79-3, and #C115-2. 
 
 
C115-4  
 
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.   
 
Section 3.1.3 of the EIR analyzes land use compatibility effects of the project.  These effects were not 
determined to be significant. 
 
C115-5  
 
See response to comment #C115-1. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C116-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C117-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C118-1  
 
See response to comment #C17-3 and #C22-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C118-2  
 
An analysis of lighting and associated glare 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.  Although trees may minimize lighting effects of the project, they are not 
identified as a mitigation measure in the EIR for noise or lighting impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C118-3  
 
See response to comment #C118-2.  Under CEQA, social and economic impacts are not treated as 
significant effects on the environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 
 
 
C118-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, #C20-6 
 
 
 
 
 
C118-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 



 
 
 
 
C118-6  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 
C118-7  
 
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.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the project will 
include athletic field lighting and whether the city’s General Plan should be amended for that purpose. 
 
C118-8  
 
Chapter 5 of the EIR includes other cumulative projects that were included in the analysis of 
cumulative traffic impacts contained in Section 3.2.  The significant traffic impacts addressed in 
Section 3.2 of the EIR are based upon AM and PM peak hours of traffic. 
 
C118-9  
 
See responses to comments #C118-1 through #C118-8. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C119-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C119-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-6, #C35-7 and #C39-31.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C119-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C119-4  
 
See responses to comments #C115-3 and #C119-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C119-5  
 
Section 3.2.5 of the EIR acknowledges that the project would have significant traffic impacts that can 
be mitigated below a level of significance and other traffic impacts that cannot be fully mitigated.  See 
responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C119-6 
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15.  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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C120-1 
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C120-2 
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
C120-3 
 
Traffic signals and roundabouts are a standard means of reducing delays and improving operating 
conditions at intersections that operate poorly. 
 
 
 
C120-4 
 
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. 
 
 
C120-5 
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 
 
 
 
C120-6 
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses the Through Access on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative and 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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C120-7 
 
Section 3.2.3 of the EIR provides a traffic analysis that addresses a worst-case scenario for a special 
event.  The analysis assumes that such an event would generate 3000 ADT.  About 10 percent (300 
cars) of this ADT is assumed to occur during the peak hour on Saturdays when the highest number of 
participants would be present at the event.  The analysis does not assume that the trips would be 
evenly spread throughout the day.  The peak volume is based upon a reasonable assumption of the 
number of participants that would be anticipated to be present during the heaviest use period on 
Saturday.  
 
C120-8 
 
With respect to parking on neighborhood streets, see responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and 
#C17-15.  The adequacy of park parking is addressed in responses to comments #B2-16 and #B2-
17.  Mitigation for special events parking is discussed in responses to comments #C35-2, #C66-6, 
#C69-35, and C81-2. 
 
 
 
 
C120-9 
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C121-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3, #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C22-1.  The EIR addresses 
traffic and lighting impacts on the neighboring community.  These analyses are contained in Sections 
3.2 and 3.5 of the EIR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C121-2  
 
See response to comment #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, #C81-2, and #C121-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C121-3  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
C121-4  
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.  The mitigation measures would provide on-going monitoring of project lighting to avoid 
potentially significant impacts on surrounding residents. 
 



 
 
 
C121-5  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses three project alternatives that would not provide athletic field lighting, 
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. 
 
 
 
C121-6  
 
See responses to comments # C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C121-7  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C122-1  
 
The project has a vehicular entrance at Mackinnon Avenue and at Santa Fe Drive.  Neither access 
point is considered a main entrance.  See responses to comments # C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
C122-2  
 
See response to comment #C122-1. 
 
 
C122-3  
 
See response to comment #C122-1. 
 
C122-4  
 
See response to comment #121-7. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C123-1  
 
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. 
 
 
C123-2  
 
The city would not be responsible for limiting vehicular access on a private right-of-way.  However, it 
should be noted that pedestrians would be able to use the public pedestrian easement on Bach 
Street to access the park. 
 
 
 
 
 
C123-3  
 
See response to comment #C123-2. 
 
 
 
C123-4  
 
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.  Current athletic field lighting technology can allow for lighting that is directed on the 
playing fields and not on surrounding properties.  As noted in Mitigation Measure Visual-1, project 
lighting would be monitored to ensure light levels do not exceed 0.5 horizontal foot-candles at 
residential property lines.  In addition, light fixtures would be shielded and positioned to avoid the 
potential for discomfort glare and significant light trespass.  The commentor may or may not have 
views of project lighting as the views may be limited by intervening topography, vegetation, and 
existing development.  However, mitigation measures would ensure that significant impacts of park 
lighting on surrounding residents would not be significant. 
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses three project alternatives that would not provide athletic field lighting, 
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. 
 



 
 
 
C123-5  
 
Section 4.5 of the EIR addresses the noise effects related to removal of the previous greenhouse 
structures.  The noise model determined that the increase in noise levels (0.5 to 1 dBA) due to the 
removal of the structures was not significant.  The analyses provided Sections 4.3 and 4.6 
determined that potential air quality and hazardous material impacts associated with the previous 
demolition activity were not significant.  Please also refer to Response #C125-9. 
 
C123-6  
 
See response to comment #C123-5.  Noise mitigation measures would not be warranted for removal 
of the previous greenhouse structures.  It should be noted that landscaping is not known to be an 
effective means of attenuating noise. 
 
C123-7  
 
Chapter 5 and Section 3.2.3 of the EIR addresses cumulative traffic impacts of the project in 
conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable development in the study area. 
 
C123-8  
 
The City’s Parks and Recreation Department would commence scheduling of park events once the 
project is developed.  
 
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. 
 
The request to draft event scheduling guidelines and review with the community will be provided to 
the City’s decision-makers for consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C124-1  
 
Refer to responses C124-2 and C124-3. 
 
C124-2  
 
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.  However, as described in Chapter 2 of the EIR, the project would 
provide a variety of recreational uses that are not limited to competitive sports activities.  The project’s 
multi-use fields would serve a variety of league organized and non-league athletic activities and 
would be open to public use. 
 
C124-3  
 
Chapter 3 of the EIR analyzes the project’s impacts related to lighting, noise, and parking.  The EIR 
provides mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to below a level of significance.  In 
addition, the project would result in traffic impacts (including those related to parking) that are both 
mitigable and unmitigable.  The commentor does not provide reasons nor substantial evidence to 
support the contention that the EIR does not adequately address these environmental issues.  
Section 7.2 of the EIR addresses a Reduced Intensity project alternative. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C125-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C125-2  
 
Section 3.1.3 of the EIR addresses land use compatibility impacts on surrounding uses.  The analysis 
determined that the project would be compatible with surrounding land uses. 
 
See responses to comments #C35-7 and #C39-31. 
 
When addressing the environmental effects of a project, an EIR identifies thresholds of significance 
(which can be quantitative) to determine the significance of the impacts.  These thresholds are 
identified throughout the EIR for each environmental issue, including lighting impacts.  If an impact 
exceeds a threshold and the impact cannot be mitigated below a level of significance, the decision-
maker may adopt a statement of overriding considerations, whereby a finding can be made that the 
benefits of the proposed project outweigh its unavoidable impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 
 
 
 
 
 
C125-3  
 
Walls are not being provided in the EIR as a means to mitigate lighting effects of the project.  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.  The project does propose a 6-foot-high noise wall that would attenuate noise levels 
from the dog park.  As analyzed in Section 3.4 of the EIR, the wall would mitigate noise impacts on 
adjacent residences to below a level of significance. 
 
 



 
 
C125-4  
 
The commentor expresses concern with the height of the light poles and suggests that the EIR should 
compare the lights proposed for use at the Hall Property Community Park with lights used at other 
facilities.  The purpose of an EIR is to evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed project, in 
this case the park and the specific lighting proposed for use at the park.  While the EIR must evaluate 
alternatives that would potentially reduce significant impacts of the proposed project, a full 
comparison and consideration of different project designs is not a requirement of CEQA.  While a 
potentially significant effect has been identified related to light trespass, the poles themselves would 
not create a significant visual impact.  In addition, lowering the pole heights would not reduce the 
potentially significant lighting impact.  While the EIR identifies a potentially significant impact related 
to light trespass, feasible mitigation measures are also provided to reduce this potential impact to a 
less-than-significant level without a substantial change in the design of the lighting.  Thus, exploration 
of the alternatives presented by the commentor is not necessary. 
 
C125-5  
 
As mentioned by the commentor, the EIR does provide information regarding the stricter standards 
that are adopted for the Olivenhain Community of Encinitas.  From a land planning perspective, it is 
common for stricter dark sky standards to be adopted for semi-rural areas, such as the Olivenhain 
Community rather than in more urban settings, such as the Cardiff Community.  However, the 
purpose of the EIR is not to provide suggestions or recommendations regarding changing the existing 
adopted standards, rather determine the project’s compatibility with the standards that apply to the 
project site.  The compatibility analysis of the lighting plan with adopted regulations is provided in 
Section 3.5.3 of the EIR. 
 
C125-6  
 
As discussed in the EIR, the proposed project is exempt from the City’s Municipal Code requirements 
limiting light to 0.5 footcandles at the property line.  In the absence of City defined lighting 
requirements applicable to the proposed project, the EIR utilized other existing guidance to determine 
project-level impacts.  The EIR included the use of the International Dark Sky Association’s 
recommended standard of 0.5 footcandles at a distance of 25 feet from the property line.  However, 
the use of this threshold has resulted in a significant amount of confusion.  As such, the Final EIR has 
been revised to limit light trespass as direct result of project lighting to 0.5 foot-candles at the property 
line to any adjacent property zoned for residential use (please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIR for 
this revision).  As shown in Table 3.5-2 of the EIR, lighting levels at the property line of the proposed 
project are anticipated to be 0.5 footcandles or less at the proposed project property line. 
 
C125-7  
 
Because there is no such angle as 20 degrees nadir, it is difficult to determine what is meant by the 
commentor.  Nadir is an angle directly underneath the fixture considered to be the 0 angle.  It is 
believed that the comment is referring to is an angle tilted 20 degrees above nadir.  If by cone 
average, the commentor means the average of horizontal and vertical illumination, this isn't possible 
to determine.  Horizontal and vertical illuminance are mutually exclusive with the formula for 
calculation of each being distinct and separate.  The project has been supplied with the prescribed 
horizontal illuminance that is called for in IESNA RP-06-01 for the athletic fields and the same method 
has been used for the parking and sidewalk calculations. 



 
 
 
C125-8  
 
As discussed in the EIR, the westward property divider between the project and residential uses is a 
6’-0” concrete wall.  Although not required to reduce an identified lighting impact, this wall would 
serve as a light trespass boundary.  This statement will hold true for both tall designed poles and the 
proposed lower poles.  The function as a light trespass boundary remains unchanged in either 
scenario, to a certain degree, given the fact that the report specifically says that poles have been 
aimed toward the center of the property.  With lower poles, the grazing-incidence angle would be 
more parallel to the surface of the wall, thus improving the buffering effect.  Yet, the calculation 
validates that adequate buffering, based on referenced guidelines within the EIR, are achieved with 
the current pole height. 
 
C125-9  
 
The commentor correctly states that the noise levels at residential areas to the west of the park are 
louder since the removal of the greenhouses as described in Section 4.4 of the EIR.  The quieter 
scenario prior to removal of the debris field is not used as the EIR baseline as it is not reflective of the 
current site condition and a lower baseline noise level would generate a lower resulting noise level 
than actually anticipated to occur.  Also, as outlined in Section 2.1 of the EIR and as required by 
CEQA (Section 15125), the environmental setting, or baseline, of an EIR must reflect conditions as 
they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published.  The NOP for the EIR was published in 
December 2004, after the removal of the greenhouse debris. 
 
C125-10  
 
As required by the City Municipal Code, all noise measurements and levels are described as A-
weighted decibels.  For a description of A-weighting please see response to C17-22.  The noise level 
limits, identified in section 30.40.010 of the City Municipal Code, are based on the One-Hour Average 
Sound Level.  Thus, no reconciliation between noise level limits in the Municipal Code and the EIR 
are necessary.  Noise propagation equations used in the noise impact assessment did not include 
foliage as this would potentially lower noise levels at the receivers and be less conservative. 
 
C125-11  
 
Noise levels are based on property line locations, as required by the City Municipal Code, not the 
actual locations of residences.  If noise levels were evaluated for second story residential locations, 
interior location would be of prime importance and noise levels at these location would receive a 15-
20 dBA reduction due to building materials.  Thus, it can confidently be stated that noise levels at 
second story locations would be below the exterior noise levels at ground locations and the interior 
noise level from noise sources complying with the property line limit would comply with interior noise 
level guidelines. 
 
C125-12  
 
Section 7.0 of the EIR includes a qualitative analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project.  As 
shown in Table 7-2 of the EIR, Alternatives 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 are anticipated to result in fewer noise 
impacts than the proposed project while Alternatives 1 and 4 are anticipated to result in similar noise 
impacts. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C125-13  
 
See responses to comments #C35-7 and #C39-31.  Under CEQA, an EIR is required to consider a 
reasonable range of alternatives that would reduce or mitigate the potentially significant impacts of 
the proposed project, including alternatives that can feasibly meet most of the project objectives.  The 
EIR evaluated seven project alternatives in Chapter 7 of the EIR ranging from reduced intensity park 
designs to offsite locations.  These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for 
consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C126-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C127-1 
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C128-1 
 
The commentor introduces the letter and no specific comments on the EIR analysis are provided.  
The commentors concerns are detailed in subsequent comments. 
 
C128-2 
 
Prior to the issuance of a Special Event Permit and if required, as determined by the City’s Traffic 
Engineering Department, an off-site parking plan would need to be approved.  This would require that 
the applicant for the permit coordinate and obtain necessary approvals from property owners of the 
off-site parking areas.  When off-site parking is required, a Special Event Permit will not be granted 
without the compliance with this requirement. 
 
C128-3 
 
The two off-site parking areas identified in the EIR are not intended to be all-inclusive, rather they 
were given as examples of where off-site parking could be provided.  The traffic study predicts a 
possible total deficit of 391 spaces during a special event.  The total parking supply in the off-site 
parking areas, which would be identified in the Traffic Management Plan (Mitigation Measure Traffic-
8), would be required to exceed any identified deficit of the particular event.  Please also refer to 
Response #C17-8. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C128-4  
 
Section 3.5 of the EIR includes a full analysis of the potential impacts associated with the proposed 
project’s lighting plan.  As discussed in that section, with the implementation of the identified 
mitigation measures, light and glare associated with the proposed project would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels.  The lighting array associated with the poles would not be significantly different 
than other lighting arrays in the urban area.  While it is true that the lighting arrays will be visible from 
various vantage points, they would not result in significant visual impacts as there are no public vistas 
in the vicinity of the project site or significant scenic vistas passing through the project site that would 
be affected by construction and operation of the park. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C128-5  
 
The commentor is correct regarding the classification of Mackinnon Avenue.  However, the capacity 
of 14,000 ADT was correctly applied.  The City roadway standards list 14,000 ADT as the capacity of 
a local roadway and this is the lowest capacity the City utilizes.  It was therefore accurate and 
conservative to use 14,000 in the traffic analysis as the capacity of Mackinnon Avenue. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C128-6  
 
The traffic study began in 2004, which is why the traffic counts were taken in 2004.  There is no 
reason that the trip generation associated with a park would be different in 2004 compared to 2007.  
The amount of trips associated with a park varies widely depending on the events of the day.  A 
comparison park with the exact characteristics of the proposed project is not available.  Therefore 
LLG went through a comprehensive process to identify parks both with similar facilities and more and 
less active acreage percentages in order to estimate the trip generation.  This is the standard of 
practice in traffic engineering. 
 



 
C128-7  
 
The amount of traffic associated with a special event varies depending on many factors such as 
number of fields, size, and type of event and the location of the park.  It is for this reason that 
standard traffic engineering practice for evaluating special event traffic is not to conduct traffic counts 
at another site but rather to estimate the number of participants at a special event based on the 
working knowledge from the Parks and Recreation Department. 
 
C128-8  
 
For the purpose of the special event analysis, the EIR assumed 3,000 people would visit the park on 
a peak day regardless of which portion of the park visitors are utilizing.  This assumed amount will 
exceed the attendance on virtually every single day of the year.  In addition, a very conservative 
assumption of only 2.0 people per car (VOR) was built into the analysis.  The actual VOR for a 
special event would likely be close to twice this amount.  Therefore, the forecasted parking demand 
has a factor of safety of 2.0 already built in.  The analysis concluded that there would be a significant 
parking impact based on this assumption and mitigation measures are recommended.  The analysis 
results would not change if an even greater daily attendance were assumed.  It is acknowledged that 
a severe parking shortage would occur even with a 3000-person attendance day at the park.  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.   
 
In addition the Final EIR project description states, “Special events would be scheduled at the park 
through the Parks and Recreation Department.  Special events could include programs or other 
activities that would run until 12:00 midnight on Friday or Saturday nights at the teen center.  Special 
events taking place at unlit outdoor locations, such as the amphitheatre, would be limited to daylight 
hours.  If lighting were to be approved as part of the project, special events at the athletic fields could 
take place until 10 PM when the lights would be shut off.  Special events at the park are anticipated to 
include a wide range of activities such as youth group meetings, lectures, athletic tournaments, 
receptions, community fairs, and other similar types of events.  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.” 
 
C128-9  
 
The commentor inaccurately states that Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2b requires the installation of a 
detention basin based on calculations for the 100-year storm event.  As detailed in the Hall Property 
Community Park Water Quality and Drainage Study (Appendix I), the consideration of the appropriate 
detention basins and drainage improvements for the project considered storm events of both 2-year 
and 10-year frequency, and with a 6-hour duration.  This methodology is in accordance with the San 
Diego County Hydrology Manual, dated June 2003, and the City of Encinitas Storm Water Better 
Management Practices Manual. 
 
C128-10  
 
Drawdown time associated with detention basins is subject to weather conditions at the basin.  For 
example, in warmer, sunny conditions drawdown time would be much faster due to a higher rate of 
evaporation.  Consequently, during rain events, drawdown times would be increased.  In general, 
detention basins are designed to allow complete drawdown of detained water within 48 hours, under 
normal conditions.  
 
 



 
C128-11  
 
The commentor is correct regarding the classification of Mackinnon Avenue.  However, the capacity 
of 14,000 ADT was correctly applied.  The City roadway standards list 14,000 ADT as the capacity of 
a local roadway and this is the lowest capacity the City utilizes.  It was therefore accurate and 
conservative to use 14,000 in the traffic analysis as the capacity of Mackinnon Avenue. 
 
C128-12  
 
The project is anticipated to add virtually no traffic to Burkshire Avenue, a residential street 
intersecting Mackinnon Avenue.  The only drivers who may utilize this street would be during a 
special event when the parking lots are full and the driver has chosen not to utilize the off-site parking 
area.  This is expected to be an uncommon occurrence.  Therefore, an analysis of the Mackinnon 
Avenue/Burkshire Avenue intersection is not warranted.  In addition, based on the proposed park 
uses, the project would add very little traffic to the street system during the AM peak hour mentioned 
in the comment. 
 
C128-13  
 
Traffic analyses and project impacts are based upon street capacity and posted speed limits.  As 
discussed in the EIR, Impacts were determined and mitigation is recommended at the Villa Cardiff 
Drive and park access driveway intersections along Mackinnon Avenue. 
 
C128-14  
 
As discussed in the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project, the baseline traffic 
counts were taken when schools were in session. 
 
C128-15  
 
It would be a circuitous route to wind through the project parking lots and internal roads to reach 
Santa Fe Plaza and Scripps Hospital.  While it is possible that a few drivers may do so, this amount 
would not be high enough to result in additional significant impacts. 
 
C128-16  
 
The analysis does not show that the project would significantly increase through traffic within 
residential neighborhoods.  The additional project traffic does not increase traffic on Mackinnon 
Avenue to warrant a reclassification of the roadway. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C128-17  
 
The commentor concludes the letter by summarizing the issues and comments presented in detail 
throughout the letter that were responded to above.  No response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C129-1 through C129-9 
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C130-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C131-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C131-2  
 
See response to comment #C131-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C131-3  
 
See response to comment #C131-1. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C131-4  
 
See response to comment #C131-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C131-5  
 
See response to comment #C131-1. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C132-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C133-1 through C133-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C134-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C135-1  
 
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.  An EIR analyzes a 
project as proposed and is not required to consider or analyze the process by which the design was 
developed.  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.  
However, these comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they 
take action on the proposed project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C135-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15.  These comments do not specifically 
address the sufficiency or adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s 
environmental impacts.  The EIR addresses traffic, noise, and lighting effects of the project. 
 
C135-3  
 
Project landscaping would be implemented subsequent to approval of the project and construction 
permits. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C136-1  
 
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.  An EIR analyzes a 
project as proposed and is not required to consider or analyze the process by which the design was 
developed.  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.  
However, 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 #C35-7 and #C39-31.  
 
C136-2  
 
Section 3.1 of the EIR acknowledges that the project site is zoned for residential uses (R-3).  
However, the underlying zone conditionally allows the proposed use with approval of a Major Use 
Permit.  Land use compatibility effects of the project are analyzed in Section 3.1.3 of the EIR, which 
determined that the project would be considered compatible with adjacent residential uses.   
 
C136-3  
 
Section 3.1.1 of the EIR acknowledges that the Encinitas General Plan designates the project site as 
a special use park.  As defined in the Recreation Element of the General Plan, a special use park is 
not a facility to serve an entire region as stated by the commentor.  Table 2 of the Recreation Element 
shows that a special use park has a city-wide service area.  In addition, the project is proposed to 
help meet the shortage of recreation facilities in Encinitas and as described in Section 2.5.10 of the 
EIR, priority of field use is for resident recreational teams and City recreational programs.  
 
The underlying zone conditionally allows the proposed use with approval of a Major Use Permit.  No 
rezone of the property would be required. 
 
Other non-athletic special events may occur on the project site with approval of a Special Event 
Permit.  Example of other events may include, but are not limited to poetry readings at the 
amphitheatre, youth activities at the teen center, arts and craft fairs, or other similar type events.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
C136-4  
 
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.  Therefore, it is anticipated that the potential athletic field lighting would conform with the 
land use policies referenced by the commentor. 
 
C136-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 through #C17-19, #C20-6, and #C136-4.   
 
C136-6  
 
Please refer to Response C17-14. 
 
C136-7  
 
As indicated in Mitigation Measure Traffic-7, the EIR acknowledges that special events traffic would 
result in significant impacts that are mitigable.   
 
An assessment of whether the amount of traffic on Mackinnon Avenue could accommodate project 
traffic was made based on standard Level of Service forecasts.  Measures were recommended in the 
EIR to mitigate the impacts of the additional project traffic.  Regarding safety, please refer to 
Responses #C5-1, #C6-1, and #C17-14. 
 
The EIR concluded that the proposed park would result in 190 inbound and 190 outbound trips at 
midday on Saturday.  The distribution of these trips is provided in Figure 7-3 of the Traffic Impact 
Analysis (Appendix B to the EIR).  While the commentor reiterates some of the analysis contained in 
the EIR, the commentor does not provide any technical information that invalidates the analysis 
contained in the EIR. 
 
Two analyses were provided in the EIR, one with MacKinnon Avenue remaining open to through 
traffic and one assuming the road is cul-de-saced.  The commentor notes that the EIR provides 
information that the Mackinnon Avenue overpass would be torn-down and replaced.  While it is true 
that the Mackinnon Avenue overpass could be replaced in the future as an independent project (see 
Chapter 5, cumulative project 16), the replacement of the Mackinnon Avenue bridge is not specifically 
tied to or dependent on the Hall Property Community Park project. 
 
As discussed in the EIR and above, an analysis of whether Mackinnon Avenue could accommodate 
the additional traffic generated by the project was completed.  The EIR concluded that significant 
impacts would result and mitigation measures were recommended to mitigate the impacts of the 
additional project traffic. 
 
The commentor also raises concern about the Santa Fe Drive entrance in this comment.  This 
comment is more fully addressed in Response 136-8, below. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C136-8 
 
Traffic from the other cumulative projects mentioned by the commentor was included.  A full capacity 
analysis was completed of the Santa Fe Drive corridor and measures are recommended to mitigate 
the capacity impacts.   
 
Regarding pedestrian safety, please refer to Responses #C6-1 and #C6-2.  It should be noted traffic 
Mitigation Measure Traffic-3a has been revised to eliminate the option of providing a traffic signal at 
the Santa Fe Drive/Alley access point.  The project’s access point at Santa Fe Drive would be 
designed to comply with traffic engineering design standards to ensure pedestrian safety. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C136-9  
 
The Commentor’s parking assessment erroneously assumes that all participants would drive alone to 
the site.  Section 15.0 of the traffic study contains a detailed normal time of the year parking analysis.  
As standard traffic engineering standards dictate, the parking analysis is based on actual parking 
counts at the three similar parks.  Please also refer to Response C17-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C136-10  
 
Any special event would require a Special Events Operation Permit which, if necessary, would 
include the identification of off-site lots and provision of shuttles to the site.  Based on the amount of 
parking on-site and the use of a shuttle system, overflow parking is not expected to significantly 
impact nearby residential streets. 
 
C136-11  
 
While there are intersections along Mackinnon Avenue, which had significant impacts, the Mackinnon 
Avenue segment is calculated to operate at LOC C or better.  For this reason, it has not been 
included in the table referenced by the commentor. 
 
C136-12  
 
The commentor expresses concern about the amount of traffic that would be generated by the 
proposed project, but does not provide a specific comment on the traffic analysis within this comment.  
For this reason, no response to this comment is necessary. 
 



 
 
C136-13  
 
Construction traffic would be required to utilize City designated truck routes to reach the site.  
Construction traffic control plans will be prepared prior to park construction which will outline 
construction truck routes and limitations on construction hours. 
 
C136-14  
 
Noise impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  The noise analysis determined 
that the project may have significant impacts associated with the dog park use, landscape 
maintenance activities, and any potential sound amplification systems that may be used during 
special events.  With implementation of mitigation measures provided in Section 3.4.5, these potential 
noise impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance.  It should be noted that noise effects 
associated with use of the athletic fields was not determined to be significant.  It would not be feasible 
to locate any and all outdoor activities in the northwestern corner of the project site.  Therefore, it is 
not necessary for the EIR to provide a detailed examination of the design modifications suggested by 
the commentor.  However, these suggestions will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for 
consideration when they take action on the proposed project.   
 
C136-15  
 
As addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR, potential athletic field lighting would be shielded and directed 
on the athletic fields.  This lighting would not be directed onto off-site wetland habitat within Rossini 
Creek.  Therefore, lighting impacts within this area are not anticipated to have a significant impact on 
any wetland species.  It should be noted that if athletic field lighting is approved for the project, it 
would be shut-off no later than 10 PM. 
 
C136-16  
 
With implementation of mitigation measures provided in the EIR, any health risks associated with on-
site construction activities are not anticipated to be significant.  As addressed in Mitigation Measure 
Air Quality-1, the project would be required to provide dust control measures during construction 
activity to ensure fugitive dust impacts are not significant.  Section 3.6.5 of the EIR provides mitigation 
measures that would require implementation of a soils management plan during project grading 
activity.  The plan would minimize impacts to human health and the environment through the 
establishment of protocols reviewed and approved by the County Department of Environmental 
Health for excavating, stockpiling, and hauling soils.  In addition, Section 3.7.5 of the EIR provides for 
construction and post-construction Best Management Practices that would mitigate potential water 
quality impacts of the project to below a level of significance.   
 
C136-17  
 
See response to comment #C69-22.  Section 3.7 of the EIR and Appendix I of the technical 
appendices addresses potential water quality impacts associated with operation of the park project.  
With the mitigation measures provided in Section 3.7.5, water quality impacts of the project would be 
reduced below a level of significance.   
 
C136-18  
 
As described under Section 2.7 of the EIR, a park host would live on the park property to provide 
onsite screening and monitoring of the park, specifically during nighttime hours.  This city employee 
would provide security and enforcement of regulations at the park.  The park host would be 
responsible for contacting the appropriate authorities if suspicious activities or problems were to occur 
within the park. 
 
 



 
 
 
C136-19  
 
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. 
 
C136-20  
 
See response to comment #C136-18. 
 
C136-21  
 
See response to comment #C136-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C136-22  
 
See responses to comments #C17-6, #C136-3, and #C136-19.  The objectives of the project are 
provided in Section 2.3 of the EIR.  It should be noted that the 44-acre project is proposed to serve 
residents within the entire city. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C136-23  
 
See responses to comments #C136-1, #C136-3 and #C136-19.  The project is anticipated to provide 
adequate recreational facilities for all passive and active recreational user groups. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C136-24  
 
See response to comment #C136-14.  It should be noted that noise effects associated with use of the 
aquatic facility was not determined to be significant.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
C136-25  
 
See responses to comments #C136-1 through #C136-24. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C137-1  
 
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.  An EIR analyzes a 
project as proposed and is not required to consider or analyze the process by which the design was 
developed.  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.  
However, 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 #C17-22. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C138-1 through C138-5  
 
See responses to comments #C96-1 through #C96-5 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C139-1 through C139-5  
 
See responses to comments #C96-1 through #C96-5 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C140-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C141-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C142-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C143-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C144-1  
 
The commentor introduces the letter by summarizing the significance traffic impact locations indicated 
in the EIR.  The commentor’s concerns are detailed in subsequent comments and no response to this 
comment is necessary. 
 
 
C144-2  
The size of the Magdalena YMCA and the types of uses are much different than the proposed park.  
The Poinsettia, Kearney Mesa and Poway parks are much more similar in terms of the variety of park 
uses proposed and therefore provide a better predictor of the proposed project’s trip generation.  The 
YMCA is less than 10 acres and is not comparable to the 44-acre Hall Property. 
 
C144-3  
 
ULI does not have park trip generation data.  Traffic counts were conducted during busy days at the 3 
comparison parks and the average was utilized for the analysis, which is standard traffic engineering 
practice.  Please also refer to Response B4-2. 
 
 
 
 
C144-4  
 
The project is expected to generate only a small amount of traffic during the morning peak hour when 
school traffic is heaviest on Mackinnon Avenue at Burkshire.  The baseline existing traffic counts 
were taken when school was in session.  Also, please see Response C128-12. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C144-5  
 
The two access points are anticipated to have an approximate even split with the Santa Fe Drive 
access carrying 42% of the traffic and the south access carrying 58%.  This split is shown on Figure 
7-1 of the traffic study.  The size and recognizability of the Santa Fe Drive entrance would not have a 
noticeable impact concerning the project traffic oriented to/from the west.  
 
The feasibility of implementing the alternative suggested is remote and would be speculative because 
the City does not own this parcel nor have public access rights through the shopping center.  It is 
unlikely that the property owners would grant this access, since such an access would require a 
major reconfiguration of the parking lot, potential loss of parking spaces, and modification of the 
shopping center building to provide adequate width for access purposes; therefore detailed 
examination of this alternative is not warranted under CEQA. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C145-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C145-2  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14. 
 
C145-3  
 
See responses to comments #C145-1 and #C145-2.  In accordance with the city’s street standards, 
the design of the project’s access points would be required to provide safe access for pedestrians 
and bicyclists.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C146-1  
 
See responses to comments #C146-2 through #C146-9. 
 
 
C146-2  
 
Section 7.1 of the EIR addresses a project alternative that maintains through access on Mackinnon 
Avenue.  This alternative would avoid significant traffic impacts of the proposed project.  The city’s 
decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or whether a 
project alternative should be selected. 
 
 
 
C146-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
C146-4  
 
See responses to comments #C9-2, #C17-16 through #C17-19, and #C20-6.  An analysis of lighting 
impacts (including potential athletic field lighting) 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.  Chapter 7 of the EIR considers three project alternatives without 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. 
 
 
C146-5  
 
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.  See 
response to comment #C17-6. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C146-6  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15.  Traffic calming measures would not 
avoid or substantially reduce significant traffic impacts of the project. 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.   
 
 
C146-7  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, and C81-2.  
With implementation of mitigation measures provided in the EIR, additional measures are not 
necessary to mitigate secondary traffic impacts associated with special events parking.  However, 
these comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take action 
on the proposed project.   
 
C146-8  
 
The project does not propose a signal light or roundabout at the Mackinnon Avenue access point to 
the project site.  No traffic signal would be provided as a mitigation measure near the Mackinnon 
Avenue bridge.  A roundabout or all-way stop control would be provided to mitigate project impacts at 
the intersection of Villa Cardiff Drive and Windsor Road.  Northbound project traffic (and existing 
traffic) on Villa Cardiff Drive may turn left on Mackinnon Avenue to cross the existing bridge that 
would provide access into the project site. 
 
 
 
C146-9 
 
The suggestion to evaluate a project alternative that dedicates the Santa Fe Drive access point as the 
main project entrance would not substantially reduce significant traffic impacts of the project and 
would not be consistent with the project objective of providing multiple access points.  Therefore, this 
alternative does not warrant a detailed examination under CEQA. 

 
See response to comment #C69-34 regarding an entrance through the Santa Fe Plaza shopping 
center.  
 
The suggested design modification of concentrating parking areas on the project site would not avoid 
or substantially reduce significant secondary traffic impacts of the project as vehicle movement inside 
the park property would not impact surrounding areas.  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C147-1 
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C148-1 through C148-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C149-1  
 
See responses to comments #C149-2 through #C149-11. 
 
 
C149-2  
 
See responses to comments #B1-13, #C4-1, #C39-29.  The EIR addresses the project as proposed.  
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 have the discretion to 
determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative 
should be selected.  Although the project objectives can aid the decision makers in making 
environmental findings for a project, they do not necessarily obligate the decision makers to approve 
the project as proposed.   
 
CEQA does not require project objectives that are general in scope.  CEQA requires that an EIR 
provide a clearly written statement of project objectives [CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (b)].  The 
project objectives were based on the need to provide a community park to help fulfill the unmet 
recreational needs of the City.  These unmet needs are documented in the City’s Recreation Element 
of the General Plan, the Recreation Element Technical Report, and the 2007 Needs Assessment for 
Specialized Facilities as referenced in the EIR.  Please refer to Section 2.4.1 of the EIR. 
 
C149-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C149-4  
 
The EIR acknowledges in Sections 3.2.5 and 6.1 that the project would result in unavoidable traffic 
impacts at Interstate 5 interchange intersections (Santa Fe Drive and Birmingham Drive).  The 
determination that economic reasons make these traffic impacts unmitigable does not make the EIR 
defective.  See response to comments #C91-8 and #C149-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
C149-5  
 
See responses to comments #C23-2, #C37-1, and #C37-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C149-6  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14.  The commentor provides no evidence 
to support the conclusion that the project would not provide sufficient access at Santa Fe Drive.  
Section 3.2.4 of the EIR determined that traffic impacts at this access point may be significant, but 
these effects would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of Santa Fe Drive 
improvements specified in Section 3.2.5. 
 
 
 
C149-7  
 
See responses to comments #B1-10, #C45-5, #C97-2, and #C136-16.  The commenter’s opinion that 
the EIR is based upon inadequate testing and a lack of other basic soils information is not supported 
by substantial evidence.  The San Diego County Department of Environmental Health provided 
regulatory review and oversight of the Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessments 
(Appendix H) that were prepared by a qualified consultant.   
 
C149-8  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16, #C17-18, and #C17-22. 
 
C149-9  
 
See response to comment #C149-8. 
 



 
 
 
C149-10  
 
See responses to comments #C17-14, #C17-15, #C17-7, #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, and C81-2. 
 
 
C149-11  
 
See response to comment #C149-4.   
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C150-1  
 
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. 
 




