
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C201-1  
 
See response to comment #C10-1. 
 
 
 
 
C201-2  
 
See response to comment #C10-2. 
 
 
 
 
C201-3  
 
See response to comment #C10-3. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C202-1 through C202-3 
 
See response to comment #C10-1 through #C10-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C203-1 through C203-3 
 
See response to comment #C10-1 through #C10-3. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C204-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C204-2  
 
See response to comment #C204-1. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C205-1  
 
See responses to comments #C205-2 through #C205-4. 
 
 
 
C205-2  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15.  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. 
 
 
 
 
C205-3  
 
Section 3.4 of the EIR evaluated the potential noise impacts of the dog park and determined that with 
installation of a noise wall, such effects would be mitigated below a level of significance.  With 
implementation of mitigation measures, relocation of the dog park would not be warranted.  These 
comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take action on 
the proposed project. 
 
 
C205-4  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that such 
impacts would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures.  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR considers three project alternatives without athletic field lighting.  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C206-1  
 
See responses to comments #C206-1 and #C206-3. 
 
 
 
 
C206-2  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14. 
 
 
 
C206-3  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C207-1  
 
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. 
 
C207-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3, #C22-1, and #C207-1. 
 
C207-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
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.  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that such 
impacts would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures. 
 
C207-4  
 
See response to comment #C207-1. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C208-1  
 
See response to comment #C96-1. 
 
 
C208-2  
 
See response to comment #C96-2. 
 
 
C208-3  
 
See response to comment #C96-3. 
 
 
C208-4  
 
See response to comment #C96-4. 
 
 
C208-5  
 
See response to comment #C96-5. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-1  
 
See responses to comments #C209-2 through #C209-17. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-2  
 
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. 
 
 
C209-3  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-5  
 
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.  See responses to comments #C17-
7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C209-6  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
C209-7  
 
It is possible that some traffic may use the park roads to reach destinations north of the park such as 
the Von’s Shopping Center; however, due to the relatively small nature of the park roads and the 
planned speed limit on the roads within the park, the cut-through traffic is not expected to be high.  If 
the cut-through traffic did become excessive, the City could choose to install traffic calming devices 
such as stop signs and/or speed bumps to slow traffic and discourage any cut-through traffic. 
 
 
C209-8  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3, #C17-6, and #C22-1.  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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-9  
 
See response to comment #C209-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-10  
 
See response to comment #C209-6 and #C209-8. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-11  
 
Under the proposed project, through access from MacKinnon Avenue would be terminated and 
overall traffic noise levels would be lower at these locations.  Based on the noise impact assessment 
noise level from on-site park activities would not exceed the allowable noise levels limits, with the 
exception of landscaping activities, which the noise assessment conservatively assumed may occur 
prior to 7:00 AM.  The implementation of Mitigation Measure Noise-2 would ensure that these 
activities would not occur prior to 7:00 AM.  A significant noise impact is not anticipated at the 
locations cited by the commentor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-12  
 
Although berms may also serve to mitigate noise impacts, they are typically not used for this purpose 
when considering the amount of grading and land area necessary to construct them.  Walls are 
typically preferred since they take less land to implement and are more easily maintained than berms.  
The City, at its discretion, may substitute any mitigation measure it determines to be as effective or 
more effective than mitigation identified in the EIR. 
 
C209-13  
 
The comment expresses opposition to the hours of operation until 10:00 PM on weeknights and 
midnight on weekend as well as opposition to any amplified events.  No specific comments are 
provided on the environmental analysis within the EIR. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-14  
 
As addressed in Section 3.7 of the EIR, the majority of project drainage would be directed towards 
Rossini Creek.  The drainage analysis determined that the project implementation would not result in 
the need for off-site drainage improvements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-15  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-16  
 
See responses to comments #C209-3 and #C191-19. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C209-17  
 
See responses to comments #C209-3 and #C209-5.  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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C210-1  
 
See response to comment #C10-1. 
 
 
 
 
C210-2  
 
See response to comment #C10-2. 
 
 
 
 
C210-3  
 
See response to comment #C10-3. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C211-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C211-2  
 
See response to comment #C211-1. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C212-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C213-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C214-1  
 
See responses to comments #C214-2 through #C214-5. 
 
 
C214-2  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15. 
 
 
C214-3  
 
See responses to comments #C3-7, #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15. 
 
 
C214-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
C214-5  
 
See response to comment #213-1. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C215-1  
 
See responses to comments #C215-2 through #C215-8. 
 
 
C215-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15.  The EIR’s traffic analysis addressed 
peak hour traffic conditions on Saturdays. 
 
 
C215-3  
 
Project traffic may take alternative routes across surface streets throughout the city’s circulation 
system if emergencies close down Interstate 5 or Highway 101. 
 
 
C215-4  
 
Section 3.2 of the EIR addresses all necessary traffic mitigation measures for significant traffic 
impacts of the project. 
 
 
 
 
C215-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, and C81-2.  
There is no substantial evidence that the project would prohibit emergency vehicles from accessing 
local streets that surround the project site.  If necessary, off-site parking areas during special events 
would be determined as part of the special event permit. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C215-6  
 
In an attempt to determine the best real-world estimate of the project’s trip generation rate, the traffic 
analysis averaged trip generation rates from actual traffic counts at three existing community parks 
with use intensities that are representative of the proposed project (see Section 3.2.3 of the EIR).  
The traffic counts are a function of the number of park users at each park site, not surrounding street 
infrastructure.  No other existing parks in the City of Encinitas have park use intensities that would be 
representative of the proposed project.  The commentor is correct that many sports leagues do not 
have scheduled games during summer months.  However, during summer months parks typically 
host many sports clinics, camps, and other similar training and practice activities.  Summer months 
are also a high use time for children who are out of school.   
 
 

 
C215-7  
 
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. 

 
C215-8  
 
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. 
 
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. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C216-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C216-2  
 
See response to comment #C216-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C216-3  
 
See response to comment #C216-1. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C217-1  
 
See responses to comments #C217-2 through #C217-9. 
 
 
 
 
C217-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3, #C17-6, #C22-1, and #C191-19.  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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C217-3  
 
See response to comment #217-2.  The project site is designated in the General Plan as a Special 
Use Park, which has a city-wide service area.  The project would propose five multi-purpose fields 
that would not be limited to soccer use.  In addition, three diamond ball fields would overlap three of 
the multi-purpose fields. 
 
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.  The city’s decision-makers will determine 
whether the project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be 
selected. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C217-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
C217-5  
 
It is acknowledged that the Through Access on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative would avoid some 
significant traffic 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. 
 
C217-6  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6.  An analysis of lighting impacts is 
provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that such impacts would be mitigated below a 
level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures. 
 
C217-7  
 
Traffic signals and roundabouts are a standard means of reducing delays and improving operating 
conditions at intersections that operate poorly. 
 
C217-8  
 
The most typical special event which will occur on-site is a soccer tournament.  The high amount of 
traffic does not come to the site for one specific game but rather for several games throughout the 
day.  Therefore, it is correct to assume that traffic would be spread throughout the day. 
 
The peak event which was chosen for analysis was a soccer tournament which will generate constant 
activity throughout the day.  It is estimated that traffic will occur over a 12-hour period on a peak 
Saturday.  This translates to about 8.3% per hour.  An increase of 20% was applied to this average 
amount which was the genesis of the 10% peak assumption (8.34* 1.2 = 10%). 
 
C217-9  
 
See responses to comments #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, #C81-2, and #C115-3. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C218-1  
 
See responses to comments #C218-2 through #C218-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
C218-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
C218-3  
 
See response to comment #C217-5. 
 
 
 
 
C218-4  
 
See response to comment #C217-6. 
 
 
 
C218-5  
 
See response to comment #C217-7. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C218-6  
 
See response to comment #C217-8. 
 
 
 
C218-7  
 
See response to comment #C217-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C218-8  
 
See response to comment #C217-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C219-1  
 
See response to comment #C217-4. 
 
 
C219-2  
 
See response to comment #C217-8. 
 
 
C219-3  
 
See response to comment #C217-9. 
 
 
C219-4  
 
See response to comment #C217-6. 
 
 
C219-5  
 
See response to comment #C217-3. 
 
 
C219-6  
 
See response to comment #C217-2. 
 
 
C219-7  
 
This comment will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take action 
on the proposed project.  This comment does not specifically address the sufficiency or adequacy of 
the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts and is therefore noted for the 
record. 
 
 
C219-8  
 
See response to comment #C217-2. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C220-1  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a reduced intensity project alternative, as well as other project 
alternatives that reduce traffic 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. 
 
C220-2  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C220-3  
 
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). 
 
C220-4  
 
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. 
 
Chapter 7of the EIR addresses the Citizens for Quality of Life 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. 
 
C220-5  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that such 
impacts would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures.  
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C221-1  
 
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. 
 
C221-2  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C221-3  
 
See response to comment #C9-2. 
 
C221-4  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that such 
impacts would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures.   
 
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. 
 
Under CEQA, economic impacts are not treated as significant effects on the environment [CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 
C221-5  
 
Section 3.7 of the EIR and Appendix I of the technical appendices address potential water quality 
impacts of the project.  With the mitigation measures provided in Section 3.7.5, water quality impacts 
of the project (including those related to the use of fertilizers) would be reduced below a level of 
significance. 
 
C221-6  
 
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. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C222-1  
 
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 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.  The city’s 
decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or whether a 
project alternative should be selected. 
 
 
 
C222-2  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, and C81-2. 
 
 
C222-3  
 
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. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C223-1  
 
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. 
 
C223-2  
 
See response to comment #C223-1. 
 
C223-3  
 
See response to comment #C223-1. 
 
C223-4  
 
See response to comment #C223-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



C224-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1. 
 
C224-2  
 
See responses to comments #B1-13, #C4-1, #C17-3, #C17-6, #C22-1, and #C39-29. 
 
C224-3  
 
See response to comment #C224-2. 
 
C224-4  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14.  As described in Chapter 2 of the EIR, 
the project would provide multiple access points. 
 
C224-5  
 
As described in Chapter 2 of the EIR, the project would provide a variety of recreational uses that are 
not limited to athletic fields.  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. 
 
C224-6  
 
See response to comment #C224-5. 
 
C224-7  
 
This comment will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take action 
on the proposed project. 
 
C224-8  
 
See response to comment #C224-5. 
 
C224-9  
 
See response to comment #C108-2.  The percentage of time allocated to sports league use of the 
athletic fields cannot be accurately determined at this time. 
 
C224-10  
 
There are no current plans to expand the amphitheater.  Any future expansion would be subject to 
subsequent environmental review. 
 
C224-11  
 
As described in Section 2.5.9 of the EIR, athletic field lighting during special events would be turned-
off at 10:00 PM.  Section 3.5 of the EIR addresses lighting effects of the project during all hours of 
operation. 
 
C224-12  
 
General Plan Policy 3.9 of the Land Use Element is not applicable to the proposed project.  The 
underlying zone conditionally allows the proposed use with approval of a Major Use Permit.  No 
rezone of the property would be required. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C225-1  
 
See responses to comments #C225-2 through #C225-16.  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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
C225-2  
 
See responses to comments #C225-3 through #C225-7. 
 
C225-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15 regarding traffic and parking impacts on 
surrounding neighborhood streets. 
 
With respect to parking adequacy during special events, see responses to comments #C35-2, #C66-
6, #C69-35, and C81-2.  See responses to comments #C66-5, #C91-6, and #C115-3 regarding the 
adequacy of the traffic management plan and associated parking shuttles during special events. 
 
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.  
 
C225-4  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15. 
 
C225-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-10 and #C17-11. 
 
C225-6  
 
See response to comment #C17-12. 
 
C225-7  
 
See response to comment #C17-13. 
 
C225-8  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that such 
impacts would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures. 
 
C225-9  
 
See responses to comments #C17-21, #C39-3, #C39-25, #C39-26, and #C179-2. 
 
C225-10  
 
See response to comment #C17-27. 
 
C225-11  
 
See response to comment #C101-23. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C225-12  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1.  The proposed project would provide recreational 
uses, including competitive sports activities.  As described in Section 2.5.10 of the EIR, per the 
Encinitas Park and Recreation Department’s Athletic Field Use Policy, resident recreational teams 
would be granted first priority for field use.  City recreational programs would also have priority.  
Typically, these user groups would take up a majority of available field space.  The City would not 
host a regional tournament, but local youth sports leagues are typically on a rotating tournament host 
assignment, pending field availability.  Any tournament event would be subject to a special events 
operations permit application process. 
 
C225-13  
 
The underlying zone conditionally allows the proposed use with approval of a Major Use Permit.  No 
rezone of the property would be required. 
 
C225-14  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 
C225-15  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 
C225-16  
 
These comments on the project design are noted for the record and will be provided to the city’s 
decision-makers for consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C226-1  
 
See response to comment #C96-1. 
 
C226-2  
 
See response to comment #C96-2. 
 
 
C226-3  
 
See response to comment #C96-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
C226-4  
 
See responses to comments #C96-4 and #C96-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C227-1  
 
See response to comment #C89-5.  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. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C228-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
 
C228-2  
 
See responses to comments #B1-13, #C4-1, #C17-3, #C22-1, and #C39-29. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C228-3  
 
See response to comment #C191-19.  As noted in Section 2.5.8 of EIR, the athletic field special 
events would occur three to four times a year.  These events would not be limited to organized soccer 
league activities. 
 
See responses to comments #C24-7, #C81-2, and #C225-8. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C229-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C230-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
C203-2  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C230-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
C231-1  
 
See responses to comments #C231-2 through #C231-7. 
 
C231-2  
 
The aesthetics and lighting analysis in Section 3.5 of the EIR determined that such impacts would be 
mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures.  The analyses 
were based upon a lighting plan that provides the location, height, and lighting levels of athletic field 
light standards.  Story poles were not used for the analyses nor would they be expected to change 
the EIR’s significance conclusions pertaining to aesthetics and lighting. 
 
C231-3  
 
Light standards P1 through P7 are proposed for the aquatic facility and are not proposed for athletic 
fields. 
 
C231-4  
 
See responses to comments #A1-1 through #A1-9. 
 
C231-5  
 
Section 3.4.3 of the EIR addresses the City’s nighttime noise standards, which is 45 dBA and 
includes the project’s operating hours of 5:00 AM to 7:00 AM.  The athletic fields would not open until 
8:00 AM; this time is subject to the City’s daytime and early evening noise standards (7:00 AM to 
10:00 PM). 
 
C231-6  
 
See responses to comments #C17-21, #C39-3, #C39-25, #C39-26, #C69-14, and #C179-2. 
 
C231-7  
 
See responses to comments #B1-13, #C4-1, #C39-29. 
 
C231-8  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C232-1  
 
See response to comment #C231-3.  As noted in Section 2.5.14 of the EIR, the North Zone 
Alternative Overlay Option would propose two separated open turf areas that are not designated as 
athletic fields.  During Special Events at the athletic fields, it is not anticipated to divide the five multi-
use fields in half.  Therefore, the worst-case parking demand assumes that a maximum of five multi-
use fields would be used during Special Events. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C233-1  
 
See responses to comments #C233-2 through #C233-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
C233-2  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
C233-3  
 
As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, the project would serve both active and passive park users.  
The project does not propose to fence-off fields. 
 
 
C233-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 
 
 
C233-5  
 
Section 7.7 of the EIR addresses an off-site project alternative.   
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C234-1 through C234-16  
 
Please refer to Responses #C91-1 through #C91-16. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C235-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C235-2  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
C235-3  
 
See response to comment #C235-1.   
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that with 
implementation of mitigation measures, lighting impacts of the project would be reduced to below a 
level of significance.  
 
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. 
 
 



 
 
 
C236-1  
 
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. 
 
An analysis of lighting and aesthetic impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined 
that such impacts would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation 
measures. 
 
C236-2  
 
The General Plan (Resource Management Element) designates the project site as a Special Use 
Park.  The underlying zone conditionally allows the proposed use with approval of a Major Use 
Permit.  No rezone of the property would be required. 
 
C236-3  
 
See response to comment #C81-2. 
 
C236-4  
 
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. 
 
C236-5  
 
See response to comment #C236-4. 
 
C236-6  
 
See responses to comments #C236-1 and #C236-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C237-1 through C237-3  
 
Please refer to Responses #C10-1 through #C10-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C238-1  
 
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. 
 
C238-2  
 
The commentor does not state why the EIR does not adequately analyze the intersection of Santa Fe 
Drive/Scripps Hospital Driveway.  Section 3.2 of the EIR determined that the project would have a 
significant but mitigable impact at this intersection under build-out (Year 2030) conditions. 
 
C238-3  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that such 
impacts would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation of mitigation measures.  
It should be noted that under CEQA, economic impacts are not treated as significant effects on the 
environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 
C238-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C238-5  
 
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. 
 
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.  The city’s decision-makers 
will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative 
should be selected. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C239-1 through C239-9  
 
Please refer to Responses #C103-1 through #C103-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C240-1 through C240-9  
 
Please refer to Responses #C103-1 through #C103-9 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C241-1 through C241-9  
 
Please refer to Responses #C103-1 through #C103-9 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C242-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C243-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C244-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C245-1  
 
One of the project objectives, as stated in Objective #2, is to develop a community park that 
maximizes the number and use of athletic fields that help offset the unmet needs of Encinitas while 
preserving other desired features of the park site.  Utilizing lighting fixtures for nighttime use of the 
park would help meet this objective. 
 
C245-2  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C246-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C247-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C248-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis contained within the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C249-1  
 
Please refer to Responses #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
C249-2  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 




