
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
HALL PROPERTY COMMUNITY PARK 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B1-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  No specific comment on the EIR is provided within this comment and 
no response is necessary.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B1-2  
 
These CEQA citations are noted for the record and do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the subject EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts; 
therefore, no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B1-3  
 
CEQA does not require an EIR to address whether a project meets the codified standards of a 
discretionary permit.  City staff makes a preliminary determination on this matter when the 
discretionary permit application is deemed complete.  The city’s decision-makers ultimately make this 
determination when considering whether to approve the discretionary permit findings for a project.  An 
EIR is not required to determine whether the discretionary permit findings can be made for a project. 
 
B1-4  
 
See response to comment #B1-3.  It should be noted that Section 3.11 of the EIR addresses the 
impacts of the project on public services and utilities.  The EIR determined that these effects would 
not be significant. 
 
B1-5  
 
The commentor states that the EIR assumes that traffic from parks in other parts of San Diego 
County are comparable but that there is no discussion provided to demonstrate that this coastal area 
has similar park needs to these other locations.  When determining a project’s trip generation, the 
typical traffic engineering practice is to use industry standard rates that are published by a regional 
planning agency (e.g., SANDAG) or nationally-accepted standards published by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers.  The analysis for the subject project did not use SANDAG’s trip generation 
rate for public parks (50 ADTs/acre).  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).  When performing this type of analysis, it is not a standard 
traffic engineering practice to compare the demand for the representative uses with the proposed 
use.  Since these parks and the project site are located within suburban communities having urban 
population densities, it is believed that the demand is similar.  However, to conduct a research effort 
beyond this conclusion is beyond the reasonable scope of a standard traffic analysis.  Although there 
are many variables to be considered in conducting traffic analyses, CEQA does not require a lead 
agency to conduct every test or perform all research in an EIR [CEQA Guidelines 15204 (a)].  It 
should be noted that the EIR’s traffic analysis (Appendix B to the EIR) used a higher trip generation 
rate (60.8 ADTs/acre) than the standard SANDAG rate of 50 ADTs/acre.   
 
B1-6  
 
Please refer to Response A1-5. 



 
B1-7  
 
The EIR’s thresholds of significance are consistent with the thresholds set forth in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines.  Due to the ever-changing and dispersive nature of air borne pollutants, Air Quality 
significance thresholds are slightly different from thresholds for resources like biology or agriculture.  It 
would be impractical to require an agency to determine the ambient air pollutant concentrations at a 
specific project site for each proposed project.  The federal EPA and the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) themselves regularly assess ambient air quality in air basins throughout California.  
Based on these assessments, the EPA and CARB publish air quality standards (NAAQS and CAAQS) 
designed to improve or maintain ambient air quality at a healthy level.  EPA and CARB also publish 
guidelines for agencies to follow that will ensure projects do not cause air quality standards to be 
exceeded (see Table 3.3-4).  The significance thresholds of 50 tons per year are one-half of the 
federal General Conformity Rule de minimis thresholds.  The 50 percent reduction was taken to 
acknowledge the existing nonattainment of the stricter state standards.  The EIR air quality analysis 
does not compare project emissions with pre-existing emissions (e.g., total emissions in the San Diego 
Air Basin) as was the concern in the Kings County Farm Bureau Case. 
 
B1-8  
 
The descriptor for the average one-hour exposure is the Hourly Equivalent Sound Level, abbreviated 
here as Leq.  It is an hourly measure that accounts for the moment-to-moment fluctuations in A-
weighted sound levels due to all sound sources during that hour, combined.  
 
The word average leaves many people with the impression that the maximum levels, which attract 
their attention, are devalued or ignored when using the Leq descriptor.  They are not.  All sounds are 
included in the one-hour noise exposure.  The Leq noise exposure descriptor includes all events and 
all noise levels that occur during the measurement period without exception.  Scientific evidence 
strongly indicates that total noise exposure is the truest measure of noise impact.   
 
Noise measurements of park activities used in the evaluation included the measurement of peak 
noise level events such as whistles blowing during soccer games, skateboards slapping the ground 
and other surfaces, crowds cheering, children yelling, and other similar events.  Thus, these noise 
events are not ignored as part of the evaluation of potential impacts of the park.  
 
The EIR overturned by the court case identified by the commentor used 24-hour noise level metric 
(CNEL).  The reliance solely on this noise descriptor was considered inadequate by the courts 
because it did not adequately address the disturbance associated with single event flyovers during 
sleeping periods.  The EIR for the Hall Property Community Park assesses impacts to residences 
surrounding the park using the Hourly Sound Level Equivalent (Leq) as appropriately required by the 
City City’s Municipal Code (Chapter 30.40.010) for determining impacts from adjoining properties.  A 
24-hour noise descriptor would be inappropriate for assessing daytime impacts from the park, as the 
identified activities would not occur between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and would generally last for a 
few hours during the daytime.  Furthermore, unlike the project referenced by the commentor, the 
proposed project would not include activities over a 24-hour period, as the would close at 10:00 PM. 
 
B1-9  
 
The proposed project was assessed using the appropriate standards taken from the City General 
Plan, Noise Element.  Policy 1.1 of the Noise Element, in part, states that mitigation must be 
evaluated for a project that would increase traffic and results in a relative increase in noise levels of 5 
dBA where noise levels at affected residential properties will exceed 55 Ldn or when a 3 dBA relative 
increase would occur where noise levels at affected residential properties will exceed 60 Ldn.  The 3 
dBA criterion was conservatively used to assess impacts at all locations regardless of the existing or 
future noise environments.  The case cited in the comment was related to the absolute noise level at 
specific locations exceeding the State Department of Health’s Noise Compatibility Guidelines for 
residential uses, i.e., 70 dBA CNEL, which is also used by the City.  Based on the noise impact  



 
B1-9 (continued) 
 
analysis, no future residences affected by the proposed project would be exposed to noise levels in 
excess of 70 dBA CNEL, with the exception of modeled receptor 21.  Receptor 21 represents a 
residence on Loch Lomond Drive, on the opposite side of I-5 from the project.  Based on 
measurements and modeling, this receptor is currently exposed to noise levels in excess of 70 dBA 
CNEL, however, as shown in Table 13 of the project’s noise analysis, the projects contribution at this 
location in 2010 and 2030 would be 0.  Thus, the proposed project would not alter the ambient noise 
levels at this location. 
 
B1-10 
 
Section 3.7 of the EIR and Appendix I of the technical appendices addresses potential water quality 
impacts of the project.  With the mitigation measures provided in Section 3.7.5 of the EIR, water 
quality impacts of the project would be reduced below a level of significance.  The geotechnical 
evaluation (Appendix J to the EIR) indicates that groundwater is anticipated to be at a depth of 30 to 
40 feet on the project site.  There is no substantial evidence that the park project would result in 
significant groundwater contamination. 
 
B1-11  
 
The EIR was prepared to address the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  
Significant impacts associated with the proposed project were identified and mitigation measures 
were recommended to reduce or avoid impacts.  The project is proposed to help reduce an existing 
parkland deficiency within the City.  However, additional methods to alleviate the exiting parkland 
deficiencies of the City are not required to be analyzed in the EIR.  Additionally, goals and policies to 
reduce the existing deficiencies are included within the Recreation Element of the City’s General 
Plan. 
 
B1-12  
 
With project implementation, the loss of potential residential development on the site may result in 
social and economic impacts.  Under CEQA, social and economic impacts are not treated as 
significant effects on the environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 
B1-13  
 
As designed, the primary use and function of the park project is characterized as active.  Other than 
its total size and expected service area, the project as proposed is consistent with standard facilities 
and the primary active function as described for Community Parks in the city’s General Plan (see 
Figure 1 and Table 2 of the Recreation Element).  Although the project is designated as a Special 
Use Park, it has the typical facilities and use characteristics defined by the General Plan for a 
Community Park.  This active character of the project is reflected in the project objectives listed on 
page 2-4 of the EIR.  However, the project objectives do not necessarily rule out the provision of 
passive uses.  Two of the six project objectives (Objectives #1 and #2) emphasize the need for active 
park use of the project.  Other desired features in Objective #2 include passive uses.  Objectives #3 
and #4 do not focus on the provision of active uses.  Recreational facilities, as described in Objective 
#5, may consist of active or passive park uses.  Although the park buffer cited in Objective #6 is a 
passive use, it is necessary for the active uses.  By its very nature, the park design does not focus on 
providing a balance between active and passive park uses.  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR considered and analyzed seven project alternatives that would reduce 
significant impacts of the project and feasibly attain most of the project objectives.  After thorough 
analysis through the EIR process, it has been determined that the proposed project and the Through 
Access on Mackinnon Alternative are the most effective in implementing the project objectives.  Other 
alternatives could attain the project objectives, though not to the same degree as the proposed 
project.   



 
 
 
B1-14  
 
See response to comment #B1-13.  The EIR is consistent with the CEQA citations presented in this 
comment.  The EIR considers a reasonable range of alternatives that would reduce or mitigate the 
potentially significant impacts of the proposed project, including alternatives that could feasibly meet 
most of the project objectives. 
 
In Section 7.1 of the EIR, the Through Access on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative is identified as a 
project alternative that effectively implements most of the project objectives.  In addition, Section 7.2 
of the EIR considers a Reduced Intensity Alternative.  For reasons provided in this section, it is 
sufficient to conclude that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not as effectively implement most 
of the basic project objectives in comparison to the proposed project.  As part of the CEQA findings, 
the city’s decision-makers will determine, based on substantial evidence, whether the project should 
be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
B1-15  
 
Section 2.4 of the Final EIR has been expanded to include additional information documenting the 
unmet recreational needs of Encinitas and Appendix P has been added to include the Recreational 
Element Technical Report and the Needs Assessment for Specialized Facilities.  Section 7.2.2 of the 
EIR contains a discussion of why the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not as effectively 
implement most of the basic project objectives to the same degree as the proposed project.  The 
Final EIR has been revised and indicates that the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Citizens for 
Quality of Life Alternative are both equally considered to be the environmentally superior alternative.  
These alternatives were found to the environmentally superior alternatives because the both reduce 
the same number of environmental impacts when compared to the proposed project as summarized 
in Table 7-2 of the Final EIR.  These alternatives were not deemed infeasible.  Economic 
considerations were not a factor in this determination. 

 
B1-16  
 
Existing conditions for the No Project-Development of Residential Per Zoning Alternative are identical 
to the environmental setting conditions described in Section 2.1 of the EIR.  For this project 
alternative, it is anticipated that available infrastructure and community services would be developed 
to serve the project.  The commentor provides no evidence to support the conclusion that this 
alternative is inconsistent with available infrastructure and community service levels. 

 
B1-17  
 
As discussed in Section 1.6, the City recirculated the Draft EIR to provide the public with opportunity 
to comment on additional analysis that was conducted regarding greenhouse gases, and health risk 
impacts.  Any other revisions that were made to the Draft EIR are minor, and are reflected in 
underlines and strikeout in the Final EIR.  The City has determined that no further analysis is 
necessary. 
 
B1-18  
 
The foregoing comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they 
take action on the proposed project.  No specific comment on the EIR is provided within this comment 
and no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-1  
 
The commentor summarizes Sue O’Carroll’s letter, which is addressed in the following responses to 
comments (#B2-2 through #B2-30).  Sue O’Carroll’s qualifications have been provided to the city’s 
decision-makers and are on file with the city’s records for the project.  No specific comment on the 
EIR is provided within this comment and no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-2  
 
The commentor explains that this letter was written on behalf of the Citizens for Quality of Life.  No 
specific comment on the EIR is provided within this comment and no response is necessary.  See 
responses to comments #B2-3 through #B2-30. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-3  
 
The commentor’s description of the project is noted for the record.  No specific comment on the EIR 
is provided within this comment and no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-4 Refer to Response #B2-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-5  
 
Park hours of operation are discussed in Section 2.5.9 of the EIR.  These hours would be in effect 
regardless of whether athletic field lighting is proposed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-6  
 
The commentor’s summary of the significant and unmitigable traffic impacts described in the EIR and 
the citations of the CEQA Guidelines are noted for the record.  No specific comment on the EIR is 
provided within this comment and no response is necessary. 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-7  
 
The commentor’s summary of the project alternatives discussed in the EIR is noted for the record.  
No specific comment on the EIR is provided within this comment and no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-8  
 
See response to comment #B1-13 and #B1-14.  The Final EIR determined that Alternatives 2, 3, and 
4 would meet most of the basic project objectives, though not to the same extent as the proposed 
project.  As indicated in Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines, the range of alternatives “shall 
be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.  
Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines 
could feasibly attain most of the project objectives.”  Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 are a range of 
alternatives selected with the intent of avoiding or substantially lessening significant impacts of the 
project.  Of these alternatives, the traffic impacts of Alternative 1 (Through Access on Mackinnon 
Avenue Alternative) were examined in detail as the resulting reduction in traffic impacts was critical in 
the alternatives comparison to the proposed project.   
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-9  
 
As discussed in Section 7.3.2, the Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative would not meet most of the 
project objectives to the same extent of the proposed project.  It would meet Objective #1to a lesser 
degree because more passive areas would be proposed and the recreational facilities provided by 
this alternative are not predominately active park uses.  With respect to Objective #2, the Citizens for 
Quality of Life Alternative would not fully maximize the number and use of athletic fields on the project 
site to help offset the unmet needs of Encinitas to the same degree as the proposed project while 
preserving the other desired features of the project site.  Due to the lack of athletic field lighting, it 
would not provide recreational facilities for all user groups to the same extent as the proposed project 
as specified in Objective #4.  Also, the Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative would not meet 
Objective #5 to the same degree as the proposed project because it would not maximize the use of 
recreational facilities during park hours.  Without lights to facilitate nighttime play on the athletic fields, 
sporting events and practices could only occur during daytime hours, thus limiting the use of 
recreational facilities during evening hours while the park would still be open.  This would also 
specifically limit use of the athletic fields by after-school and adult user groups.  Most adult sports 
league games are scheduled for evening hours after work and require night lighting.  During fall and 
winter months, the children’s after-school user group would also be limited, along with the adult user 
group, because it gets dark very early and games or practices could not be scheduled into later hours 
after school.  With less use during the evening hours, weekend use of the park would be expected to 
increase as user groups would have more need to schedule events during weekend days.  By not 
lighting the athletic fields, this alternative would substantially limit the usable hours of the athletic 
fields.  Moreover, this alternative has fewer athletic fields than the proposed project and thus would 
further reduce the ability of the park to serve all members of the community. 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-10  
 
The EIR’s alternatives analysis (Chapter 7) determined that project alternatives #2 through #4 would 
not meet most of the project objectives to the same extent as the proposed project.  The commentor 
does not provide substantial evidence to the contrary.  When compared to the other alternatives, the 
EIR determined that Alternative #1 would meet all of the project objectives to the same degree as the 
proposed project while avoiding some significant traffic impacts of the project.  However, the Final 
EIR has been revised and indicates that the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Citizens for Quality 
of Life Alternative are both equally considered to be the environmentally superior alternative.  These 
alternatives were found to the environmentally superior alternatives because the both reduce the 
same number of environmental impacts when compared to the proposed project as summarized in 
Table 7-2 of the Final EIR.   
 
 



 
B2-11  
 
The commentor states that the EIR should conclude that Alternatives 2 and 3, as described in the 
EIR, are environmentally superior to the proposed project and Alternative 1.  Specifically, the 
commentor states that Alternatives 2 and 3 would have fewer traffic and circulation, noise, and 
aesthetics and lighting impacts when compared to the proposed project.  The Final EIR has been 
revised and found that the Reduced Intensity Alternative and Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative 
(Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively) are equal as the environmentally superior alternative.  Both 
alternatives reduce the same number of environmental impacts when compared to the proposed 
project as summarized in Table 7-2 of the Final EIR.  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR compares the significant impacts of the project with Alternatives 2 and 3.  The 
following discussion responds to the commentor’s claims on each of the environmental issues noted 
and summarizes the comparative analyses provided in Chapter 7: 
 
Traffic and Circulation.  While Alternatives 2 and 3 would reduce the park’s contribution to traffic 
impacts when compared to the proposed project, these alternatives would likely continue to result in 
significant (and unmitigable) traffic and circulation impacts prior to the planned improvements to the I-
5 corridor.   

Noise.  Section 3.4.4 of the EIR indicates the project’s significant noise impacts would only be 
associated with the dog park use, potential landscape maintenance activities prior to 7:00 AM, and 
the potential use of sound amplification during special events occurring three to four times a year.  
Alternatives 2 and 3 would provide for a dog park at the same location as the proposed project, would 
have similar noise effects related to landscape maintenance, and may have sound amplification 
during special events.  Therefore, the Alternatives 2 and 3 are anticipated to have significant noise 
impacts that are similar to the proposed project.  In addition, these effects would be mitigated below a 
level of significance with implementation of Mitigation Measures Noise-1, Noise-2, and Noise-3. 

Aesthetics and Lighting.  Chapter 7 acknowledges that Alternatives 2 and 3 would avoid potentially 
significant light trespass effects of the project.  However, it should be noted that these effects of the 
project would be substantially lessened or avoided with mitigation measures provided in Section 3.5.5 
of the EIR.   
 
The commentor notes that Alternative 1 would only have fewer traffic impacts.  However, Section 
7.1.2 of the EIR indicates that Alternative 1 would avoid the following significant traffic impacts: 
 
Street Intersections: 
• Villa Cardiff Drive/Windsor Road (existing plus project, Year 2010, Year 2030 conditions) 
• Villa Cardiff Drive/Birmingham Drive (existing plus project, Year 2010 conditions) 
 
Street Segments: 
• Santa Fe Drive between Mackinnon Avenue/Nardo Road and Windsor Road/Bonita Drive (existing 

plus project conditions) 
• Birmingham Drive between the I-5 Northbound Ramps and Villa Cardiff Drive (Year 2030 

conditions) 
 
 
 
 



 
B2-11 (continued)   
 
It should be noted that Alternative 1 would avoid the project’s significant and unmitigable traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Villa Cardiff Drive/Birmingham Drive during existing plus project and 
Year 2010 conditions.  Because there are not identified feasible mitigation measures to address these 
impacts in the near-term, they are particularly important in the consideration of alternative project 
scenarios.   
 
The commentor notes that, when compared to Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would do a greater job of 
meeting the project objectives.  The EIR provides the environmental evaluation of each of the 
alternatives to allow the City’s decision-makers to make an informed decision on the proposed 
project, or any variation of the project such as the evaluated alternatives, in consideration of the 
potential environmental effects of each of the alternatives.  While there could be differing 
interpretations of each project alternatives ability to meet the project objectives, these views do not 
affect the environmental evaluation contained in the EIR. 
 
B2-12  
 
When the traffic study began, 43 acres was the size supplied to the traffic consultant.  If 44 acres had 
been used, the average daily trip generation would have increased by 56 ADT, an increase of 2.1%.  
The forecasted amount of weekday AM peak hour/ PM peak hour trips would have increased by 2 
and 9 trips, respectively.  These changes are very small compared to the overall ADT, and would not 
have changed the traffic study results. 
 
B2-13  
 
The trip generation associated with the project will change daily depending on the events occurring at 
the park on that particular day.  Based on a review of potential sources for park trip generation rates, 
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) rate is the highest with a rate of 50 trips per 
acre.  In order to provide the most accurate estimate of anticipated park trip generation, actual 
weekday and weekend counts at three different parks were conducted.  The average of the counts 
from the three parks was found to be 60.82 ADT per acre, over 20% higher than the rate adopted by 
SANDAG.  The traffic study thus used a higher trip generation rate than that recommended by 
SANDAG.  Of the three parks incorporated into the average, there is not one that is more comparable 
to the proposed park than the others.  Appendix G of the traffic study shows a detailed comparison of 
the three parks in terms of overall amenities.  Therefore, it is reasonable and appropriate to utilize the 
average of the three counts. 
 
B2-14  
 
The commentor states that the traffic report appendices were not available for review.  The 
appendices to the traffic report have been made available for public review at City Hall and were 
provided to members of the public that requested them.  They were not included in the published 
versions of the Draft EIR due to the large volume of the reports.  
 
While the Poway Park does produce the highest trip generation, this does not mean it is the most 
accurate.  The Poway Park, for instance, is only 25 acres and in terms of trip generation, smaller sites 
tend to have greater per acre trip rates.  It is appropriate to use several sites to determine an accurate 
trip generation.  See Response #B2-13. 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-15  
 
The trip generation associated with the project would change daily depending on the events occurring 
at the park on that particular day.  Based on a review of potential sources for park trip generation, the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) rate is the highest with a rate of 50 per acre.  In 
order to provide the most accurate estimate of anticipated park trip generation, actual weekday and 
weekend counts at other similar parks were conducted.  An exhaustive search was conducted to 
determine comparable parks in the area at which to conduct traffic counts.  Three parks were 
considered comparable.  The average of these counts was found to be 60.82 ADT per acre, over 
20% higher than the published rate.  
 
Based on data supplied by RJM Design Group the active acreage associated with the Hall Property 
park is 69%, in line with the average of the active acreage of the three parks.  In addition, there are 
other factors such as location and types of uses, which are also very important to consider for 
comparison purposes and in these regards the three parks all compare favorably to the proposed 
park.  It would be inaccurate to simply utilize the highest trip rates just because they are higher.  The 
use of a rate over 20% higher than any published rate and consistent with counts at three similar 
parks in the nearby area provides a conservative analysis. 
 
 



 
B2-16  
 
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 special events parking analysis provided Section 3.2.3 of the EIR concludes that potential 
secondary traffic effects associated with the lack of parking during these events may be significant.  
The lack of parking availability within the park during large special events may result in spectators 
searching for parking offsite, which may result in significant secondary traffic impacts at intersections 
having unacceptable midday operating conditions.  The commentor questions the approach used in 
the special events analysis and claims that is does not adequately consider the addition of other park 
users not associated with the special events.  While the commentor is correct that the special event 
analysis focuses on the attendees of the highest use special event possible (a soccer tournament), 
the methodology employed more than adequately considers other park users that may be present 
during the special event.  Because a soccer tournament would utilize most of the park grounds, these 
additional users are anticipated to be a small proportion of the overall user population of the park.  
The additional users not associated with the special events is anticipated to add an additional parking 
demand that substantially less than the normal use demand of 264 parking spaces (see Section 
2.5.11 of the EIR) because regular users of athletic fields are not expected to access the park when 
special events are scheduled on the fields.  During special events, the additional parking demand 
associated with other park users would not change the EIR’s conclusion that secondary traffic effects 
may be significant and that these effects can be mitigated below a level of significance.  Furthermore, 
a key assumption in the special event analysis to convert the number of visitors to vehicle trips was 
the vehicle occupancy rate (VOR, i.e., people per car).  A VOR of only 2.0 was assumed when the 
anticipated VOR will likely be higher due to carpooling for special events.  This low VOR assumption 
essentially results in a factor of safety already built into the analysis.  In addition, the mitigation 
measures provided for special events acknowledge the lack of detailed information available at this 
juncture to adequately analyze each special event.  For this reason, any special event would require 
an event-specific traffic and parking analysis, which would be required to address the particular 
conditions of the special event and identify the measures necessary to address the parking and 
circulation conditions attributable to the special event.  Implementation of such measure would be 
required as a condition of approval of any Special Event Permit.  Mitigation Measure Traffic-8 has 
been expanded to include the requirement for a traffic and parking consultant to monitor and assess 
parking during the first special event held at the park and prepare a study summarizing the findings 
and provide specific recommendations and measures that can be implemented in necessary to avoid 
adverse parking situations. 
 
B2-17  
 
Section 15.0 of the traffic study contains a detailed normal (non-special event) time of the year 
parking analysis.  The project’s parking analysis addresses normal operating conditions of the park in 
Section 2.5.11 of the EIR and Appendix B (Section 15) of the EIR’s Technical Appendices.  Detailed 
parking counts were conducted at three existing parks (Poway Community Park, Poinsettia 
Community Park, and Kearny Mesa Community Park) having park uses and intensities that are 
representative of the proposed project.  The parking analysis is based upon parking rates derived 
from taking parking counts during separate periods of time (two Saturdays and one weekday) at 
these existing parks.  The peak parking rate, calculated by averaging the highest number of parking 
spaces demanded in a five-hour period, was determined to be 6 spaces per acre.  This parking rate 
would generate a need of 264 parking spaces for the project.  The project provides 419 total parking 
spaces, which is 155 more spaces than the calculated maximum demand.  Therefore, as discussed in 
Section 3.2 of the EIR, the proposed project would provide parking spaces in excess of expected 
demand.  As standard traffic engineering standards dictate, the parking analysis is based on actual 
parking counts at the three similar parks and would not result in significant impacts.  It would be 
inaccurate to use trip generation estimates to determine parking demand. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
B2-18  
 
As stated in the comment and EIR Section 3.2, CO hotspot analyses should be considered at 
signalized intersections.  All of the intersections listed in the comment are not signalized, except the 
intersection of Scripps Hospital driveway/Santa Fe Drive.  In the traffic forecast for 2030, the Scripps 
Hospital driveway/Santa Fe Drive intersection would operate at LOS F in the PM peak hour without 
the project, and would be further degraded with the project.  Therefore, a CO analysis for this 
intersection was conducted in the Final EIR.  As described in Section 3.3.3 of the Final EIR and in 
Table 3.3-7, the anticipated 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations would be less than the national and 
state standards and the impact would be less than significant.   
 
 
B2-19  
 
The analysis uses the trip generation rates derived for the traffic analysis.  Please refer to Response 
#B4-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-20  
 
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 portions of the Draft EIR were recirculated to allow the public to comment on these 
studies. 
 
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. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-21  
 
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 most representative of the project site.  It is speculative 
whether the Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative would have fewer health impacts than the 
proposed project.  While the pool would be indoors, the active children’s playing fields would all be 
within 500 feet of the freeway, with no fields further away than 500 feet, as in the proposed project.  In 
the Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative, the fields appear to be closer to the freeway and with less 
vegetative barrier.  Finally, the CQL Alternative proposes the location of the children’s playground 
considerably closer to the freeway than with the proposed project.  Please also refer to Responses 
#B2-20. 
 
B2-22  
 
As detailed in the Response #B4-2, the trip generation that was used for the traffic analysis is 
considered to be conservative and accurate for the type of park proposed.  Therefore, it is not 
necessary to conduct an additional modeling run for noise. 
 
B2-23  
 
The discussion of traffic noise generation throughout Section 3.4.3 is specific only to the proposed 
project, which includes the elimination of through traffic on Mackinnon Avenue as described in the 
project description.  The elimination of through traffic on Mackinnon Avenue is part of the project and 
is not an alternative as the comment describes.  No alternatives are discussed or evaluated in 
Chapter 3. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-24  
 
As discussed in Section 3.5.1 of the EIR under the heading Regulatory Setting for Lighting, the 
proposed project is exempt from the City’s Municipal Code requirements limiting light to 0.5 
footcandles at the property line.  In the absence of City defined lighting requirements applicable to the 
proposed project, the EIR utilized other existing guidance to determine project-level impacts.  The 
Draft EIR included the use of the International Dark Sky Association’s recommended standard of 0.5 
footcandles at a distance of 25 feet from the property line.  However, the use of this reference has 
resulted in a significant amount of confusion.  As such, Mitigation Measures Visual-1, included in the 
Draft EIR has been revised to limit light trespass as direct result of project lighting to 0.5 foot-candles 
at the property line to any adjacent property zoned for residential use (please refer to Section3.5.5 of 
the Final EIR for this revision).  As shown in Table 3.5-2 of the EIR, lighting levels at the property line 
of the proposed project are anticipated to be 0.5 footcandles or less at the proposed project property 
line. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-25  
 
The commentor recommends a different methodology for the lighting analysis, including 
recommendations for revisions to the thresholds of significance.  However, the thresholds of 
significance identified for the lighting analysis are consistent with the recommendations made by the 
International Dark-Sky Association, as noted in Response #B2-24.  For this reason, no further 
analysis is warranted.  Please also refer to Response #B2-24, above. 
 
B2-26  
 
The commentor notes that the EIR identifies that there may be incidents where discomfort glare could 
occur.  The commentor states that this should be identified as a significant unmitigated impact.  While 
this potential glare impact is considered a potentially significant impact, as identified in Impact Visual-
1, mitigation is possible.  Therefore, it is not accurate to classify it as unmitigated.  Mitigation Measure 
Visual-1 includes measures to address these potential glare effects (specifically, measures a and d.).  
With implementation of these measures, the potential glare effects summarized by the commentor 
would not occur. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-27  
 
The commentor recommends additional measures to address lighting visibility from residential 
properties.  While these measures could be considered as additional measures to further reduce 
lighting effects, they are not necessary to reduce lighting impacts to a less-than-significant level for 
the reasons summarized in Responses #B2-24 and #B2-26. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-28  
 
Please refer to Responses #B2-2 through #B2-27.  No substantial evidence has been identified in the 
foregoing comments that constitute significant new information as defined by CEQA.  Therefore, 
recirculation of the EIR is not warranted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-29  
 
Please refer to Responses #B2-8 through #B2-11. 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
B2-30  
 
The foregoing comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they 
take action on the proposed project.  No specific comment on the EIR is provided within this comment 
and no response is necessary. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B2-31  
 
Please refer to Response B2-1. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B3-1  
 
The commentor explains that this letter was written on behalf of the Citizens for Quality of Life and 
that several issues are discussed in detail within the letter.  No specific comment on the EIR is 
provided within this comment and no response is necessary.   
 
B3-2  
 
This commentor briefly describes the proposed project and does not include a comment on the 
analysis of the EIR.  No response is necessary.   
 
B3-3  
 
California Hazardous Waste Criteria values are not health risk-based standards; rather, they are 
concentrations at which a constituent of concern (CoC) would be considered a hazardous waste if 
excavated and exported from a property.  They apply only to contaminated media (i.e., soil or water) 
that are actually removed from the site as waste material.  Hazardous waste criteria are inappropriate 
for use as remediation goals (see Martz, “Total Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLC) Values are not 
Appropriate for Remediation of Pesticides in Farmland.”  According to Martz, TTLCs provide a legal 
basis in California for classification of waste as being hazardous; they are not health-risk-based.  If 
soil is left in place (i.e., not excavated and removed from a property), then California Hazardous 
Waste Criteria do not apply.  However, if soil is excavated and exported from a property and 
concentrations of CoCs exceed, on the basis of representative samples and statistical analysis in 
accordance with EPA guidance found in SW-846, California Hazardous Waste Criteria, then the soil 
exceeding these criteria would need to be disposed of as a hazardous waste at an appropriate 
disposal facility.  As indicated in the Phase 1 Environmental Assessment (Appendix H to the EIR) 
prepared for the project, soil is not proposed to be exported from the site.  Therefore, based on 
concentrations of CoCs at the site, SCS prepared health risk assessments for the CoCs.  As 
discussed in Appendix H, the findings indicate that concentrations of CoCs are below CHHSLs, 
PRGs, or calculated risk screening levels for adult and child community park visitors. 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B3-4  
 
An evaluation of the properties presented by the commentor has been completed.  At Mangels 
Ranch, soil removal was required as a result of toxaphene and DDE above health risk-based cleanup 
levels, not because DDE and toxaphene concentrations exceeded hazardous waste criteria.  Under 
these circumstances, soil excavated and transported off-site was a hazardous waste, but this criterion 
only applied because soil exceeding risk criteria was disposed of off-site.  With respect to Newark 
Campus, this property also required soil removal due to exceedances of health risk-based criteria, not 
because of exceedances of the hazardous waste criteria.  Notably, the proposed remedial action, soil 
relocation and capping, is a potential remedial alternative for the site. 
 
Assessment and subsurface assessment activities conducted at the site were submitted to the San 
Diego County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) under authority delegated to them under 
Sections 101480-101490 of the California Health and Safety Code.  Both the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) have been 
consulted by the DEH in accordance with the above referenced sections and the DEH is serving as 
the lead agency in accordance with the statute and the concurrence of the DTSC and RWQCB.  
There is no legal or statutory obligation to refer the case to the DTSC.  A comment letter from DTSC 
regarding the project has been received by the City and is included in the response to comments to 
the supplemental information packet that was circulated for public review and is numbered as 
comment letter S2.  DTSC did not request regulatory oversight of the proposed project.   
 
 
 
 
B3-5  
 
This statement is not true.  Although a good sampling design is always preferred when calculating the 
95 percent upper confidence limit or any other statistics for a contaminated site, there is no 
requirement that a sampling workplan must be formally approved before this particular statistical 
procedure can be applied.  This statistical procedure is the same one that has been recommended by 
USEPA and virtually every state environmental agency since the USEPA Superfund site risk 
assessment guidelines were published in 1989 (USEPA 1989).  Furthermore, just because a 
sampling design has been approved by an oversight agency does not guarantee that the statistical 
analysis of the collected data will be improved or be more technically valid. The technical validity of a 
statistical analysis depends not only on the sampling plan design, but often even more importantly on 
the intrinsic statistical properties of the data itself (e.g., variance, underlying distribution).  This cannot 
be determined until the samples are actually collected and analyzed. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
B3-6  
 
Included in Appendix H to the EIR is a Subsurface Investigation and Limited Health Risk Assessment.  
Section 4.7.2 of this report (Exposure Pathway Analysis for Pesticides, Potential Receptors) does 
discuss construction workers as potential receptors as follows: 
 
“We understand that the site will be extensively graded; however, the final grading plan has not been 
provided to EBS.  Therefore, we judge that temporary construction workers at the site could 
potentially come into direct contact with residual pesticides present in shallow soils via inhalation (of 
fugitive dust), ingestion, or dermal exposure.  These risks are, in our experience, routinely addressed 
by site-specific health and safety plans and appropriately trained workers and are not given further 
consideration here.  Additionally, please note that fugitive dusts that could potentially migrate off-site 
as part of construction-related activities would be, in our experience, routinely addressed by a 
community health and safety plan and rigorous dust suppression and control measures.” 
 
Mitigation Measure Hazardous Materials-1 requires the preparation of a worker health and safety plan 
prior to the initiation of demolition, grading, and construction operations at the site.  Mitigation 
Measures Hazardous Materials-1 has been expanded in the Final EIR to include additional 
specifications and performance measures.  Implementation of the recommended mitigation measure 
would reduce potential impacts to construction workers to less-than-significant levels. 
 
 
 
 
B3-7  
 
Please refer to Responses #B3-3 and #B3-4 for a discussion regarding California Hazardous Waste 
Criteria and calculated risk screening levels. 
 
 
 
 

 
B3-8  
 
Airborne exposures to soil resuspended by construction activities, wind, or other disturbances will be 
monitored through a Community Health and Safety Plan and an ambient air monitoring program as 
identified in Mitigation Measure Hazardous Materials-1 in the EIR.  Particulates will be included in the 
ambient air monitoring program discussed above.  If air concentrations exceed appropriate 
benchmarks based on monitoring, construction will not be stopped and appropriate measures will be 
implemented to reduce air concentrations.  These mitigation measures and air concentration 
benchmarks will be included in Community and Site Health and Safety Plans.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure Hazardous Materials-1 would be consistent with the measures identified in Mitigation 
Measure Air Quality-1. 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B3-9  
 
As discussed in Appendix H to the EIR, based on the shallow extent of organochlorine pesticides in 
the soil at general production and application areas of the site (interpreted to be less than 5 feet 
below grade) and the interpreted depth to groundwater at the site (30 to 40 feet below grade), it is not 
likely that the groundwater beneath the site has been impacted from the application of pesticide 
across the site.  
 
With regard to the relative measures, Page 46 of the Subsurface Investigation and Limited Health 
Risk Assessment contained in Appendix H includes a full definition of all likelihood statements. 
 
 
 
 
 
B3-10  
 
An underground storage tank (UST) was encountered at the site during subsurface assessment 
activities.  The UST was removed and soil sampling was conducted with the oversight of the DEH.  
Based on results of the soil sampling in a form entitled, Land and Water Quality Division Underground 
Storage Tank Closure Report, dated November 22, 2005, the DEH indicated, “Tank closure complete 
– No further action required.” 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B4-1  
 
The commentor explains that this letter was written on behalf of concerned neighbors specifically 
regarding traffic issues and provides credentials as an experienced traffic engineer.  No specific 
comment on the EIR is provided within this comment and no response is necessary.   
 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B4-2  
 
The trip generation associated with the project would change daily depending on the events occurring 
at the park on that particular day.  Based on a review of potential sources for park trip generation, the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) rate is the highest with a rate of 50 per acre.  In 
order to provide the most accurate estimate of anticipated park trip generation, actual weekday and 
weekend counts at other similar parks were conducted.  An exhaustive search was conducted to 
determine comparable parks in the area at which to conduct traffic counts.  Three parks were 
considered comparable.  The average of these counts was found to be 60.82 ADT per acre, over 
20% higher than the published rate.  
 
It is true that the active acreage at the Kearny Mesa park is quite a bit less than the proposed park, 
but by the same token the Poway Park has a much higher percentage of active acreage.  Based on 
data supplied by RJM Design Group the active acreage associated with the Hall Property park is 
69%, in line with the average of the active acreage of the three parks.  The active acreage of 69% for 
the proposed project is very conservative as is includes the proposed project’s parking areas in the 
calculation (only gardens and buffers were excluded from the calculation).  In addition, there are other 
factors such as location and types of uses, which are also very important to consider for comparison 
purposes and in these regards the three parks all compare favorably to the proposed park.  It would 
be inaccurate to simply utilize the highest trip rates just because they are higher.  The use of a rate 
over 20% higher than any published rate and consistent with counts at three similar parks in the 
nearby area provides a conservative analysis. 
 



 
B4-3  
 
The EIR assumed 3000 people would visit the park for the purpose of the special event analysis.  
This assumed amount will exceed the attendance on virtually every single day of the year.  The 
analysis concluded that there would be a significant parking impact based on this assumption and 
mitigation measures are recommended.  The analysis results would not change if a greater daily 
attendance were assumed.  It is acknowledged that a parking shortage could occur even with a 3000-
person attendance day at the park.  It should also be noted that it is standard practice in traffic 
engineering to not analyze and mitigate for the absolute worst-case day of the year.  Rather, a typical 
peak day is analyzed.  
 
In addition the EIR project description states in Section 2.5.8 that “special events would be scheduled 
at the park through the Parks and Recreation Department.  Special events could include programs or 
other activities that would run until 12:00 midnight on Friday or Saturday nights.  Any special event 
would require a special events operation permit.  Special events would only be approved by the Parks 
and Recreation Department if they did not conflict with other activities and if special conditions for 
event planning were addressed.  It is anticipated that the frequency of special events would be an 
average of approximately one event per month at the teen center, and one event per month at the 
amphitheatre.  Special events at the athletic fields are anticipated to occur three to four times a year.” 
 
For added clarity, the Final EIR has included the following sentences into Section 2.5.8:  “Special 
events taking place at unlit outdoor locations, such as the amphitheatre, would be limited to daylight 
hours.  If lighting were to be approved as part of the project, special events at the athletic fields could 
take place until 10 PM when the lights would be shut off.  Special events at the park are anticipated to 
include a wide range of activities such as youth group meetings, lectures, athletic tournaments, 
receptions, community fairs, and other similar types of events.” 
 
B4-4  
 
While it is possible that the type of tournament described in the comment could occur, these events 
would be rare (see Section 2.5.8 of the EIR Project Description), and it is not standard traffic 
engineering practice to analyze and mitigate for the absolute worst-case traffic day of the year.  
Rather, a typical peak day is analyzed, which is included in the analysis in the EIR.  In addition, the 
EIR includes an analysis of potential special events, which could occur at the athletic fields three to 
four times a year.  As a result of this analysis, two potentially significant impacts were identified, along 
with mitigation measure to address the potential traffic and circulation impacts associated with special 
events. 
 
While the analysis did not assume that people would come and go from the park during the course of 
the day, the number of people leaving the park multiple times during the day is not expected to be 
high.  In addition, a key assumption in the special event analysis to convert the number of visitors to 
vehicle trips was the vehicle occupancy rate (VOR).  A VOR of only 2.0 was assumed when the 
anticipated VOR will likely be higher due to carpooling for special events.  This low VOR assumption 
essentially results in a factor of safety already built into the analysis. 
 
B4-5  
 
The typical non-special event Saturday peak hour analysis is based on actual counts at three similar 
park facilities.  This is the standard of practice in traffic engineering.  All impacts were properly 
disclosed.  Regarding the special event analysis, as discussed in responses B4-3 and B4-4, the 
special event analysis assumes 3,000 people attend the park with a worst case vehicle occupancy 
rate of only 2.0.  While there could be some days that exceed this amount, the mitigation measures 
for special events are designed to address each specific special event.  All special event significant 
impacts are fully disclosed. 
 



 
B4-6  
 
A thorough process was undertaken at the beginning of the traffic study preparation to determine the 
proper study area to include in the analysis.  Traffic analysis study areas are generally comprised of 
those locations that have the greatest potential to experience significant traffic impacts due to a 
proposed project, as defined by the Lead Agency.  In the traffic engineering practice, traffic analysis 
study areas generally include those intersections, street segments and freeway segments that are: 
 

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

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

of project-related vehicular turning movements. 
 
In review of the traffic analysis study area shown in Figure 3-1 of the traffic study the intersections 
and street segments selected for analysis are consistent with the criteria noted above.  Although not 
every intersection has been selected for analysis along every roadway (as this number could be 
extremely large and yield little additional helpful information), analysis locations were selected so as 
to identify potential project impacts on a corridor level basis.   
 
The study area includes those locations immediately adjacent to the site, key intersections in the 
project vicinity and those locations with a relatively higher percentage of project-related turning 
movements.  Therefore, the traffic analysis study area used in the EIR is sufficiently comprehensive 
to identify and represent the potential significant traffic impacts related to the project as it also 
includes locations along major access corridors. 
 
The locations selected for analysis were based on the above criteria, the project land use and 
corresponding arrival and departure peak hour vehicle trip generation.  A total of 17 intersections and 
11 segments were included in the analysis. 
 
The residential roadways in the project area are not expected to carry large amounts of project traffic. 
 
B4-7  
 
The commentor is incorrect regarding the statement that the intersections along the Santa Fe Drive 
corridor were considered in isolation.  The analysis considered the intersections’ proximity to each 
other.  While it may be correct to state that roundabouts would be challenging to install at some of the 
intersections, Caltrans is currently reviewing the concept of improving the interchange with 
roundabouts and will ultimately determine whether roundabouts or signalization would be the 
preferred option for mitigating future traffic impacts at the interchange.  The proximity of other 
driveways to each intersection will be taken into account at the design phase of the mitigation.  
However, it should be noted that the traffic mitigation measure for the Santa Fe Dr./Alley intersection 
has been revised to provide right-in, right-out, and left-in movements only and the installation of a 
stop sign for northbound movements.  This revised mitigation measure would reduce traffic impacts at 
the intersection under cumulative 2010 and 2030 scenarios to below a level of significance. 
 
The commentor is also incorrect to infer that roundabouts are recommended at all locations.  The 
mitigation alternatives state that a traffic signal or roundabout could be installed such that a 
combination of traffic signals and roundabouts could be implemented.  It is agreed that installing 
roundabouts at all locations is not feasible; however, that is not what the mitigation measures state. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B4-8  
 
The comment refers to Mitigation Measure Traffic-5, g.  This measure requires that the City contribute 
its fair share towards the mitigation measure approved for the Scripps Hospital Master Plan, which 
has not been approved.  Traffic studies for the hospital and subject project have determined that a 
round-about would be feasible at this intersection and such a measure would ensure that impacts at 
this intersection would be reduced to less-than-significant levels regardless of the exact nature of the 
improvements.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
B4-9  
 
The configuration of the alley with the recommended improvements at its intersection with Santa Fe 
Drive is adequate to accommodate the forecasted ADT.  The forecasted ADT to utilize the alley 
entrance is only 1,100 ADT well within its carrying capacity. 
 
 
 
 
 
B4-10  
 
A 30-foot-wide access easement exists along the project’s driveway access that extends from Santa 
Fe Drive.  As shown on the project’s site plan, proposed improvements along this driveway would 
include a pedestrian sidewalk to provide safe pedestrian access to the park site.  It should be noted 
that all driveway improvements would be designed in accordance with minimum acceptable 
engineering standards. 
 
 



 
 
 
B4-11  
 
See response to comment A1-5. 
 
B4-12  
 
A thorough process was undertaken at the beginning of the traffic study preparation to determine the 
proper study area to include in the analysis.  Traffic analysis study areas are generally comprised of 
those locations that have the greatest potential to experience significant traffic impacts due to a 
proposed project, as defined by the Lead Agency.  In the traffic engineering practice, traffic analysis 
study areas generally include those intersections, street segments and freeway segments that are: 

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

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

of project-related vehicular turning movements. 
 
In review of the traffic analysis study area shown in Figure 3-1 of the traffic study the intersections 
and street segments selected for analysis are consistent with the criteria noted above.  Although not 
every intersection has been selected for analysis along every roadway (as this number could be 
extremely large and yield little additional helpful information), analysis locations were selected so as 
to identify potential project impacts on a corridor level basis.  
 
The study area includes those locations immediately adjacent to the site, key intersections in the 
project vicinity and those locations with a relatively higher percentage of project-related turning 
movements.  Therefore, the traffic analysis study area used in the EIR is sufficiently comprehensive 
to identify and represent the potential significant traffic impacts related to the project as it also 
includes locations along major access corridors. 
 
The locations selected for analysis were based on the above criteria, the project land use and 
corresponding arrival and departure peak hour vehicle trip generation.  A total of 17 intersections and 
11 segments were included in the analysis. 
 
The roadways which were requested to be analyzed in the comment are all minor residential 
roadways which project traffic will not utilize on a regular basis.  It is true that project traffic may utilize 
these streets if looking for parking during a special event however this would only occur on rare 
occasions during weekend special events.  The amount of traffic using these residential streets will 
not be high or frequent. 
 
B4-13  
 
The highest volume intersection along Rubenstein Avenue was analyzed at Santa Fe Drive.  It is the 
professional judgment of the traffic engineering consultant that Villa Cardiff Road, not Rubenstein 
Avenue, will carry the majority of MacKinnon Avenue traffic should through access on MacKinnon 
Avenue be eliminated.  The project is expected to add very little traffic to Rubenstein Avenue and 
hence an analysis of this roadway is not warranted. 
 
 
 
 



 
B4-14  
 
While it would be physically possible to provide on-site parking for all possible events at the park, this 
would result in a large portion of the parking area remaining unutilized on almost all days.  It is 
standard traffic engineering practice to not build a church for Easter Sunday.  For this reason, the City 
has determined that it would be more desirable to design the park for typical daily use.  The parking 
and circulation needs for special events could be addressed through the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures Traffic-7 and Traffic-8. 
 
B4-15  
 
The commentor does not provide evidence regarding why these roadways should be included. 
 
A thorough process was undertaken at the beginning of the traffic study preparation to determine the 
proper study area to include in the analysis.  Traffic analysis study areas are generally comprised of 
those locations that have the greatest potential to experience significant traffic impacts due to a 
proposed project, as defined by the Lead Agency.  In the traffic engineering practice, traffic analysis 
study areas generally include those intersections, street segments and freeway segments that are: 

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

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

of project-related vehicular turning movements. 
 
In review of the traffic analysis study area shown in Figure 3-1 of the traffic study the intersections 
and street segments selected for analysis are consistent with the criteria noted above.  Although not 
every intersection has been selected for analysis along every roadway (as this number could be 
extremely large and yield little additional helpful information), analysis locations were selected so as 
to identify potential project impacts on a corridor level basis.   
 
The study area includes those locations immediately adjacent to the site, key intersections in the 
project vicinity and those locations with a relatively higher percentage of project-related turning 
movements.  Therefore, the traffic analysis study area used in the EIR is sufficiently comprehensive 
to identify and represent the potential significant traffic impacts related to the project as it also 
includes locations along major access corridors. 
 
The locations selected for analysis were based on the above criteria, the project land use and 
corresponding arrival and departure peak hour vehicle trip generation.  A total of 17 intersections and 
11 segments were included in the analysis. 
 
The roadways which were requested to be analyzed in the comment are all minor residential 
roadways which project traffic will not utilize on a regular basis.  It is true that project traffic may utilize 
these streets if looking for parking during a special event however this would only occur on rare 
occasions during weekend special events.  The amount of traffic using these residential streets would 
not be frequent nor exceed acceptable operating capacities of the streets as defined by the City’s 
General Plan.  
 
San Diego Traffic Engineer Council (SANTEC) guidelines indicate that intersections and segments to 
which a project adds over 50 peak hour trips should be included in a traffic analysis.  Figure 7-2 in the 
traffic study shows that the project adds less than 50 trips to numerous intersections including, but not 
limited to, Santa Fe Drive and Windsor Road, Santa Fe Drive and Rubenstein Avenue, Birmingham 
Drive and Mackinnon Avenue, Villa Cardiff Drive and Windsor Avenue, and Villa Cardiff Drive and 
Birmingham Drive. 
 
 



 
B4-16  
 
The comment does not specify which roadways are of concern.  The project will not add a large 
amount of traffic on a daily basis to smaller Non-Circulation Element roads which do not lead directly 
to the project site and may not be built-out with curb, gutter, sidewalks, and other urban features.  
While it is true that project traffic may utilize smaller residential rural streets if the on-site parking was 
fully utilized during a special event and a patron was looking for parking; however, this would only 
occur on rare occasions during special events.  The amount of traffic using residential streets will not 
be high or frequent and therefore no vehicular, pedestrian or safety impacts would be determined.  
See responses to comments #C17-7 and #C17-15. 
 
B4-17 
 
The use of MacKinnon Avenue for private emergency medical service usage is rare.  Villa Cardiff 
Drive is a parallel road located about 1,000 feet east of MacKinnon Avenue.  This road could be used 
for private emergency medical service usage if MacKinnon Avenue is closed to through traffic. 
 
B4-18  
 
The EIR contains the Through Access on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative as an appropriate 
alternative.  The project’s roadway configuration has been considered since the project was originally 
proposed.  The EIR also contains additional alternatives that satisfy CEQA’s requirement to evaluate 
project alternatives.  As shown through the traffic analysis in Section 7.1 of the EIR, the Through 
Access on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative avoids significant traffic impacts that would result from the 
proposed project.   
 
The commentor claims that the objectives of maximizing the number of athletic fields and hours of 
their availability for use were not defined through substantive studies.  To the contrary, the City based 
these objectives on the Park Facilities Needs Assessment, which was developed in support of the 
City’s Recreational Element through the Recreational Element Technical Report (December 15, 
1987).  Both of these documents have been included as Appendix P to the Final EIR.  Additional 
information regarding these documented unmet recreational needs in Encinitas has been added to 
Section 2.4 of the Final EIR.  
 
B4-19  
 
The commentor states that the Draft EIR should be re-circulated.  A portion of the Draft EIR and new 
technical information was re-circulated.  An additional public review and comment period was held for 
significant new information that was been added to the project’s Draft EIR.  The new information 
consisted of an analysis of the project’s cumulative effects on climate change in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIR, two technical studies that evaluate toxic air contaminates and respiratory health effects on 
future park users, and associated revisions to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR.  Other changes to the 
Draft EIR in response to the comments provided during the public review do not necessitate the 
recirculation of the Draft EIR.  CEQA only requires recirculation when there is significant new 
information or changes made to the Draft EIR, such as a new significant impact or substantial 
increase in severity of an impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5).   
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B4-20  
 
The commentor provides his resume outlining traffic engineering experience.  There is no comment 
on the analysis in the EIR and no response is necessary.   
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B5-1  
 
The commentor expresses support for the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided on 
the environmental analysis within the EIR and no response is necessary.  This comment is noted for 
the record. 

 
B5-2  

 
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 no 
response is necessary.  These comments are noted for the record. 
 
 
 

B5-3  
 
Please refer to Response #B5-2. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B6-1  
 
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 no 
response is necessary.  These comments are noted for the record. 
 
 
 
B6-2  
 
The commentor expresses opposition to the proposed project.  No specific comments are provided 
on the environmental analysis within the EIR and no response is necessary.  This comment is noted 
for the record. 
 
B6-3  
 
Please refer to Response B6-2. 
 
 
 
 



 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B7-1 through B7-58  
 
The comment letters express support for the proposed project.  No specific comments on the EIR’s 
environmental analysis are provided in the comment letters submitted by the commentor and no 
response is necessary.  These comment letters are noted for the record. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




