
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C51-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C51-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C51-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
C51-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C51-1. 
 
 
 
 
C51-4  
 
See response to comment #C51-1.  The process to vacate a public right-of-way is initiated through 
the Engineering Services Department, which provides a recommendation to the City Council.  The 
street vacation would need to be approved by the City Council. 
 
 
 
 
C51-5  
 
See response to comment #C51-1.  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. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C51-6  
 
See response to comment #C51-1.  The City Council will determine whether the project would have 
athletic field lighting.  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. 
 
C51-7  
 
See response to comment #C51-1.  The city council directed city staff to process the planning 
applications for the project as proposed.  The city’s decision-makers may determine whether other 
park uses should be considered for the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C52-1 through C52-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C53-1 through C53-9  
 
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. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C54-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C55-1 through C55-3  
 
See responses to comments #C38-1 through #C38-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C56-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C57-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C58-1 through C58-3  
 
See responses to comments #C38-1 through #C38-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C59-1  
 
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. 
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1. 
 
C59-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1.  The underlying zone conditionally allows the 
proposed use with approval of a Major Use Permit.  No rezone of the property would be required. 
 
C59-3  
 
See response to comment #C17-22. 
 
 
C59-4  
 
See response to comment #C59-1. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C60-1  
 
See response to comment #C39-32.  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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C60-2  
 
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. 
 
As noted in Mitigation Measure Noise-3, the use of any amplified sound systems would be evaluated 
to ensure the city’s municipal code noise standards are not exceeded at adjacent properties. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C61-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C62-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C62-2  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C62-3  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C63-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C64-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C65-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C65-2  
 
The commentor’s suggested revisions to the project will be forwarded to the city’s decision-makers for 
their consideration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C65-3  
 
See response to comment #65-1. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C66-1  
 
See responses to comments #C66-2 through #C66-13. 
 
 
 
C66-2  
 
Section 3.2.5 of the EIR provides the option of installing roundabouts at several intersections 
(including Villa Cardiff Drive, south of Mackinnon Avenue, and Santa Fe Drive) for the purposes of 
mitigating traffic impacts of the project.  Roundabouts mitigate poor traffic operating conditions and 
serve as a traffic calming measure. 
 
 
 
 
C66-3  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14.  Figure 2-2 of the EIR depicts 
surrounding neighborhood streets in relation to the project footprint. 
 
 
 
 
 
C66-4  
 
A general description of special events is provided in Sections 2.5.8 of the EIR.  In addition, a worse-
case analysis of special events traffic and parking is provided in Section 3.2.3. 
 
 
C66-5  
 
Mitigation Measure Traffic-8 is provided to mitigate secondary traffic impacts associated with special 
events.  The mitigation measure provides for a traffic management plan that would include traffic 
control measures, which may include flagmen to help direct traffic and increase traffic flow in order to 
reduce the potential for bottlenecks on surface streets. 
 



 
 
 
 
C66-6  
 
The provision of off-site parking areas during special events, as specified in Mitigation Measure 
Traffic-8, would not only provide additional parking that may not be available on-site, but also reduce 
secondary traffic effects that may result from vehicles searching for off-site parking spaces. 
 
 
C66-7  
 
Section 3.2 of the EIR identifies significant traffic impacts of the project east of the project site.  These 
effects are identified in Section 3.2.4.  A description of adequate mitigation measures is provided in 
Section 3.2.5 for those impacts that can be mitigated below a level of significance.  With respect to 
effects on other residential streets the commentor may be referring to, see responses to comments 
#C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
C66-8  
 
Preliminary conceptual plans for the realignment of Mackinnon Bridge are available for review at the 
city’s Engineering Services Department.  These plans are part of the separate Interstate 5 widening 
project that has not been approved or funded as of this time. 
 
 
 
 
 
C66-9  
 
The realignment of Mackinnon Bridge would be proposed as part of the future Interstate 5 widening 
project.  However, final plans for the Interstate 5 project, which would be carried out by Caltrans and 
the Federal Highway Administration, have not been approved or funded as of this time.  The 
proposed park project is not dependent upon the bridge realignment project, since park access would 
be provided from Mackinnon Avenue with either existing or future bridge configurations. 
 
 
 
C66-10  
 
The project proposes to close Mackinnon Avenue south of Interstate 5 in order to prohibit direct 
vehicular access to the park through this local street from Birmingham Drive.  The City Council 
directed staff to include the closure as part of the project design based upon requests from residents 
who live on this segment of Mackinnon Avenue.  As noted in Section 2.5.11 of the EIR, designated 
emergency access would be provided through the proposed cul-de-sac. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C66-11  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 
 
 
 
C66-12  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17 and #C20-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
C66-13  
 
There is no specific standard or significance threshold under CEQA that measures quality of life.  
However, the EIR addresses land use compatibility impacts on surrounding uses.  The analysis 
determined that the project would be compatible with surrounding land uses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C67-1  
 
Section 3.2.1 and Figure 3.2-1 of the EIR addresses the project study area used in the traffic 
analyses, which includes streets east of Interstate 5.  Please also refer to Response #B4-12. 
 
 
 
 
 
C67-2  
 
Vehicular access to the park is described in Section 2.5.11 of the EIR.  The proposed project would 
close through traffic on Mackinnon Avenue south of Interstate 5 but would maintain pedestrian 
access. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C68-1  
 
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. 
 
C68-2  
 
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. 
 
C68-3  
 
See response to comment #C68-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-1  
 
See responses to comments #C69-2 through #C69-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-2  
 
The city exceeded legal requirements for noticing the public review period of the Draft EIR.  Property 
owners and occupants within 1000 feet of the project site were mailed notices prior to the 45-day 
public review period. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-3  
 
Prior to approving a project, Section 15090 of the CEQA Guidelines requires a lead agency to certify 
the final EIR by making several findings.  One of the findings is that the final EIR reflects the lead 
agency’s independent judgment and analysis.  CEQA does not require an EIR to make this finding.  
However, if the project is approved, the city’s decision-makers would need to make this finding based 
upon their review and consideration of the information presented in the document, including the public 
comments and city’s responses to the comments that are part of the final EIR. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C69-4  
 
During the public review period, fully intact digital copies of the Draft EIR were made available to the 
public on the city’s website and the Planning and Building Department.  The reproduction error 
associated with the commentor’s hardcopy is noted for the record.   
 
The EIR’s Appendix G (Lighting Analysis) contains equipment list tables with larger text.  Figure 2-7 
has been revised to address this comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-5  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
C69-6  
 
Given the size (approximately 44 acres) of the project site, the existing 40-foot change in elevation is 
not substantial.  Existing site drainage flows towards Rossini Creek though a series of existing 
culverts and a drainage pipe as well as via sheet flow.  Project grading activity would result in 
126,000 cubic yards of balanced cut and fill.  As described in Section 2.6 of the EIR, the site design 
and grading would follow and typically maintain the existing topography of the site with the highest 
elevations in the southeast corner, near Mackinnon Avenue, descending towards the northwest.  
Grading of the lowest portion of the site, along the central portion of the western boundary, would 
follow existing contours and would generally maintain the current drainage pattern into the existing 
low-lying area near Rossini Creek.  Section 3.7.3 indicates that hydrology impacts of the project may 
be potentially significant, but these effects can be mitigated below a level of significance with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2. 
 
C69-7  
 
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. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-8  
 
CEQA requires an EIR to address project alternatives that substantially lessen or avoid significant 
impacts of the project.  As noted in Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is not required 
to examine a project alternative that:  (1) fails to meet most of the project objectives, (2) is not 
feasible, or (3) does not have the ability to avoid significant impacts.  In addition, an EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  The commentor suggests that the EIR should 
address an off-site alternative that combines a sports park facility with a business park.  However, 
such an alternative would not be feasible as there is no land available in the eastern portion of the city 
that would accommodate such a use.  In addition, without available land, it would be speculative to 
determine whether such an alternative would meet the project objectives or substantially reduce or 
avoid significant impacts of the project. 
 
Section 7.2.1 of the EIR addresses a reduced intensity project alternative that would expand the 
passive use areas, 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. 
 
C69-9  
 
These comments pertain to the public input process for the project design.  This process occurred 
prior to the environmental review process for the project.  Section 2.4 of the EIR provides some 
background on the public input process.  However, a detailed accounting of this process is not 
necessary for the purposes of identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts in the 
EIR.  Additional information on the public input process may be obtained from the city’s website on 
the project.  (See http://www.ci.encinitas.ca.us/Government/CityP/Hall+Property.htm). 
 
C69-10  
 
This suggested design modification is noted for the record.  Although it would not substantially lessen 
or avoid significant impacts of the project, it will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for 
consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 
C69-11  
 
The project would propose five multi-purpose fields that would not be limited to soccer use.  Three 
diamond ball fields would overlap three of the multi-purpose fields. 
 
The total area of the athletic fields is "8.4 acres. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-12  
 
The requested cost analysis is not necessary for the purposes of identifying and analyzing the 
project’s environmental impacts in the EIR.  Under CEQA, social and economic impacts are not 
treated as significant effects on the environment [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064 (e)]. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-13  
 
The traffic trips associated with the aquatic facility are included as part of the project traffic analysis.   
 
The project description (Section 2.5.14) of the EIR includes an alternative design for the northwest 
corner if the pool is not developed.  Under this design, the location would be left as open turf with 
landscaping dividing the area into to separate portions (Figure 2-8).   
 
Section 7.2 of the EIR addresses a reduced intensity analysis, which would be similar to the design 
modification suggested in this comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-14  
 
The size of the teen center would be approximately 5,000 square feet.  This size was determined to 
be appropriate for hosting events and activities for area youth.  A smaller size may be considered by 
the city’s decision-makers, however, there is no evidence to suggest that this would change the 
conclusions of the EIR’s noise analysis (EIR Technical Appendices, Appendix E), which determined 
that the teen center would not create a significant noise source since the majority of activities would 
occur inside the building.  The city’s decision-makers will consider the suggested supervision 
recommendations when taking action on the project. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-15  
 
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 3.5.5 of the EIR provides lighting mitigation measures that would include 
provisions for shielding of all park lighting.  Noise impacts of the proposed skate park were addressed 
in the EIR’s noise analysis (Table 3.4-3) and were determined to be not significant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-16  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  The suggested design modifications 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. 
 
Regarding educational facilities, please refer to Response #C176-31. 
 
Regarding solid waste, Section 3.11 of the EIR provides an analysis of the proposed project’s 
potential impacts to this issue area.  As shown in the analysis, the proposed project would not result 
in a significant impact to this issue area. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-17  
 
Although the Encinitas General Plan designates the project as a Special Use Park, the Parks and 
Recreation Department may issue Special Events Permits for such activities at any of the city’s active 
parks.  The Special Use Park designation is based on the project’s size and service area, which are 
both larger than the standard size and service area of a community park. 
 
C69-18  
 
The EIR (Section 3.2.3) acknowledges that special events would result in potentially significant traffic 
impacts.  In accordance with CEQA, an off-site alternative was addressed in Section 7.7 of the EIR.  
This alternative location is located southeast of the project site. 
 
C69-19  
 
CEQA does not require cost estimates to be included in an EIR.  Under CEQA, social and economic 
impacts are not treated as significant effects on the environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 
(a)]. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
C69-20  
 
The discussion in Section 2.5.10 of the Draft EIR states “based upon the wide variety of facilities 
proposed throughout the park, an expansive user group is anticipated”.  The Final EIR has been 
revised to clarify that a variety of user groups may use the park.  The Final EIR states “Based on the 
wide variety of facilities proposed throughout the park, a wide range of user groups are anticipated to 
use the park.  Park components cater to all ages, such as children’s play areas for toddlers to passive 
walking trails and sitting areas for older adults.”  
 
With respect to older adults, Section 2.5.10 now indicates that passive walking trails and sitting areas 
may be used by this group.  However, older adults are anticipated to use other park features as well. 
 
C69-21  
 
Pervious grass systems are not suitable for areas subject to higher levels of traffic, such as 
roadways.  It should be noted that the buffer area would propose impervious decomposed granite 
paths. 
 
 
C69-22  
 
Hydrology and storm water impacts related to the project are addressed in Section 3.7 of the EIR.  As 
specified in Mitigation Measure Hydrology-1, the project would be required to implement a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan during construction activities.  This plan would avoid significant 
erosion and sedimentation impacts on downstream bodies of water and associated wetland habitat 
(Rossini Creek).  In addition, Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2 would require the installation of a 
vegetated drainage basin on the site that would maintain surface runoff discharge rates to pre-project 
levels.  As stated in Section 3.7.3 of the EIR, the proposed dry streambed feature would serve to 
provide water quality treatment and dissipate on-site surface runoff within the buffer area. 
 
C69-23  
 
As detailed in Table 2-2 of the EIR, there are thirteen trees species included in the plant palette for 
the proposed park’s conceptual landscaping plan.  The suggested landscape design modifications 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.  In should be noted that 
landscaping does not normally provide an effective means of attenuating noise. 
 
C69-24  
 
The project’s parking area include shade trees throughout all parking areas (see Figure 2-4 of the 
EIR) and would meet municipal standards for the landscaping of parking lots.  The suggested 
landscape design modifications 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.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-25  
 
In accordance with Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR analyzes a reasonable range of 
alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the 
project.  The range analyzed is sufficiently broad to allow informed decision-making.  In addition, 
CEQA does not require an EIR to consider every conceivable alternative to a project or alternatives 
that are not feasible.  There are no appropriate vacant properties within the city that are zoned for 
Business Park or Light Industrial uses.  
 
The EIR does not consider alternative locations outside of the City of Encinitas jurisdiction as the 
project is designed to serve as a park for the Encinitas community and to help offset the unmet 
recreation needs for the City.  An alternative in the larger north county region, as suggested by the 
commentor, would not meet the objectives of the project as outlined in Section 2.3 of the EIR to 
provide a community park for the City of Encinitas.  For this reason, alternative locations outside of 
Encinitas were not considered in the EIR.   
 
 
C69-26  
 
See response to comment #C69-9 regarding the public input process on the project.  Public votes or 
surveys on the project design or need for sports parks have not been conducted by the city. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-27  
 
See responses to comments #C79-3 and #C81-2.  Under CEQA, social and economic impacts are 
not treated as significant effects on the environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)].  As 
indicated in Section 3.2.3 of the EIR, the trip generation for Poinsettia Park was not based upon a 
traffic model but actual traffic counts taken at the park site. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-28  
 
In accordance with the city’s municipal code, the Special Event Permit process is administered by the 
city.  It is expected that the city would monitor traffic and parking constraints during approved special 
events. 
 
C69-29  
 
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. 
 
To address traffic impacts, Mitigation Measure Traffic-7 and -8 are included in the EIR and 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-8 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 recommended in the EIR to address 
secondary impacts related to parking.  By specifically directing park users to appropriate parking, 
including designated offsite parking and shuttle service, the need for vehicles to search side streets 
for parking would be reduced.  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.  
 
With respect to project impacts on residential streets, see responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, 
and #C17-15.  In response to parking adequacy of the project, see responses to comments #B2-16, 
#B2-17, and #C81-2.  The parking analysis for the project is described in Section 2.5.11.  This 
analysis is based upon detailed parking counts taken at three existing parks having active uses that 
are representative of the proposed project.  These parking counts were taken on two Saturdays and 
one weekday, and were used to determine a parking generation rate for the project.  The parking 
generation rate was based upon the maximum average rate of the three parks.  When applying this 
rate, the parking analysis determined that project’s parking supply would be adequate for normal 
operations of the park, including peak use on the weekends. 
 
An attempt to determine the number of regular users who would not use park during special events 
would be speculative.  However, since special events would occur 3 to 4 times per year, it is expected 
that these events would not affect a substantial number of regular park users. 
 
C69-30  
 
The parking and traffic analyses in the EIR use maximum peak parking and peak summer (August) 
trip generation rates during normal operations.  In addition, these analyses separately address 
parking and traffic impacts associated with a worse-case special event.  With respect to peak parking 
demand and peak traffic generation, the differences between normal and special event operations are 
described in Sections 2.5.11 and 3.2.3 of the EIR. 
 



 
C69-31  
 
Under CEQA, social and economic impacts are not treated as significant effects on the environment 
[CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)].  Therefore, it would not be necessary to conduct these 
economic analyses. 
 
C69-32  
 
Any intersection improvements required as part of project implementation would be constructed in 
compliance with the city’s street standards.  Roundabouts are proposed as optional traffic mitigation 
measures at several intersections affected by project traffic (see Section 3.2.5 of the EIR).  
Landscaping of the roundabouts would aesthetically enhance the intersection improvements. 
 
C69-33  
 
The proposed project does not propose any construction activities related to the Mackinnon Avenue 
bridge.  Modification of Mackinnon Avenue immediately west of the bridge would occur to cul-de-sac 
the road and provide entrance to the park.  Any future construction or realignment of the bridge is not 
part of the proposed project.  However, Caltrans would be required to address any impacts to park 
access and traffic circulation as part of their future environmental review for the bridge realignment. 
 
C69-34  
 
The city does not have public access rights through the east side of 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.  This alternative access would not 
avoid or significantly reduce significant impacts of the project and its implementation is remote and 
speculative.  Therefore, it is not necessary to examine this alternative in detail. 
 
C69-35  
 
A bus stop is provided on eastbound and westbound Santa Fe Drive, just east of the project’s 
northern entrance.  No public transit is provided along Mackinnon Avenue or Birmingham Drive. 
 
As indicated in Mitigation Measure Traffic-8, off-site parking would be provided, on an as-needed 
basis, as part of any necessary traffic management plan for special events.  Under this scenario, the 
traffic management plan would include the use of shuttle to transport park users to and from the 
designated off-site parking areas. 
 
C69-36  
 
Section 7.1.2 of the EIR and Appendix B provide an analysis of traffic impacts associated with the 
Through Access and Mackinnon Avenue Alternative.   
 
The suggestion to provide bus service for Cardiff Elementary students would not be considered to be 
a reasonable project alternative because it would not avoid or significantly reduce significant impacts 
of the project and its implementation is remote and speculative since the city does not provide bus 
service for public schools.  Therefore, it is not necessary to examine this suggested alternative in 
detail. 
 
C69-37  
 
Special events at the athletic fields would occur 3 to 4 times per year.  An analysis of air quality 
impacts from increased traffic during special events has been included in the recirculated Draft EIR in 
Section 3.3.3 under the heading Operations-Related Emissions Analysis.   
  



 
C69-38  
 
As part of all permitted grading in the city, engineering inspectors monitor grading activities to ensure 
grading plans and associated specifications are implemented.  Grading plan specifications would be 
reviewed by the city to ensure measures provided in Mitigation Measure Air Quality-1 are included on 
the plans.  The inspection monitoring would occur during grading activities for the subject project.  
See response to comment #C69-12. 
 
 
C69-39  
 
See response to comment #C69-37 and #C69-12. 
 
 
C69-40  
 
An analysis of typical park activity noise is provided in Section 3.4 of the EIR (see Table 3.4-3).  The 
noise analysis determined that with implementation of mitigation measures, noise impacts of the 
project would be reduced to below a level of significance. 
 
C69-41  
 
Landscaping does not provide an effective means of attenuating noise nor is the landscaping 
associated with the project provided as mitigation to reduce identified noise impacts. 
 
 
C69-42  
 
See response to comment #C69-14. 
 
 
C69-43  
 
The suggestion to delay the earliest starting times for landscape maintenance would not avoid or 
substantially lessen a significant impact of the project.  With respect to this activity, significant impacts 
may occur if maintenance activities begin prior to 7:00 AM.  This determination is based upon 
adopted performance standards in the city’s municipal code (see M.C. Section 30.40.010A).  
Mitigation Measure Noise-2 would ensure that this potential impact is mitigated below a level of 
significance.  Nonetheless, these comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for 
consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 
C69-44  
 
As indicated in the municipal code, the most recent amendments to the noise performance standards 
occurred 17 years ago in 1990.  No evidence would suggest that the city amended the municipal 
code for the subject project. 
 
C69-45  
 
See response to comments #C69-5 and #C125-9. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-46  
 
Section 15125 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines establishes the baseline for determining existing 
conditions in an EIR as the time the Notice of Preparation is published.  Therefore using a baseline 
condition prior to demolition of the previous greenhouse operation would not be appropriate. 
 
 
 
C69-47  
 
As indicated in Section 30.40.010(I) of the municipal code, the most recent amendments to the 
residential lighting standards became effective in 2005.  These amendments were a result of the 
recent adoption of the city’s Community Character Implementation Program, which provided more 
restrictive residential lighting standards.  No evidence would suggest that the city amended the 
municipal code for the subject project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C69-48  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16, #C17-18, #C69-4, and #C69-46.  A comparison of 
candlepower and glare between conditions five years ago with existing conditions in the entire 
community cannot be accurately or reasonably ascertained.  Under CEQA, the EIR is not required to 
conduct this comparison.   
 
All light fixtures for the project are anticipated to use the best available technology at the time all 
project lighting is installed.  
 
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 potential for discomfort glare from project lighting is anticipated to occur within the project site 
and adjacent properties as described in Impact Visual-1.  However, Mitigation Measure Visual-1 
included as part of the project would reduce these impacts to less than significant levels through 
monitoring and appropriate lighting adjustments if necessary.  
 
 



 
 
C69-49  
 
The project site was hydroseeded with a mix of species prior to demolition.  Prior to mass grading of 
the site, it would be cleared and grubbed of vegetation.  Plant material from clearing and grubbing 
activities would be disposed at an off-site landfill.  There are no regulations requiring any special 
disposal of grass clippings or other landscaping-associated vegetative waste.  Additionally, there are 
no significant health risks associated with contaminants that may be taken up by these plants from 
the site for two reasons:  (1) the levels of contaminants taken up are extremely low, and (2) there is 
no significant exposure pathway for humans because humans will not consume the plants and 
potential dermal exposure is negligible.  
 
Under CEQA, social and economic impacts are not treated as significant effects on the environment 
[CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 
C69-50  
 
An analysis of potential hydrology/water quality effects of the project is provided in Section 3.7 of the 
EIR.  It should be noted that an existing masonry wall would provide a physical buffer between the 
park project and off-site riparian habitat.  The closest distance between the existing wall and off-site 
riparian area is approximately 20 feet (near the off-site pedestrian easement extending from Bach 
Street).  Even without the wall, the project would provide no less than approximately 60 feet of 
passive buffer area between the riparian area and the park’s concrete sidewalk within the park’s 
passive buffer area.  Within this area, the project would provide an inlet to Rossini Creek, a potential 
drainage basin, dry stream, D.G. pathway, and landscaping.  In accordance with the city’s Local 
Coastal Program policies, these erosion control and passive recreational features are allowed within 
riparian buffer areas. 
 
C69-51  
 
The proposed project design analyzed in the EIR did not include day-lighting of Rossini Creek 
through the property; therefore, it is not analyzed in the project impact analysis.  The proposed project 
does include a dry streambed feature and detention basin for onsite natural filtration and treatment of 
runoff.  The Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative, discussed in Section 7.3 of the EIR, does include 
day-lighting Rossini Creek and incorporating a water feature, similar to the commentor’s suggestion.  
This design suggestion is noted for the record and will be provided to the city's decision-makers for 
consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 
C69-52  
 
The construction plans for on-site detention basins have not been prepared at this time.  However, 
the design of such facilities would be conducted in accordance with standard engineering practices.  
This would be confirmed by the Engineering Services Department when final grading plans for the 
project are reviewed prior to issuance of the project’s grading permit.  Construction plans and design 
calculations for detention basins are normally prepared and reviewed during processing of a project’s 
construction permits. 
 
C69-53  
 
This comment is noted for the record.  The project proposes on-site storm water treatment and 
additional measures would be provided on-site as required by Mitigation Measure Hydrology-2. 
 



 
C69-54  
 
Delay periods are unnecessary as sufficient buffers are possible.  Given the size of the project site, 
the 50-foot buffer requirements specified in Mitigation Measures Biology-2 and -3 are feasible and 
sufficient to reduce impacts to breeding/nesting raptors to less than significant levels.  Figure 3.9-1 of 
the EIR delineates the buffer areas around riparian habitats.   When compared to existing conditions, 
the project’s landscape plan would provide substantially more nesting habitat for bird species. 
 
C69-55  
 
The project design includes features that would provide potentially long-term benefits on biological 
resources, such as additional bird nesting habitat within the passive buffer areas and storm water 
treatment measures that would benefit downstream habitat in Rossini Creek.  These features do not 
currently exist on the project site.  Mitigation measures in Section 3.9.5 are provided for potential 
construction activity impacts on biological resources.  The project would not have significant long-
term impacts on biological resources.  Therefore, it is not necessary for the EIR to address additional 
project alternatives to reduce biological impacts.   
 
C69-56  
 
Section 3.10 (Cultural Resources) of the EIR addressed existing structures on the project site.  These 
structures were not determined to be significant cultural resources under CEQA.  The project does 
not propose to reuse these buildings. 
 
C69-57  
 
It is anticipated that the city would require demolition contractors to recycle 50% of the building 
materials extracted from demolition activities.  With the demolition and recycling of five residential 
structures and a small number of outbuildings, demolition activities would not result in significant solid 
waste impacts on local landfills.  Under CEQA, it is not necessary to discuss the cost savings of any 
proposed recycling. 
 
C69-58  
 
The surrounding community is not designated as an historical resource by the city’s General Plan or 
the California Register of Historical Resources.  Although the commentor describes positive attributes 
of the community, these attributes are not the criteria for determining the significance of a cultural 
resource.  Although the EIR determined that the project would not result in significant land use 
compatibility impacts (see Section 3.1.3), the adjacent residential neighborhoods to the south and 
west would be most affected by the proposed park use.  No substantial evidence would suggest that 
these neighborhoods would be eligible for designation as a significant historical resource. 
 
C69-59  
 
See response to comment #C69-58.  Under CEQA, social and economic impacts are not treated as 
significant effects on the environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C70-1 through C70-3  
 
See responses to comments #C38-1 through #C38-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C71-1  
 
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. 
 
See responses to comments #C71-2 through #C71-7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C71-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C71-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C103-2. 
 



 
 
 
 
C71-4  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C71-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C71-6  
 
Mitigation Measure Traffic-7 requires that traffic management plans for special events provide off-site 
parking areas if determined necessary by the city.  Any arrangements for securing off-site parking 
areas would be the responsibility of the special events permit applicant. 
 
 
C71-7  
 
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. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C72-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C72-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C73-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C73-2  
 
These attachments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C74-1 through C74-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C75-1  
 
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. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C76-1 through C76-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C77-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C78-1  
 
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. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C79-1  
 
See responses to comments #C79-2 through #C79-6. 
 
 
 
C79-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1.  The project site 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. 
 
C79-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15 and #C81-2.  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. 
 
C79-4  
 
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. 
 
C79-5  
 
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. 
 
C79-6  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C80-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C81-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  It should be noted that the project site is designated as a Special Use 
Park by the Encinitas General Plan. 
 
C81-2  
 
A general description of special events is provided in Sections 2.5.8 of the EIR.  A worse-case 
analysis of special events traffic and parking is provided in Section 3.2.3.  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.  Secondary traffic impacts are related to vehicles leaving the 
project site to search for parking spaces when none are available on the site.  As indicated in 
Mitigation Measure Traffic-7, the EIR acknowledges that special events traffic would result in direct 
significant impacts that are both mitigable and unmitigable.  These direct traffic effects are associated 
with special event trips that exacerbate poor operating conditions at intersections or road segments 
during the peak hour. 
 
C81-3  
 
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 responses to comments #C17-17 and #C20-6. 
 
C81-4  
 
As noted in Mitigation Measure Noise-3, the use of any amplified sound systems would be evaluated 
to ensure the city’s municipal code noise standards are not exceeded at adjacent properties. 
 
C81-5  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C82-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C82-2  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C82-3  
 
Section 3.4 of the EIR acknowledges that the dog park activities may have significant noise impacts.  
These effects would be mitigated below a level of significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure Noise-1, described in Section 3.4.5 of the EIR.  It should be noted that the dog park would 
not open until 8:00 AM and would close by 9:00 PM.  With respect to traffic impacts on Rubenstein 
Avenue, please see responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C82-4  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  However, as noted in response to comment C82-3, the dog park 
would not have significant impacts with implementation of mitigation measures provided in the EIR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C82-5  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C83-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C84-1 through C84-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C85-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
C85-2  
 
See response to comment #85-1. 
 
 
 
C85-3  
 
See response to comment #85-1. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C86-1  
 
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.  No further 
response is necessary. 
 
 
C86-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-10 and #C17-11.  A 30-foot-wide easement exists along the 
project’s driveway access extending from Santa Fe Drive.  This driveway provides access to separate 
parking areas for commercial tenants, employees, and delivery vehicles.  However, it does not serve 
as the primary access point for the shopping center.  The small parking areas would continue to be 
separately maintained with project implementation.  The City would coordinate with the shopping 
center property owners to ensure provisions of the access easement are enforced.  In addition, as 
shown on the site plan, the project would propose to enhance portions of the driveway with 
landscaping.  It is therefore anticipated that the project would not adversely affect business 
operations of the shopping center. 
 
 
C86-3  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, #C39-14, and #C86-2. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C87-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C87-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C87-3  
 
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.  As mentioned in the EIR’s project description (Section 2.5.9), all athletic field lighting 
would be turned off at 10:00 PM. 
 
C87-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-6, #C35-7, and #C39-31. 
 
C87-5  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C88-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
C88-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C88-3  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C81-2, and #C88-2. 
 
 
 
 
C88-4  
 
Please refer to Response #C17-12. 
 
 
 
 
 
C88-5  
 
The project as proposed would only provide access from Mackinnon Avenue and Santa Fe Drive. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C88-6  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C81-2, and #C88-2. 
 
C88-7  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15..  Adequate parking is provided 
within the proposed park as described in Section 3.2.2 of the EIR and onsite parking availability will 
limit the amount of vehicles that would drive on small side streets.  In addition, none of the 
surrounding residential streets provide direct access to the proposed park.  Thus, minimal traffic on 
surrounding side streets is anticipated and would not lead to increased personal injury as stated by 
the commentor.  
 
C88-8  
 
See responses to comments #B2-17, #C81-2, and #C88-2.  As addressed in the EIR (Section 
2.5.11), the project would provide adequate parking for normal operations. 
 
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. 
 
C88-9  
 
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.   
 
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.  
 
C88-10  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C88-11  
 
The traffic study (Appendix B of the EIR) prepared for the proposed project assumed that 20 percent 
of the project traffic would utilize Mackinnon Avenue south, either to enter the site or drop-off users at 
the southern boundary.  Mackinnon Avenue was fully addressed in the street segment operations 
tables within the traffic study.  The project is not expected to add more than a nominal amount of 
traffic to other neighborhood streets since these streets do not lead directly to the site. 



 
 
C88-12  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C130-7.  The commentor has 
provided no evidence to suggest the traffic on Mackinnon Avenue would be grid-locked or that 
parking congestion would prevent emergency vehicles from accessing Mackinnon Avenue.  The 
proposed park provides adequate onsite parking to serve park users so there will not be a need for 
offsite parking during typical daily use.  Mitigation is provided for the few days a year that a special 
event may take place that would require parking beyond that provided within the park (Mitigation 
Measure Traffic-8).  Because adequate parking is provided for the park, traffic or parking congestion 
would not occur on narrow side streets, thus public safety would not be compromised or response 
times delayed as indicated by the commentor. 
 
C88-13  
 
As noted on Table 3.2-11, the special events traffic analysis was conducted for the Santa Fe Drive 
corridor intersections because these roadways and intersections would be most impacted by a high 
traffic volume accessing the park for a special event. 
 
Special events such as soccer tournaments will only occur on very few days per year.  Based on this 
small amount, a quantitative special event analysis is not necessary.  However, to be conservative, a 
full analysis of the Santa Fe Drive corridor was conducted for a special event since this is the main 
access to the facility and park users will be directed to use Santa Fe Drive.  Birmingham Drive does 
not serve as an entrance or exit to the park and unlike Santa Fe Drive, is not anticipated to be heavily 
used for park access; therefore, an analysis of Birmingham Drive during a rare special event is not 
warranted. 
 
C88-14  
 
The streets around the Hall Property site were evaluated as the exit and no comparison to streets 
around Poinsettia Park was made.  Traffic counts going to/from the Poinsettia Park were measured 
as a basis for determining the amount of traffic which will use the proposed park but, again, the types 
of roads near Poinsettia Park were not included in the analysis for the proposed project. 
 
C88-15  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14.  The project would provide safe and 
adequate access from Santa Fe Drive. 
 
C88-16  
 
Eminent domain is a separate discretionary action that is not proposed by the project.  See response 
to comment #C69-34. 
 
C88-17  
 
The EIR acknowledges that the project may result in potential glare impacts if mitigation measures 
are not implemented to ensure these effects are avoided.  Section 3.5.5 provides mitigation measures 
that would ensure the potential effects are mitigated below a level of significance.  The potential light 
and glare impact would be reduced through the proper placement and shielding of the luminaires as 
described in Mitigation Measure Visual-1b, followed by ongoing measurements of light levels and 
adjustments to the positioning of the luminaires, if necessary. 
 
C88-18  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 



 
C88-19  
 
As noted in Section 2.5.9 of the EIR, athletic field lighting would be shut off at 10:00 PM.  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 EIR did 
not identify any substantial evidence that would warrant additional mitigation measures.  However, 
the suggested need for lighting curfews will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for 
consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 
C88-20  
 
Please refer to Response #C9-2. 
 
C88-21  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15.  The project would not provide access 
to the park via Somerset Avenue, which currently terminates on the project site. 
 
C88-22  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C89-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
 
 
C89-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
C89-3  
 
See response to comment #C89-1.  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. 
 
C89-4  
 
See response to comment #C69-22. 
 
C89-5  
 
See response to comment #C89-1.  As noted in Section 3.11 of the EIR, emergency access would be 
provided at the proposed cul-de-sac, allowing emergency vehicles to access the park or continue 
northbound on Mackinnon Avenue via a remote-controlled gate.  According to the city’s Fire 
Department, adequate response times would be maintained with the proposed emergency access.  
 
 
 
 
C89-6  
 
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. 
 
 
 



 
 
C90-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
The project’s hours of operation are described in Section 2.5.9 of the EIR.  The park would normally 
close at 10:00 PM.  As discussed in Section 2.5.8, indoor special events could include programs or 
other activities that would run until 12:00 midnight on Friday or Saturday nights.  Athletic field special 
events would occur 3 to 4 times per year and athletic field lighting would be shut off at 10:00 PM. 
 
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. 
 
Regarding potential stargazing impacts, as discussed in the EIR, the proposed project is not located 
within a Dark Sky Resource area (nearest designated resources are Palomar Mountain and Mount 
Laguna).  These resources are generally associated with observatories.  The location of the proposed 
project within an existing urbanized area and existing associated lighting would not preclude star 
gazing, but would likely hinder this activity.  Similarly, proposed field lighting would not preclude 
stargazing.  Typically, stargazing activities are best suited for areas without ambient lighting from 
parking lots, shopping centers and other urban light sources.  
 
With respect to wetlands, see response to comment #C69-22. 
 
With respect to project access, see response to comment #C88-15.  The project would provide safe 
and adequate access at the project’s access points since it would be required to comply with the 
city’s street standards. 
 
C90-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C90-3  
 
See responses to comments #B2-17, #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and # C88-17. 
 
C90-4  
 
See response to comment #C89-5 and #C103-7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
C91-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C91-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C91-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
The EIR’s analysis of traffic impacts (Section 3.2.3) addresses existing traffic volumes on the affected 
circulation system.  Level of Service (LOS) is an operating condition measurement of traffic volumes 
in relationship to the capacity of the street segment or intersection and does not measure effects 
related to speeding violations or parking. 
 
C91-4  
 
These projects were addressed as part of the cumulative analysis in Chapter 5 of the EIR. 
 
C91-5  
 
See response to comment #C81-2. 
 
C91-6  
 
Although the traffic management plan may reduce trip times, its primary purpose is to manage project 
parking and traffic during the peak hours of special events.  As discussed in Mitigation Measures 
Traffic-7 and Traffic-8, the traffic management plan does not only consist of flagmen and cones; it 
may also include off-site parking areas and shuttles, law enforcement traffic direction, event timing 
restrictions, and other measures. 
 
C91-7  
 
Sections 2.5.8 and 2.5.9 of the EIR addresses the hours and maximum frequency of special events.  
Section 3.2.3 analyzes the traffic and parking impacts associated with a worse-case special event. 
 
C91-8  
 
The realignment of the Mackinnon Avenue bridge, a separate Caltrans project, is discussed in 
Section 2.5.11 of the EIR.  The subject park project is not contingent upon implementation of the 
bridge realignment, which would not affect the park project’s mitigation requirements, such as 
intersection improvements at Villa Cardiff Drive/Windsor Road. 
 
C91-9  
 
See response to comment #C89-5 and #C103-7. 
 
C91-10  
 
The EIR acknowledges that the project’s closure of through traffic on Mackinnon Avenue will result in 
significant traffic impacts at the intersection of Villa Cardiff Drive/Windsor Road and Villa Cardiff 
Drive/Birmingham Drive.  
 



 
 
 
C91-11  
 
See response to comment #C11-2.  As of this time, the options for intersection improvements, as 
described in Section 3.2.5 of the EIR, have not been chosen.  Therefore, conceptual improvement 
plans have not been prepared.  In addition, the future Interstate 5 improvement plans will be available 
when the Draft EIR for the Interstate 5 widening project is released by Caltrans. 
 
C91-12  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C91-13  
 
The Special Event Permit would ensure that adequate on-site facilities are provided for park users 
during these events. 
 
C91-14  
 
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.  Please also refer to Response #C17-12. 
 
C91-15  
 
The commentor’s suggestion that the hours of athletic field lighting be reduced will be provided to the 
city's decision-makers for consideration when they take action on the proposed project.  As 
addressed in Section 3.5 of the EIR, potentially significant lighting impacts of the project would be 
avoided with implementation of mitigation measures provided in Section 3.5.5. 
 
C91-16  
 
The extension of park hours beyond sunset is proposed in order to allow the park facilities to be 
utilized to the maximum extent by all user groups.  For example, during the week adult recreation 
groups typically use park facilities in the evening after work hours and this time would be very limited 
if the park closed at sunset.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C92-1  
 
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. 
 
C92-2  
 
See responses to comments #C66-6, #C69-35, and C81-2. 
 
C92-3  
 
See response to comment #C4-5, #C29-2, C87-3, #C90-1, and #C92-1.  Section 3.4.3 of the EIR 
analyzed noise from project traffic and determined that this effect would not be significant. 
 
 
C92-4  
 
See response to comment #C23-6 and #C92-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C93-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
C93-2  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
C93-3  
 
See response to comment #C5-1 and #C93-1.  These comments will be provided to the city's 
decision-makers for consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C94-1 through C94-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C95-1  
 
The comment states that young athletes would be at high risk for cancer and asthma.  There is 
considerable data linking traffic-generated pollutants with both cancer and asthma.  These two health 
effects were analyzed separately in two studies completed in July 2007.  The results are described in 
the Final EIR, and the reports are appended to the Final EIR 
 
For cancer, the report is Air Toxics Risk Evaluation, Hall Property Community Park.  The analysis, as 
summarized in the Final EIR, demonstrates that the cancer risk for children would be less than 7.2 in 
one million to all typical user areas of the park.  The risk for adults would be less than for children.  
These risks would be less than the 10 in one million significance criterion and the impact would be 
less-than-significant. 
 
For asthma and other respiratory effects, the report is Focused Air Quality Analysis, Children’s Health 
and Exposure to Pollutants from I-5.  The report concludes that because of the site meteorology, 
distance of the activity areas at varying distances from the freeway, and other factors, the impact to 
children’s health would be less-than-significant. 
 
C95-2  
 
As stated in Response C95-1, impacts to children’s health with the proposed project would be less-
than-significant. 
 
C95-3  
 
It is correct that there is more wind from the freeway towards the park in the fall and winter seasons, 
while in the spring and summer seasons, there is almost a negligible amount of wind from the 
freeway towards the park during the hours when there would be active use of the park.  The annual 
frequency of wind towards the park during park operating hours would be less than 20 percent.  The 
Focused Air Quality Analysis, Children’s Health and Exposure to Pollutants from I-5 report uses wind 
data from Del Mar, which is considered to provide the most suitable information for the project site.  
Seasonal wind data is included in the report.  Please also see response to comments #S15-2, #S15-
3, and #S15-4. 
 
C95-4  
 
Please refer to Response C95-1.  As shown in Figure 2-4 in the EIR, the majority of the eastern edge 
of the proposed project site is planned for vehicular parking.  One small portion in the approximate 
middle of site does not include parking. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C95-5 
 
The commentor does not make any specific comments on the analysis provided in the EIR.  The 
commentor summarizes the findings of his study and others regarding children’s health issues related 
to freeway exposure.   
 
In response to concerns regarding children’s health and the adjacent I-5 freeway, the City prepared 
and published for public review a report titled Focused Air Quality Analysis, Children’s Health and 
Exposure to Pollutants from I-5 (EDAW 2007).  The analysis included consideration of issues 
presented in comment #C95-5, such as residential versus park use exposure and activity distance 
from the freeway.  The findings of this analysis were included in the recirculated Air Quality portion of 
the Draft EIR, Section 3.3.   
 
The analysis of children’s health impacts included a review of Dr. Gauderman’s study, as well as 
other studies referenced in his letter.  Dr Gauderman was contacted via phone, email, and letter to 
provide review and/or comment on the children’s health analysis.  Dr. Gauderman did not respond to 
the requests for review of the analysis.  
 
Based on concerns regarding children’s health and proximity to the freeway, the City removed two 
active components of the park.  The proposed basketball courts and children’s playground located in 
the southern portion of the site have been removed from the site plan.  The reason for moving these 
facilities beyond 500 feet from the freeway is based in part on an advisory recommendation from the 
California Air Resources Board publication, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community 
Health Perspective, that recommends playgrounds not be sited within 500 feet of a freeway. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C96-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C96-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
C96-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, #C20-6, #C87-3, and #C96-2. 
 
 
C96-4  
 
See responses to comments #C35-7 and #C39-31. 
 
 
C96-5  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C97-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C97-2  
 
See responses to comments #C97-3 through #C97-9.  With respect to the question on residual 
pesticides, the hazardous materials analysis in Section 3.6 of the EIR did not identify areas of soil 
contamination that would represent a significant risk to public health.  With respect to the assertion 
the residual pesticides may contaminate surface runoff subsequent to project development, this 
potential would be more likely to occur under predevelopment conditions associated with the previous 
greenhouse operations.  With project implementation, Best Management Practices would be provided 
on-site to minimize pollutant loads (see Mitigation Measures Hydrology-2 and -3).  These measures 
are expected to provide beneficial effects by reducing the unmitigated historic potential of polluted 
runoff that may have resulted from previous greenhouse operations. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C97-3  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  The EIR acknowledges (Section 3.2) that the project would have 
significant direct and cumulative impacts on the affected circulation system. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C97-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1. 
 
C97-5  
 
The proposed use is conditionally permitted in the subject residential zone with approval of a Major 
Use Permit; no rezone would be necessary for the project. 
 
 
 
C97-6  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
C97-7  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 through #C17-19 and #C20-6.  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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C97-8  
 
The analysis in Section 3.6 of the EIR identified no substantial evidence that the historic use of 
pesticides on the site would result in significant health risks to future park users.  Section 3.6.5 of the 
EIR provides conservative mitigation measures that would minimize the low risk of temporary 
exposure to residual contaminants during construction activity. 
 
 
C97-9  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C97-10  
 
See response to comment #C97-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C97-10 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C98-1  
 
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. 
 
 
C98-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15.  Section 3.2.4 of the EIR acknowledges 
that the project would have significant traffic impacts on Santa Fe Drive. 
 
C98-3  
 
See responses to comments #B2-20 and #B2-21. 
 
C98-4  
 
See response to comment #C9-2.  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. 
 
C98-5  
 
See response to comment #C97-8. 
 
C98-6  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 



 
 
 
 
C99-1  
 
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. 
 
C99-2  
 
As discussed in Section 2.5.1.1 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. 
 
C99-3  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments on Warwick Avenue pertain to an action separate 
from the proposed project and are therefore noted for the record. 
 
C99-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16, #C17-18, and #C60-1. 
 
C99-5  
 
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. 
 
Noise impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  The noise would be reduced to 
below a level of significance. 
 
C99-6  
 
A park alternative that proposes only passive uses would not appear to be consistent with the 
commentor’s suggestion of considering an alternative that meets the broad recreational needs of the 
city.  It should be noted that Chapter 7 of the EIR considered three alternatives that would not 
propose athletic field lighting, including a reduced intensity alternative that proposed a park design 
that would allocate a larger portion of the park site for open space and passive uses. 
 
C99-7  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C100-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C100-2  
 
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. 
 
C100-3  
 
The suggested design modifications will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration 
when they take action on the proposed project.  It should be noted that Chapter 7 of the EIR 
considered three alternatives that would not propose athletic field lighting.  These alternatives 
included a reduced intensity alternative that would reduce the number of athletic fields.  
 
Noise impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  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.  The noise analysis determined that with implementation of mitigation 
measures in Section 3.4.5, noise impacts of the project would be reduced to below a level of 
significance.  With respect to the Cardiff Glenn residents, see responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-
14, and #C17-15. 
 
C100-4  
 
The alternatives analysis in Chapter 7 of the EIR determined that some of the project alternatives 
could meet most of the project objectives; however, not to the same extent as the proposed project.  
See Chapter 7 of the Final EIR for revisions regarding the ability of alternatives to achieve the project 
objectives.  Under CEQA, this determination does not constitute a deficiency of the EIR, as CEQA 
encourages an EIR to disclose the reasons why a project alternative should not be examined in 
detail.  See response to comment #C39-29. 
 
C100-5  
 
See response to comment #C100-1. 
 
 
 
 




