
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C151-1  
 
See responses to comments #C151-2 through #C151-16. 
 
C151-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6.  Reducing the height of the athletic 
field lighting to 30 feet would not be feasible since it would result in significantly greater lighting 
impacts.  As the athletic field lighting is lowered, it becomes increasingly difficult to control the 
direction of lighting and limit light trespass on surrounding properties while maintaining the same 
number of lights.  In addition, 30-foot-high field lighting would not allow for baseball or softball play 
during the evenings. 
 
C151-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 
C151-4  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts (including potential athletic field lighting) is provided in Section 3.5 of 
the EIR, which determined that, with implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be 
mitigated below a level of significance.  
 
It should be noted that Chapter 7 of the EIR considered three project alternatives that would not 
propose athletic field lighting.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the project should 
be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
C151-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C108-5. 
 
C151-6  
 
See responses to comments #C108-6 through #C108-8. 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
C151-7  
 
See response to comment #C108-9. 
 
C151-8  
 
See response to comment #C108-10. 
 
C151-9  
 
See responses to comments #C151-11 through #C151-15. 
 
C151-10  
 
The Final EIR has been revised and the Through Traffic on Mackinnon Avenue is no longer 
considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  Based on the alternative analysis 
provided in Chapter 7 and summarized in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity and the Citizens for 
Quality of Life alternatives both reduce the most environmental impacts as compared to the proposed 
project.  Therefore, these two alternatives are both considered to be the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative.   
 
The traffic analysis for the Through Traffic on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative was quantitatively 
compared to the proposed project because the only difference was the continuation of access on 
Mackinnon Avenue.  The purpose of this alternative was to show the difference in traffic impacts 
when considering either through traffic or closure of Mackinnon Avenue.  In order to examine the 
resulting traffic impacts, a quantitative analysis was required.  Quantitative traffic analyses for the 
other alternatives was not required as traffic volumes differed between the alternatives and the 
proposed project and this allowed for adequate qualitative comparison of those alternatives and the 
proposed project regarding traffic impacts.  
 
C151-11  
 
It is noted for the record that the 25mph speed limit on Mackinnon Avenue is posted for southbound 
traffic on the north side of the Mackinnon Avenue bridge.  However, traffic analyses use traffic 
volumes, not speed limits, when determining the operating conditions of a street segment.  
 
C151-12  
 
See response to comment #C151-11.  The commenter appears to misinterpret the traffic analysis 
provided in the EIR.  As noted in the EIR (Table 3.2.3), existing traffic volumes on Mackinnon Avenue 
are substantially less than the Level of Service (LOS) E capacity volume of 14,000 Average Daily 
Trips (ADT).  With project traffic, the LOS on Mackinnon would remain at acceptable levels (LOS C or 
better).  Therefore, traffic mitigation is not warranted for this roadway segment. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C151-13  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C151-14  
 
See response to comment #C151-12. 
 
 
 
C151-15  
 
See response to comment #C151-12.  As analyzed in Section 7.1.2 of the EIR, the Through Access 
on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative would avoid or reduce significant traffic impacts of the project.  
 
C151-16  
 
This comment will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take action 
on the proposed project.   
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C152-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C153-1  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.   
 
 
 
C153-2  
 
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.  Under CEQA, social impacts are not treated as significant effects on 
the environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C154-1  
 
See responses to comments #B1-13, #C4-1, and #C39-29.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C154-2  
 
The project objectives were developed with input gained through community workshops as well as 
the City’s desire to offset some of the unmet recreational needs within the City.  As described in 
Section 2.4.1 of the EIR, these unmet recreational needs are documented in the Recreational 
Element Technical Report and the 2007 Specialized Facilities Needs Assessment.  The proposed 
park does include passive use areas as suggested by the commentor including picnic areas and 
gardens as shown in Figure 2-4 of the EIR.  These comments on the project objectives 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. 
 
 
 
C154-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-6, #C154-1, and #C154-2.  As described in Section 2.4.1 of the 
EIR, there is a documented need for additional recreational facilities in the City of Encinitas, including 
facilities such as baseball/softball fields, soccer fields, basketball courts, etc.  This documentation 
occurs in the Recreation Element Technical Report and the 2007 Specialized Facilities Needs 
Assessment.  Both of these documents are attached as Appendix P to the EIR.  As noted in the 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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C154-4  
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), requires that a clearly written statement of objectives be included 
within the project description of an EIR.  As required, the proposed project includes a listing of clearly 
written objectives.  The listing of objectives for the proposed project was developed by the City of 
Encinitas.  As stated in the EIR, the development of clear project objectives is used to help develop 
and evaluate a reasonable range of project alternatives to be analyzed within the EIR.  The analysis 
provided for both the proposed project and the alternatives to the proposed project fully analyze the 
potential environmental impacts associated with the development of the proposed project as well as 
project alternatives.  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 is acknowledged that the project would benefit from multiple access points regardless of 
the proposed park uses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
154-5  
 
See response to comment #C154-2 and #C154-3.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C154-6  
 
See response to comment #C154-2 and #C154-3.   
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C154-7  
 
See response to comment #C154-2 and #C154-3.  As stated in Objective #6, the park buffer is being 
provided to separate active park uses from adjacent residential areas.  The buffer is not intended to 
insulate active surrounding neighborhoods from park impacts.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
C154-8  
 
See response to comment #C154-2 and #C154-3. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C155-1 through C155-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C156-1 through C156-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C157-1  
 
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. 
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.   
 
Noise impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  A sound amplification system 
would not be used at the proposed amphitheater.  The noise analysis determined that with 
implementation of mitigation measures, noise impacts of the project would be reduced to below a 
level of significance.  See response to comment #C17-22 regarding peak noise levels. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C158-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C158-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C158-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C158-4  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C158-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C159-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C160-1  
 
See response to comment #C10-1. 
 
 
 
 
C160-2  
 
See response to comment #C10-2. 
 
 
 
 
C160-3  
 
See response to comment #C10-3. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C161-1  
 
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.  Please also refer to Response #C124-3. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C162-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C162-2  
 
See response to comment #C162-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C162-3  
 
See response to comment #C162-1. 
 
 
 
 
C162-4  
 
See responses to comments #C107-7 and #C162-1. 
 



 
 
C163-1  
 
See responses to comments #C163-2 through #C163-6. 
 
C163-2  
 
The commentor is correct that not all park facilities would be open at 5 a.m. as described in Section 
2.5.9 of the EIR.  Active facilities, such as the athletic fields or skate park would not open until 8 a.m.  
The park would be open in the early morning for passive uses only, such as the walking trails.  No 
lighting, beyond the security lighting would be on during morning hours.  In addition, the use of 
facilities such as the walking trails would not generate noise that would be disruptive or exceed City 
noise limits.  No noise-generating maintenance or field preparations would be allowed before 7 a.m.  
A park host would live on the project site and serve onsite screening and monitoring of park use and 
activities and would contact the necessity authorities if problems arise.  Under CEQA the social 
effects of a project, such as those related to security, are not treated as significant impacts [CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131 (a)].   
 
C163-3  
 
A park host would live a the park and serve as a general supervisor of the site.  The park host would 
be responsible for contacting the appropriate authorities if suspicious activities or problems were to 
occur within the park.  The park host is expected to live onsite in a recreational vehicle.  The park 
host trailer is anticipated to be located in the northwest corner of the park, near the teen center 
parking lot to provide onsite screening and monitoring of park use and activities. 
 
C163-4  
 
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. 
 
C163-5  
 
See response to comment #C163-2.  It should be noted that athletic field lighting would be turned off 
at 10 PM.   
 
Project traffic that occurs beyond traffic peak hours is not expected to result in significant traffic 
impacts. 
 
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.   
 
The City noise ordinance sets noise level limits for daytime (7:00 AM - 10:00 PM) and nighttime 
(10:00 PM – 7:00 AM) activities based on the land use adjacent to the noise source.  The noise level 
limit for the adjacent properties is 50 dBA Leq for daytime activities and 45 dBA Leq for nighttime 
activities.  Special events would require issuance of a permit by the City agency.  Due to potential 
noise conflicts, events extending past the allowed hour in the noise ordinance would not be allowed to 
occur on the same evenings and thus are not assessed using a combination of noise levels from all 
park activities as with activities between 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM.  Based on the noise impact analysis, 
amphitheater noise alone is expected to be 30 dBA or less at the nearest property line.  This is well 
below the 45 dBA Leq nighttime noise limit for adjacent residential properties.  Based on the noise 
impact assessment, noise levels from sports fields activities, i.e., baseball/softball and soccer, would 
reach a maximum of 30 dBA at the nearest property line.  This would be well below the 45 dBA Leq  



 
 
C163-5 (continued) 
 
noise levels limit.  If amplification is used for these evening activities implementation of Mitigation 
Measure Noise-3 would reduce noise levels to less than significant levels.  Additionally, any events 
extending past 10:00 PM would require the issuance of a special use permit that would require the 
activity to meet the nighttime noise level limits and any additional requirements the City deems 
necessary.  If noise levels at the property line are kept to 45 dBA Leq or less, per the noise ordinance, 
interior noise levels would be a minimum of 10 dBA below the exterior noise level if all windows were 
left open facing the noise source.  Typically windows are closed or partially closed during nighttime 
and noise attenuation is expected to be on the order of 15-20 dBA.  Thus, interior noise levels at 
nighttime is anticipated to be 35-25 dBA Leq at the nearest residence to the park without shielding, 
which complies with all federal, State and local noise levels standards for residential land uses. 
 
Using the Saturday peak traffic volumes and assuming a speed of 25 mph during exiting of the park, 
190 vehicles would generate approximately 54 dBA at 50 feet.  This is very conservative as it is 
unlikely that a special event would attract the same number of users that the entire park would attract 
at peak use.  Parking lot noise is 53 dBA at 50 feet.  According to the noise impact analysis, the 24-
hour noise measurement indicates that the ambient nighttime noise level in the park and surrounding 
neighborhood would be approximately 56 dBA at midnight, which is the lowest noise level over the 
24-hour period.  Based on the measured ambient noise level, traffic noise associated with people 
leaving a special event would increase ambient noise levels at night by approximately 1 dBA. 
 
C163-6  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  CEQA does not require an EIR to conduct opinion surveys when 
analyzing a project’s impact on the environment.  Under CEQA, an opinion survey would not 
constitute substantial evidence in concluding that a project’s impact would be significant. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C164-1 through C164-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C164-10  
 
These comments are included as part of the Final EIR and will be provided to the City’s decision-
makers for consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 



 
 
 
 
C165-1  
 
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.  It is not an explicit project objective to develop a 
project that would be accommodated by the surrounding street infrastructure capacity.  However, 
Chapter 7 of the EIR does consider project alternatives having reduced park development intensities 
and traffic impacts.  Under CEQA, project objectives are not used as a means for evaluating 
environmental impacts in an EIR.  Project objectives are used to help a lead agency develop a 
reasonable range of alternatives in an EIR and aid the decision-makers in preparing findings or a 
statement of overriding considerations, if necessary.   
 
It is not the purpose of an EIR to determine or define the maximum development intensity of a project 
site.  An EIR analyzes and discloses the environmental effects of a project as proposed and 
considers project alternatives that would substantially reduce or avoid significant environmental 
impacts of a project.  The proposed project in its entirety, not individual parts such as the athletic 
fields, would result in significant traffic impacts.  The projected number of vehicle trips generated by 
the project is based upon the proposed athletic fields and other proposed uses on the project site 
(passive uses, dog park, skate park, aquatic center, teen center, etc.).  There are no standard trip 
generation rates for individual athletic fields.  For the sake of accuracy, the traffic analysis does not 
attempt to determine the number of trips generated by individual parts of the project, such as the 
athletic fields.  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).   
 
C165-2  
 
See response to comment #C165-1. 
 
C165-3  
 
See response to comment #C165-1.  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. 
 
C165-4  
 
See response to comment #C165-1.   
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C166-1  
 
Please refer to Response C17-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C166-2  
 
The comment focuses on discussing the details covered in Appendix G to the EIR.  The information in 
Appendix G was utilized to address potential impacts related to light and glare.  No comment on the 
adequacy of the analysis is included with this comment; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C166-3  
 
Regarding effects the marine layer may have on lighting effect refer to Response C17-18. 
 
 
 
 
C166-4  
 
As stated in Response C17-18, the variables for the marine layer are too vast for current software 
technology available to the lighting industry to evaluate this impact.  There is consensus that there 
would be sky glow and scatter from the marine layer.  Since the project is outside a Dark Sky 
restricted area, this impact is not considered significant and no mitigation for this effect is required. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C167-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C167-2  
 
See response to comment #C17-10.   
 
 
C167-3  

 
See response to comment #C165-1.  The comments regarding the existing roundabout 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 includes an analysis of alternative to the proposed project.  Specifically, the 
Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative reduce the number of 
athletic fields as suggested by the commentor and also exclude athletic field lighting.  The 
comparisons of these alternatives to the proposed project evaluate the reduction in traffic impacts that 
would result with implementation of one of the alternatives that includes less athletic fields.   
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C167-4  
 
The proposed project maintains the existing hydrology of Rossini Creek through the project site.  Dry 
streambed features are proposed throughout the project site.  The Citizens for Quality of Life 
Alternative included in Section 7.3 of the EIR and depicted in Figure 7-2 provides a water feature and 
open stream crossing that connects to Rossini Creek.  The project does not propose such a feature in 
order to minimize site design conflicts with the proposed athletic fields. 
 
See response to comment #C69-51.  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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C168-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1.  These comments do not specifically address the 
sufficiency or adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts 
and are therefore noted for the record.  However, these comments will be provided to the city’s 
decision-makers for consideration when they take action on the proposed project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C168-2  
 
See response to comment #C125-2.  As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, the project would serve 
both active and passive park users. 
 



 
 
 
C168-3  
 
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. 
 
Section 3.2 of the EIR indicates that the project would result in significant traffic impacts, but these 
effects would occur only during the peak traffic hours. 
 
C168-4  
 
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. 
 
C168-5  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C81-2. 
 
C168-6  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14. 
 
C168-7  
 
See response to comment #C168-2.  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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C169-1  
 
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.  It should be noted that, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, 
the project would serve both active and passive park users. 
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C125-2. 
 
 
 
C169-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, and C81-2. 
 
C169-3  
 
Section 3.2 of the EIR addresses the impacts of the project at Santa Fe Drive intersections affected 
by the project, including the project access.  The project would result in unmitigable traffic impacts at 
the intersection of Interstate 5 and Santa Fe Drive.  However, traffic impacts at the intersection of 
Santa Fe Drive and the project access can be mitigated below a level of significance. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C169-4  
 
See response to comment #C169-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C169-5  
 
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. 
 
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. 
 
Section 3.1.3 of the EIR addresses land use compatibility impacts on surrounding uses.  The analysis 
determined that the project would be generally compatible with surrounding land uses. 
 
C169-6  
 
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. 
 
C169-7  
 
See response to comment #C169-6. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C170-1  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15.  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. 
 



C171-1  
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the differences in the project design shown in the EIR 
and the ideas presented though the city’s public workshop park planning process.  An EIR analyzes a 
project as proposed and is not required to consider or analyze the process by which the design was 
developed.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or adequacy of the EIR in 
identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts and are therefore noted for the record.  
However, these comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they 
take action on the proposed project.   
 
See responses to comments #C17-3, #C22-1, and #C97-5. 
 
C171-2  
 
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.  
With regards to this conclusion, the commentor does not state why the EIR is deficient. 
 
C171-3  
 
See responses to comments #C171-4 and #C171-5. 
 
C171-4  
 
See responses to comments #B2-17 and #81-2.  Cumulative traffic impacts are addressed in Section 
3.2 and 5.4.2 of the EIR.  The vehicular trips generated by the existing area schools are fully included 
in the existing traffic volumes which were used as the basis for the traffic analysis. 
 
C171-5  
 
Traffic signals and roundabouts are a standard means of improving operating conditions at 
intersections that operate poorly. 
 
C171-6  
 
The commentor states that the EIR is designed to make all but one of the alternatives fail.  Under 
CEQA, an EIR is required to consider a reasonable range of alternatives that would reduce or 
mitigate the potentially significant impacts of the proposed project, and could feasibly attain most of 
the project objectives.  Chapter 7 of the EIR considered and analyzed seven project alternatives that 
would reduce significant impacts of the project.  The EIR analysis determined that one of the 
alternatives, Through Access on Mackinnon Avenue, meets most of the project objectives to the 
same extent as the proposed project while avoiding some significant traffic impacts of the project.  As 
indicated in Section 7.7, the off-site alternative could generally meet the project objectives, but to a 
lesser degree than the proposed project.  The alternatives analysis determined that other project 
alternatives would not implement the project objectives to the same extent as the proposed project.  
Under CEQA, this determination does not constitute a deficiency of the EIR.  
 
The identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative per CEQA requirements has been 
revised in the Final EIR.  The Final EIR identifies both the Reduces Intensity Alternative and the 
Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative as equal Environmentally Superior Alternatives.  The analysis of 
these two alternatives are provided in Sections 7.2 and 7.3 of the Final EIR and the summary of 
analysis comparing the alternatives to the proposed project is located in Table 7-2.  These two 
alternatives reduced the most impacts as compared to the proposed project.  The city’s decision-
makers have the discretion to determine whether project should be approved as proposed or whether 
a project alternative should be selected. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C172-1  
 
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. 
 
 
C172-2  
 
See response to comment #C172-1.  Section 3.2 of the EIR acknowledges that the project would 
have significant traffic impacts that are either unavoidable or mitigable 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.  
 
 
C172-3  
 
See response to comment #C172-1. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C173-1  
 
See responses to comments #C173-2 through #C173-6. 
 
 
 
 
C173-2  
 
As stated in Section 3.2.1 of the EIR, Mackinnon Avenue is classified as a two-lane local roadway.  
Therefore, the local roadway capacities would be identical for Mackinnon Avenue road segments 
north and south of Interstate 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C173-3  
 
The EIR’s traffic analysis determined that the project would not have significant traffic impacts on 
Mackinnon Avenue.  See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C173-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C173-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C91-6.  Mitigation Measure Traffic-8 
describes other traffic control measures that would be implemented as part of the traffic management 
plan, which would mitigate secondary traffic impacts associated with special events parking. 
 
 
 
 
C173-6  
 
The identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative per CEQA requirements has been 
revised in the Final EIR.  The Final EIR identifies both the Reduces Intensity Alternative and the 
Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative as equal Environmentally Superior Alternatives.  The analysis of 
these two alternatives are provided in Sections 7.2 and 7.3 of the Final EIR and the summary of 
analysis comparing the alternatives to the proposed project is located in Table 7-2.  These two 
alternatives reduced the most impacts as compared to the proposed project.   



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C174-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record.  It should be noted that the Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the EIR provide 
mitigation measures that would reduce noise and lighting impacts of the project to below a level of 
significance.  In addition, traffic impacts that occur beyond the peak traffic hours would not be 
considered significant. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C175-1 
 
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. 
 
 
 
C175-2 
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, C81-2, #C66-5 and #C91-6. 
 
 
 
 
C175-3 
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, and #C175-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
C175-4 
 
See response to comment #C115-3. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C175-5 
 
See responses to comments #C17-10, #C17-11, and #C120-3. 
 
 
 
 
C175-6 
 
Traffic volumes from the Scripps Hospital Master Plan Expansion were included in the cumulative 
traffic analysis.  See Section 5.4.2 and Appendix B of the EIR. 
 
C175-7 
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record.  See responses to comments #C17-3, #C22-1, and #C125-2. 
 
C175-8 
 
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, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, such impacts would be mitigated below a level of 
significance.  Section 3.5.4 indicates that lighting impacts may be significant without mitigation 
measures, while Section 3.5.5 indicates that, with the specified mitigation measures, these impacts 
would be mitigated below a level of significance. 
 
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. 
 
C175-9 
 
This comment will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take action 
on the proposed project.  As noted in Mitigation Measure Noise-3, the use of any amplified sound 
systems would be evaluated to ensure the city’s municipal code noise standards are not exceeded at 
adjacent properties. 
 
C175-10 
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project's environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C176-1  
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the impacts of the project and cites too many 
unmitigable negative environmental impacts.  There is no specific comment on the EIR analysis 
provided here and the commentors concerns are detailed in subsequent comments; therefore, no 
response to this comment is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C176-2  
 
Please refer to Response #C4-1.  The project objectives defined for this project are not specific to the 
proposed park location.  Per CEQA (Section 15124(b)), project objectives must allow for the 
development of a reasonable range of alternatives, including other possible locations.  The EIR 
provides an evaluation of the proposed project and all project alternatives in regards to objectives as 
well as compatibility with surrounding land uses (Section 3.1, Land Use and Public Policy, and 
Chapter 7, Alternatives Analysis of the EIR). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C176-3  
 
The commentor provides opinions regarding the history of how the park design has evolved over past 
years.  This narrative does not contain any comments on the environmental analysis provided within 
the EIR and no response is necessary. 
 



C176-4  
 
As discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIR, both the City’s Land Use Element and Zoning Ordinance 
allow for park uses within the land use and zoning designations.  The Zoning Ordinance requires that 
properties zoned for residential use shall not be rezoned to non-residential uses without a majority 
vote of the people.  However, as further stated, there is an exception to the Ordinance.  Specifically, 
the exception applies to land purchased for park/ open space/ecological resource purposes as 
approved by unanimous City Council vote.  No re-zoning of the site is required.  However, the 
comment is correct in stating that the proposed project would require a Major Use Permit to allow for 
its development under the City’s Zoning Ordinance.  It should be noted that the provision of a park is 
expressly allowed within the Zoning Ordinance with a Major Use Permit. 
 
C176-5  
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), requires that a clearly written statement of objectives be included 
within the project description of an EIR.  As required, the proposed project includes a listing of clearly 
written objectives.  The listing of objectives for the proposed project was developed by the City of 
Encinitas (the Lead Agency).  As stated in the EIR, the development of clear project objectives is 
used to help develop and evaluate a reasonable range of project alternatives to be analyzed within 
the EIR.  The analysis provided for both the proposed project and the alternatives to the proposed 
project fully analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with the development of the 
proposed project as well as project alternatives.  Please also refer to Response #B1-13. 
 
C176-6  
 
The analysis shows that, with mitigation, the two proposed access points can accommodate site 
traffic.  Refer to response #A1-6. 
 
C176-7 
 
The proposed project analyzed in the EIR does not include replacement or realignment of the 
Mackinnon Avenue bridge.  Appendix C to the EIR includes a description of the consideration that 
was given to the Mackinnon Avenue Bridge realignment.  As previously stated, 
realignment/replacement of the bridge is not evaluated in the EIR as it is not included as a component 
of the proposed project and is not required to mitigate identified significant traffic/circulation impacts. 
 
C176-8  
 
Regarding the frequency of special events, the Final EIR project description states the following, 
“Special events would be scheduled at the park through the Parks and Recreation Department.  
Special events could include programs or other activities that would run until 12:00 midnight on Friday 
or Saturday nights at the teen center.  Special events taking place at unlit outdoor locations, such as 
the amphitheatre, would be limited to daylight hours.  If lighting were to be approved as part of the 
project, special events at the athletic fields could take place until 10 PM when the lights would be shut 
off.  Special events at the park are anticipated to include a wide range of activities such as youth 
group meetings, lectures, athletic tournaments, receptions, community fairs, and other similar types of 
events.  Any special event would require a special events operation permit.  Special events would 
only be approved by the Parks and Recreation Department if they did not conflict with other activities 
and if special conditions for event planning were addressed.  It is anticipated that the frequency of 
special events would be an average of approximately one event per month at the teen center, and 
one event per month at the amphitheatre.  Special events at the athletic fields are anticipated to occur 
three to four times a year.”  
 
Section 13.0 of the EIR traffic study contains a detailed special event traffic capacity analysis and 
mitigation is recommended to accommodate special event traffic.  Roundabouts are recommended at 
some locations as an alternative mitigation.  Table 17-16 of the traffic study shows the with 
roundabout mitigation, which results in LOS A or LOS B operations. 
 



 
C176-9  
 
A full cumulative analysis was included in the EIR, which includes the projects mentioned in the 
comment.  The Brown property (GPA 05-184) project at Santa Fe Drive and Lake Drive is included in 
the traffic study on Page 35.  The cumulative traffic analysis was conducted in accordance with 
standard traffic engineering practices and CEQA. 
 
C176-10  
 
As required by the California Vehicle Code (Section 21806), motorists must yield the right-of-way to 
emergency vehicles.  Specifically, motorists are required to pull to the right side of the highway and 
stop to allow an emergency vehicle to pass.  If required, drivers of emergency vehicles are trained to 
utilize center turn lanes or travel in the opposing through lanes to pass through crowded intersections.  
Thus, the access entitled to emergency vehicles allows these vehicles to negotiate typical street 
conditions in urban areas such as Encinitas. 
 
C176-11  
 
Measures are recommended to mitigate potential traffic congestion impacts.  Roundabouts are one 
option recommended to mitigate intersection impacts along with traffic signals and additional turn 
lanes.  Table 17-16 in the traffic study shows that LOS A or LOS B operations are forecasted at the 
various intersections if a roundabout is chosen as the appropriate mitigation measure. 
 
C176-12  
 
E-coli bacteria was not assessed as part of the subsurface assessment activities, because it was not 
found to be a CoC during our assessment activities.  The soil was assessed for common agricultural 
chemicals related to hazardous materials, including concentrations of petroleum products and 
arsenic.  The following table summarizes soil sampling activities conducted at the site: 
  

Area of Concern Discussion 
Drainage/sump 
system 

No concentrations of petroleum products were detected.  No 
elevated concentrations (above typical background levels) of 
arsenic were detected. 

General production 
and application areas 

No elevated concentrations (above typical background levels) 
of arsenic were detected. 

Former UST areas With the exception of one boring (B33), no elevated 
concentrations of petroleum products were detected.  B33 
indicated concentrations of TPH up to 19 feet below grade.  
Seven additional borings were advanced in this area and no 
additional CoCs were encountered.  The additional borings 
were placed immediately adjacent and to the north, east, 
south, and west of B33.  Therefore, it was concluded that 
petroleum hydrocarbons in the soil in the vicinity of boring B33 
are limited in both lateral and vertical extent (less than 24 feet 
below grade), have not migrated to the groundwater, and 
would likely be considered de minimis.  

Former AST areas No concentrations of petroleum products were detected. 
Former boiler fuel 
piping 

No concentrations of petroleum products were detected. 

Former chemical 
storage areas 

No elevated concentrations (above typical background levels) 
of arsenic were detected. 

Surface soil staining No concentrations of petroleum products were detected. 
 
 



 
 
C176-12 (continued) 
 
Based on the limited vertical extent of CoCs at the site, the interpreted depth to groundwater at the 
site (30 to 40 feet below grade), it is not likely that the groundwater referenced by the commentor has 
been impacted as a result of an on-site release.  Furthermore, the major source of Rossini Creek is 
its watershed east of Interstate 5, not groundwater.  The existing water quality levels in the creek 
have no relationship to the project’s potential impacts.  There is no substantial evidence that the 
proposed project would exacerbate existing poor water quality levels in Rossini Creek. 
 
C176-13  
 
Soil sampling activities at the interpreted former UST locations at the project site were conducted as 
part of the environmental review process.  With the exception of one boring (B33), no elevated 
concentrations of CoCs were detected (TPH, VOCs, and PAHs) in the interpreted areas of the USTs.  
One boring, B33, indicated concentrations of TPH up to 19 feet below grade.  Seven additional 
borings were advanced in this area and no additional CoCs were encountered.  The additional 
borings were placed immediately adjacent and to the north, east, south, and west of B33.  Therefore, 
petroleum hydrocarbons in the soil in the vicinity of boring B33 are limited in both lateral and vertical 
extent (less than 24 feet below grade), have not migrated to the groundwater, and would not 
contribute to a significant impact.  
 
As part of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment conducted for the proposed project, the San 
Diego County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) files for the gasoline service station to the 
north of the site were reviewed.  It was concluded that the release from a LUST at 510 Santa Fe 
Drive (Shell Service Station) has reportedly contaminated the groundwater beneath the facility and 
has migrated off-site.  Based on the distance from the Site (approximately 800 feet) and the reported 
groundwater gradient (northwesterly), there is a low likelihood that a recognized environmental 
condition exists at the Site as a result of this known and reported release. 
 
C176-14  
 
Please refer to Response #C17-28. 
 
C176-15  
 
As discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIR, the proposed project site has a Land Use Designation of 
Residential 2.01 – 3.00 dwelling units per acre and a Zoning designation of R-3 (three single-family 
residential dwelling units per acre).  The project site is not designated for Visitor-serving Commercial 
land uses, as defined in the City’s Land Use Element.  The proposed project does not include 
amendments to the General Plan or Zoning Ordinance to change land use or zoning designations.  
Please also refer to Response #C176-4. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
C176-16  
 
Section 3.5 of the EIR analyzes the potential impacts related to noise from implementation of the 
proposed project.  As discussed in that Section, development of the proposed project could result in 
significant noise impacts.  However, the EIR recommends mitigation measures that would reduce 
those impacts to less than significant levels.  With regard to lighting please refer to Responses C17-
16 and C125-6. 
 
C176-17  
 
Please refer to Response #C17-18. 
 
C176-18  
 
The commentator is describing the land use compatibility noise level of 60 dBA Ldn.  The Ldn 
descriptor used in Policy 1.2 of the Noise Element is a 24-hour noise level descriptor intended to 
provide compatible noise level limits between transportation noise sources, which operate 24-hours 
per day, and residential land uses, where sleeping is an important activity associated with the land 
use.  Non transportation noise sources, such as those associated with the proposed park, are to be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis using the noise level limits contained in Section 30.40.010 of the 
City Municipal Code.  The evaluation of on-site noise sources contained in the EIR correctly assesses 
potential noise impacts to nearby residences using noise level limits from Section 30.40.010. 
 
C176-19 
 
The comment states that future measurements would determine if the lighting and noise intrusions 
would be acceptable.  It is correct that the EIR requires future measurements of potential light 
trespass if lights were to be included as part of the project; however, the acceptable thresholds for 
lighting impacts have already been determined and are outlined in Section 3.5.2 of the EIR.  The 
operational measurements would be performed to ensure that operations of the lights are within the 
acceptable thresholds as defined by the City.  The noise impacts were assessed based on objective 
noise level limits set by the City in the City General Plan and Municipal Code and did not base the 
determination of significance on future measurements.  Future measurements of the park’s 
operational noise levels are not necessary to validate the findings of the noise analysis.  While the 
City could require such a measure as an added condition of approval of the project, it would not be 
required to reduce the project’s noise impacts to less-than-significant levels. 
 
C176-20  
 
Please refer to Response #C95-1. 
 



 
 
C176-21  
 
On site measurements of PM10 and PM2.5 are not necessary for the health risk evaluations.  Many 
studies do not support the PM values stated in the comment as being attributable to freeways.  
Please refer to Response #C95-1. 
 
C176-22  
 
Please refer to Response #C95-1 and #S15-6.  The Focused Air Quality Analysis, Children’s Health 
and Exposure to Pollutants from I-5 report addresses both the anticipated I-5 expansion and changes 
in vehicle pollutant emissions in the future as forecast by the California Air Resources Board. 
 
C176-23  
 
Please refer to Response #C95-1, #S15-2, #S15-3 and #S15-4.  The Focused Air Quality Analysis, 
Children’s Health and Exposure to Pollutants from I-5 report uses wind data from Del Mar, which 
provides the most suitable information for the project site.   
 
C176-24 
 
Section 7.5 of the EIR includes an analysis of the potential impacts related to the No Project – 
Development of Residential per Zoning Alternative.  As discussed in that section, development of the 
site with residential uses would allow for a maximum of 132 single-family homes.  Traffic trips 
associated with this level of development would be approximately 1,320 trips per day.  The proposed 
project would result in 2,620 trips per day.  Based on SANDAG’s Not So Brief Guide to Vehicular 
Traffic Generation Rate for the San Diego Region (April, 2002), development of residential uses 
would result in approximately 209 AM peak hour trips (eight percent of total ADT) and 262 PM peak 
hour trips (eight percent of total ADT).  As proposed, the project would result in fewer AM and PM 
peak hour trips during weekdays.  Higher daily trips could result when Special Events are planned.  
However, as discussed in the EIR, a Special Event Permit would need to be granted.  Granting of this 
permit would be dependent upon the user’s ability to adhere to required traffic management plans 
and off-site parking services.  Lastly, the proposed project is an allowed use within the City Land Use 
Designation for the site and is allowed under the City’s Zoning Ordinance under a Major Use Permit 
(see Section 3.1 of the EIR). 
 
C176-25  
 
Section 3.1 of the EIR includes an analysis of land use compatibility.  As discussed in that section, 
land use incompatibility could include the introduction of noise sources that result in significant 
impacts.  The EIR includes a full analysis of potential noise impacts associated with the proposed 
project.  Significant impacts resulting from noise were identified and mitigation was included to reduce 
this impact to less-than-significant levels.  Additionally, Section 3.5 of the EIR analyzes potential 
impacts from lighting sources proposed at the site.  This section identifies impacts related to light and 
glare and includes mitigation to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.  It is unclear how 
buffer zones would be utilized to ‘shield’ residents from traffic.  Secondary effects associated with 
traffic include noise and air impacts.  However, as discussed above and within Section 3.3 of the EIR, 
noise and air impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of 
mitigation measures outlined in the EIR.  The site plan depicted in the EIR for the proposed project 
shows that a vegetative buffer would be planted between the proposed project’s northern boundary 
and land use located north of the site.  It is inferred that comment questions why no masonry wall or 
similar barrier is provided on the proposed project’s northern boundary.  Land uses located to the 
north of the site include retail/commercial uses that do not have as stringent standards associated 
primarily with allowable noise and lighting levels.  Since the proposed project would not exceed any 
noise or light/glare thresholds associated with the retail/commercial uses to the north of the site, no 
sound attenuation devices or light reducing devices (such as a masonry wall) would be required in 
this area. 



C176-26 
 

The comment correctly recites CEQA Guidelines Section 15004(b)(1).  Although CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15004(b)(1) suggests that ‘CEQA compliance should be completed prior to acquisition of the 
site for a public project’, it is not always feasible or practical to do so.  As stated in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15004(b), ‘EIRs and negative declarations should be prepared as early as feasible in the 
planning process to enable environmental considerations to influence project design and yet late 
enough to provide meaningful information for environmental assessment.’ While the City has already 
acquired the subject property, the proposed project, has not been approved.  Thus, construction and 
operation of a park at this site is not pre-determined.  The City could choose to sell the property or 
propose some other use on the property.  CEQA compliance will be required before development of a 
park or any other land use can proceed on the subject property. 
 
C176-27 
 

Section 7.0 of the EIR includes an analysis of a variety of alternatives.  Under the CEQA definition, 
the alternatives analysis includes alternatives to the project that would meet the majority of the 
objectives of the proposed project and reduce identified significant impacts.  As discussed in Section 
7.0, the Reduced Density Alternative and the Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative could meet the 
majority of the stated objectives, but not to the same extent as the proposed project. 
 
C176-28  
 

It is anticipated that the proposed project would host special events that utilize the athletic fields 
approximately three to four times per year.  The nature of the special event could include ‘competitive’ 
or ‘recreational’ tournaments.  However, a Special Event Permit would be required for these events.  
A traffic management plan and adequate off-site parking are requirements for approval of the Special 
Event Permit.  Exclusive of these athletic field special events that could be competitive in nature, the 
proposed project site would provide recreational uses in the form of athletic fields, aquatic center, and 
basketball courts. 
 
C176-29 
 

Please refer to Section 2.4.1 of the EIR for a discussion of the project’s unmet needs related to active 
recreational fields.  The economic effects of the project are not considered to be a significant 
environmental impact under CEQA.   
 
C176-30 
 

The comment correctly identifies the northern entrance to the project site as coming in off Santa Fe 
Drive along the western side of the Santa Fe Plaza shopping center.  As discussed in Section 3.2 of 
the EIR, development of the proposed project would result in significant impacts at the intersection of 
the alley and Santa Fe Drive.  Mitigation measures included within the EIR would reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  The second entrance identified in the comment refers to 
Warwick Avenue.  No access point to the project site would be included along Warwick Ave.  The 
second entrance point, as identified in the EIR is Mackinnon Ave.  As discussed in Section 3.2 of the 
EIR, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, the entrance off Mackinnon Ave 
would not result in significant impacts.  Please refer to Response #B4-10.   
 
C176-31  
 

The comment speculates that the future use of the proposed project would be solely for the use of 
private organized sports groups.  This is not correct; the athletic fields are not primarily designated for 
organized leagues.  No comment on the adequacy of the EIR is included, therefore no response is 
necessary.  With regard to the lack of passive recreational uses and educational facilities, the site 
plan prepared for the proposed project includes a trails and gardens component.  This area is 
depicted in Figure 2-6 of the EIR.  This area comprises approximately six acres of land.  No 
educational facilities have been planned for the park but such uses are not precluded from future 
consideration.  Please also refer to Response #C191-19. 
 



 
 
 

C176-32 
 
Please refer to Responses #C17-4, #C176-25, and #C176-31. 
 
 

C176-33 
 
Please refer to Response #C176-25. 
 
C176-34 
 
Please refer to Response #C95-1.   
 



 
 
 
 
C176-35 
 
The City acknowledges that there are recent studies showing potential health effects in children living 
in close proximity to freeways, including those cited in the commentor’s letter and others.  In order to 
further investigate and explore the studies and information available on this topic and issues raised by 
the public and as detailed in the commentor’s letter, the City has prepared two new studies 
specifically addressing health and air pollution.  These studies are included in Appendix D of the EIR 
and appropriate details are included in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the EIR.   
 
The first study is titled Air Toxics Risk Evaluation and addresses increased cancer risks due to 
freeway exposure.  The second study is titled Children’s Health and Exposure to Pollutants from I-5.  
This study addresses the concerns and issues regarding children’s health raised in comment #C176-
35.  The study investigated published research and papers on the topic of children’s health and 
freeway exposure.  The study also compared the scenarios that the studies researched to the 
proposed project to identify similarities and differences.  
 
The study found that there would not be a significant impact to park users, specifically children, from 
exposure to freeway pollutants during park use.  This conclusion was based on factors detailed in the 
study including meteorological conditions that generally blow vehicle emissions away from the park, 
duration of exposure while at the park, distance from the freeway, and improvements in vehicle 
emissions over time.  



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C177-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C178-1  
 
In compliance with CEQA, the 45-day public review period ended on March 12, 2007.  The City 
determined that the length of the public review period was adequate. 
 
C178-2  
 
The environmental analysis considers land uses that surround the entire project site.  These uses are 
described in Section 2.2 of the EIR. 
 
C178-3  
 
Section 2.8 of the EIR acknowledges that, if athletic field lighting is approved, amendments to the 
Encinitas General Plan, Local Coastal Program, and zoning ordinance would be required to allow 
light standards higher than 30 feet. 
 
C178-4  
 
An analysis of lighting impacts is provided in Section 3.5 of the EIR, which determined that such 
impacts (such as light trespass) would be mitigated below a level of significance with implementation 
of mitigation measures.  See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 
C178-5  
 
See responses to comments #C9-2, #C17-16, and #C17-18. 
 
C178-6  
 
The mitigation monitoring requirements provided in Section 3.5.5 of the EIR would ensure that 
luminaries are positioned and shielded in order to prevent significant light trespass on adjacent 
properties.  If the light levels exceed the specified performance standards, the luminaries would be 
adjusted until the performance standards are satisfied.  The mitigation monitoring requirements would 
be made a condition of project approval and the City would be legally responsible for their 
implementation. 
 
See response to comment #C178-4. 
 
Noise impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  The noise analysis determined 
that with implementation of mitigation measures, noise impacts of the project would be reduced to 
below a level of significance. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C179-1  
 
See response to comment #C178-1. 
 
 
 
C179-2  
 
As described in Section 2.3, one of the project objectives is provide a buffer to separate active park 
uses from the adjacent residential uses.  With respect to proposed park uses, the northwestern 
driveway access is not located adjacent to athletic fields.  Although a narrower landscape buffer 
(approximately ±10 feet) would be provided adjacent to this driveway on city-owned property, the 
wider portions of the park buffer was intended to minimize land use compatibility effects related to the 
athletic fields.  The entire park buffer was not designed with the intent to ensure that noise effects of 
the project are mitigated to acceptable standards.  However, the proposed masonry wall in this area 
would ensure that park noise levels are attenuated to adopted performance standards for adjacent 
residential uses. 
 
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.   
 
Regarding an echo factor, it is assumed the commentor is referring to reflected noise and the 
interactions of two parallel surfaces.  Reflections of noise between two parallel plane surfaces, such 
as noise barriers or retaining walls on both sides of a roadway, can theoretically reduce the 
effectiveness of individual barriers.  However, studies of this issue have found no problems 
associated with this type of reflective noise (2007 Highway Noise Barrier Design Handbook, FHWA 
2007).  Studies have suggested that to avoid a reduction in the performance of parallel reflective 
noise barriers, the width-to-height ratio of the roadway section to the barriers should be at least 10:1.  
The width is the distance between the barriers, and the height is the average height of the barriers 
above the roadway.  This means that two parallel barriers 10 feet tall should be at least 100 feet apart 
to avoid any reduction in effectiveness.  As the proposed project would not erect a wall along the park 
side of the development, the noise reflected off the wall along the residences yards would not be 
reflected back toward the residences and thus no reflective noise issues, or echoing, would occur as 
the noise would disperse into the park. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C180-1 
 
See response to comment #C178-1. 
  
 
 
 
C180-2  
 
The Austin-Foust Study (5/14/02) is noted for the record.  This study considered a range of access 
alternatives to the project site, but did not rule out the access points as currently proposed.  See 
responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14.  
 
C180-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
C180-4 
 
The study area defined by the traffic analysis includes the portion of the circulation system that would 
be most affected by the project.  Although vehicle trips beyond the study area are expected to occur, 
these trips are not expected to be significant as addressed in Section 7.2 of the project’s traffic study 
(Appendix B).  
 



 
 
 
 
 
C180-5 
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C180-6 
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, and C81-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
C180-7 
 
See responses to comments #C180-1 through #C180-6.  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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C181-1  
 
See response to comment #C178-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
C181-2  
 
These other projects are addressed as part of the cumulative traffic impacts analysis contained in 
Section 3.2 and 5.4.2 of the EIR. 
 
 
 
C181-3  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14. 
 
C181-4  
 
The number of existing service vehicle trips using the alley access is not substantial.  The alley 
access is anticipated to provide acceptable operating conditions for service vehicles and project 
traffic.  Existing traffic counts were taken on the alley and these counts were fully included in the 
traffic analysis as part of the baseline condition to which project traffic was added.  
 
C181-5  
 
See response to comment #C181-3.  The project would be required to comply will all applicable ADA 
standards. 
 
C181-6  
 
As addressed in Section 3.2 of the EIR, Mackinnon Avenue would have adequate capacity to serve 
project traffic. 
 



 
 
 
 
C181-7  
 
See responses to comments #B2-16, #B2-17, #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, and C81-2.  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. 
 
C181-8  
 
Section 3.2 of the EIR addresses the project’s Average Daily Trips (ADTs) that would occur during 
the peak traffic hours.  This methodology is a standard traffic engineering practice when conducting 
traffic impact analyses. 
 
C181-9  
 
Section 3.2.5 of the EIR indicates that the specified intersection improvements at the Santa Fe Drive 
access would mitigate traffic impacts below a level of significance.  There is no substantial evidence 
that the proposed intersection improvements would result in unsafe operating conditions.  See 
responses to comments #C17-10 and #C17-11. 
 
C181-10  
 
See response to comment #C181-9.  It should be noted that the existing roundabout at Santa Fe 
Drive and Devonshire Avenue operates under acceptable (LOS A) operating conditions. 
 
C181-11  
 
See responses to comments #C181-1 through #C181-10. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C182-1  
 
See responses to comments #C182-2 through #C182-7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C182-2  
 
Traffic impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.2 of the EIR, which identifies significant 
traffic effects that would result from project implementation.  These effects are identified in Section 
3.2.4.  A description of adequate mitigation measures is provided in Section 3.2.5 for those impacts 
that can be mitigated below a level of significance.  The EIR acknowledges that project traffic would 
result in significant impacts that are both mitigable and unmitigable. 
 
 
C182-3  
 
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.  
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 
 
C182-4  
 
Noise impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  The noise analysis determined 
that with implementation of mitigation measures, noise impacts of the project would be reduced to 
below a level of significance. 
 
 
 
C182-5  
 
See response to comment #C182-3. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C182-6  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C182-7  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses project alternatives that would not have athletic field lighting, a 
reduced intensity project alternative, and other project alternatives that reduce impacts of the project.  
The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or 
whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C183-1 
 
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. 
 
C183-2  
 
Traffic impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.2 of the EIR, which identifies significant 
traffic effects that would result from project implementation.  These effects are identified in Section 
3.2.4.  A description of mitigation measures is provided in Section 3.2.5 for those impacts that can be 
mitigated below a level of significance.  The EIR acknowledges that project traffic would result in 
significant impacts that are both mitigable and unmitigable. 
 
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. 
 
C183-3  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses 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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C184-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C185-1  
 
Traffic impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.2 of the EIR, which identifies significant 
traffic effects that would result from project implementation.  These effects are identified in Section 
3.2.4.  A description of adequate mitigation measures is provided in Section 3.2.5 for those impacts 
that can be mitigated below a level of significance.  The EIR acknowledges that project traffic would 
result in significant impacts that are both mitigable and unmitigable.   
 
C185-2  
 
See responses to comments #C35-7 and #C39-31. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C185-3  
 
Noise impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR.  The noise analysis determined 
that the proposed skate park would not result in significant noise impacts. 
There are no other city-owned properties that, in conjunction with the property on Quail Gardens 
Drive, would feasibly accommodate the proposed park uses.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
C185-4  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, #C35-7, #C39-31, and #C39-14. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C186-1  
 
The project does not propose to provide access from Glasgow Avenue.   
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C187-1  
 
See responses to comments #C187-2 through #C187-7. 
 
C187-2  
 
See response to comment #C187-5. 
 
C187-3  
 
The commentor does not state why the EIR does not adequately address noise impacts of the 
project, which 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. 
 
C187-4  
 
The commentor does not state why the EIR does not adequately address lighting impacts of the 
project.  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.  
 
C187-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C187-6  
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  Under CEQA, social and economic impacts are not treated as 
significant effects on the environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C187-7  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C188-1 through C188-9  
 
See responses to comments #C3-1 through #C3-9. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C189-1  
 
See responses to comments #C189-2 through #C189-11. 
 
 
 
 
 
C189-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C189-3  
 
See response to comment #C17-22. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C189-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18.  An analysis of lighting impacts (including 
potential athletic field lighting) 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 addresses three project alternatives that would not propose athletic field lighting, 
as well as other project alternatives that reduce impacts of the project.  The city’s decision-makers will 
determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative 
should be selected.  
 
C189-5  
 
See response to comment #C9-2. 
 
 
 
C189-6  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 
 
 
 
C189-7  
 
See response to comment #C136-15. 
 
 
 
 
C189-8  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 
 
 
C189-9  
 
See responses to comments #C5-1, #C17-7, and #C17-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C189-10  
 
Cumulative traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.2 and 5.4.2 of the EIR.  With exception of the 
Gish Tentative Map, the cumulative traffic analysis addressed other projects referenced by the 
commentor.  Traffic analyses conducted for the Gish TM (city case #06-005) determined that, with 
elimination of the active greenhouse operation and employee trips at the Gish project site, the 
residential project would be expected to generate less vehicle trips than existing trips generated by 
existing on-site operations. 
 
 
 
 
C189-11  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C190-1  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C191-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3 and #C22-1.  The proposed project would provide recreational 
uses, including competitive sports activities. 
 
 
C191-2  
 
The underlying zoning designation (R3) conditionally allows the proposed use with approval of a 
Major Use Permit.  No rezone of the property would be required. 
 
C191-3  
 
See response to comment #C101-4. 
 
 
 
C191-4  
 
See response to comment #C101-5. 
 
 
 
C191-5  
 
See response to comment #C101-6. 
 
 
 
C191-6  
  
See response to comment #C101-7. 
 
 
 
C191-7  
 
As addressed in Table 3.1-1 of the EIR, the park project would contribute to the sense of 
spaciousness and semi-rural living of the area.  No scenic views would be obstructed by the project, 
which would generally preserve the desirable open space character of the subject property.  See 
responses to comments #C101-8, and #C101-9.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C191-8  
 
See responses to comments #C101-10 and #C101-11. 
 
 
C191-9  
 
See response to comment #C101-12. 
 
 
 
C191-10  
 
See response to comment #C101-13. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C191-11  
 
See response to comment #C101-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C191-12  
 
See response to comment #C101-15. 
 



 
 
 
 
C191-13  
 
See responses to comments #C101-16 and #C101-17. 
 
 
 
 
 
C191-14  
 
See response to comment #C101-18. 
 
 
 
C191-15  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
C191-16  
 
See response to comment #C101-19. 
 
 
C191-17  
 
See response to comment #C101-20. 
 
 
 
 
 
C191-18  
 
See response to comment #C101-21. 
 
 
 
C191-19  
 
The opinion that the project objectives contradict each other is not clearly supported in this comment.  
The commentor argues that the project design is not consistent with the project objectives nor 
provides an adequate amount of non-active uses.  However, after excluding areas considered active 
uses (including project infrastructure such as parking areas, driveways, etc.), approximately 31% of 
the park area would consist of passive uses (buffer, garden, and open space areas).  The variety of 
recreational facilities provided by the project is predominately active.  See responses to comments 
#C35-7 and #C39-31. 
 



C191-20  
 
See response to comment #C101-22. 
 
C191-21 
 
It is standard practice in the field of human health risk assessment to evaluate chemical-related risks 
at a property based on the expected future use of the property.  The expected future use of this 
property is not residential uses, it is recreational.  Hence, exposure parameters consistent with a 
recreational use were used.  Unlike the residential and commercial use exposure settings, no state or 
federal agency has standardized the human exposure assumptions for a recreational use in any 
formal, published guidance document.  In the absence of formalized guidance, the risk assessor must 
make reasonable assumptions about the likely exposures occurring to individuals on the site.  To do 
this the risk assessor may rely on information obtained from published scientific articles or 
unpublished information available from state agencies.  This approach for developing recreational use 
risk estimates is standard practice until such time as a set of standardized recreational use exposure 
parameters are issued by USEPA or state agencies.  
 
The residential use CHHSL and PRG levels are not a relevant standard for comparison at this site 
because the site will be used for recreational not residential purposes.  Unfortunately a standard set 
of recreational-use based soil cleanup standards analogous to the CHHSLs or PRGs is not available 
at this time.  Comparison of site soil contaminant levels to the residential use CHHSLs and PRGs is 
only a starting point for the screening risk assessment and was done only to provide an indication of 
the degree of contamination. 
 
C191-22  
 
The screening risk assessment used appropriate risk assessment methods to determine that risks 
associated with human exposure (including children) to residual levels of contaminants in soil via 
inhalation, ingestion or dermal exposure would be negligible.  Based on the results of our human 
health risk assessment, flipping the soil would be a conservative measure that would add an extra 
level of protection to users of the property, but would not be required to address any potentially 
significant impact related to project implementation and operation. 
 
C191-23 
 
As stated in the comment, it is correct that a preliminary grading plan was provided for use in the 
hazardous materials analysis.  The proposed park is still in a conceptual design stage and specific, 
final grading plans have not been completed at this time.  A detailed and ultimate grading plan and 
specification will not be prepared until the design and all project components have been finalized.  
The preliminary grading plan used in the analysis provides sufficient detail to understand the basic 
recontouring and soil excavation that would be required for construction of the park. 
 
C191-24 
 
Arsenic is an unusual chemical in that it occurs naturally throughout the United States (including 
California) at levels that virtually always exceed risk-based soil cleanup levels (e.g., PRGs or 
CHHSLs) and that are also associated with some cancer risk.  Still, the maximum arsenic level at this 
site is quite low.  The maximum level of arsenic at this site of 3 mg/kg is at the low end of naturally 
occurring mean levels in the western United States (2.8-10.9 mg/kg) as noted in the report, and 
typical of naturally occurring levels in California.  For example, in the most extensive study of naturally 
occurring levels of metals in California, arsenic levels were measured in 50 soils in California 
(Bradford et al., 1996).  The mean arsenic level in 50 soils was 3.5 mg/kg with a maximum of 11 
mg/kg.  It is national and state policy not to require cleanup of chemicals below background levels.  
The maximum arsenic level at this site of 3 mg/kg is below background. 
 



C191-25 
 
If the chipping of chromated copper arsenate-treated wood on the site or the use of the pesticide lead 
arsenate had contributed significantly to the levels of arsenic in soils, this would be reflected in levels 
of arsenic much higher than background.  This is not observed at this site.  In fact, the maximum 
concentration of arsenic at the site is below the naturally occurring average arsenic level in 50 
California soils as discussed above. 
 
C191-26 
 
The levels of metals in soil are all within the range considered acceptable for residential use.  
Significant impacts to groundwater would not be expected associated with naturally occurring metals 
and California oversight agencies, in our experience, would not require a groundwater evaluation 
based on such low levels of metals.  Please also refer to ResponseB3-9. 
 
C191-27 
 
Please refer to Responses C191-21 and C191-26. 
 
C191-28 
 
SCS advanced a soil boring (B33) in the vicinity of a former UST.  Based on the reported presence of 
concentrations of TPH in soil samples collected at 15 and 19 feet below grade, additional soil borings 
were advanced in the vicinity of this former UST (borings B53 through B59).  Based on these data, it 
appears that, although the precise location of the former UST in the vicinity of boring B33 remains 
unknown (i.e., the UST backfill was not intercepted by the borings or native soils were used to backfill 
the UST excavation and were undifferentiable from surrounding soils), there is a high likelihood that 
boring B33, and borings B53 through B59, were drilled and sampled in the vicinity of the former UST.  
Further, given the depth to which borings B53 through B59 were sampled (27 to 30 feet), there is a 
high likelihood that any sizeable potential releases from a UST in this area would have been 
intercepted by the borings.  Therefore, it can be inferred that the petroleum hydrocarbons in soil in the 
vicinity of boring B33 are limited in both lateral and vertical extent (less than 24 feet below grade), 
have not migrated to groundwater. 
 
C191-29 
 
As discussed in Section 3.6 of the EIR, the preparation of a Soils Management Plan would be 
required prior to the initiation of demolition, grading, and construction operations (Mitigation Measure 
Hazardous Materials-1). 
 
C191-30 
 
Hazardous waste criteria are only applicable if the material is a waste (i.e., the soil would have to be 
excavated and disposed of off-site) (see responses to B3-3 and B3-4).  Based on the concentrations 
of organochlorine pesticides in the shallow soil at the site, the soil may be considered a regulated or 
hazardous waste from a landfill profiling and disposal point of view.  However, if soil is not exported 
from the site, hazardous waste criteria are not applicable, and instead, site specific risk criteria are 
applicable.  If the shallow soil is not excavated and exported from the site, a conservative option 
would be to flip or cap the soil, although this would not be required to address any potentially 
significant impact. 
 
C191-31 
 
As discussed in Response #B3-9, elevated concentrations of pesticides at the site are limited to 5 
feet below grade.  It is not evident that pesticides have migrated or leached past this depth.  
Therefore, based on these data and the interpreted depth to groundwater beneath the site (30 to 40 
feet below grade), CoCs would not migrate or leach into groundwater. 
 



 
 
C191-32 
 
Section 3.8 of the EIR includes a discussion of the general elevations at the proposed project site.  
Based on the Limited Geotechnical Evaluation prepared for the project, elevations on the site range 
between 180 and 220 feet above mean sea level.  As the commentor notes, the center of the site 
tends to have some lower elevations when compared to the northern and southern edges of the 
property.  The conceptual grading plan also includes lower elevations in the center of the site when 
compared to the northern and southern edges of the properties.  For reference, the conceptual 
grading plan shows elevations of 170 and 175 feet above mean sea level in the areas referenced by 
the commentor.  Regarding grading, Section 3.8 of the EIR states that areas such as the athletic 
fields and areas where structures are proposed would require level grading.  The preliminary grading 
plan was generated to evaluate the potential impacts related to geology and soils of the proposed 
project.  As the proposed project has not been approved for development, the creation of a final 
grading plan is premature.  It is feasible that the proposed project is not approved, is not approved as 
proposed, or one of the alternatives is selected.  Final grading plans will be prepared based on the 
approved project.  This action would not be considered piecemealing as defined by CEQA.  
Piecemealing generally refers to segmenting a single project into smaller projects to avoid identifying 
significant adverse impacts.  The proposed project has included a full analysis of the potential 
impacts related to grading. 
 
C191-33 
 
The recommendations given are noted for the record.  These comments do not address the 
adequacy of the EIR and, therefore, no further response is required.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C192-1  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
 
C192-2  
 
See response to comment #C96-2. 
 
C192-3  
 
See response to comment #C96-3. 
 
 
 
 
C192-4  
 
See response to comment #C96-4 and #C96-5. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C193-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C193-2  
 
See response to comment #C193-1. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C194-1  
 
See responses to comments #C194-2 through #C194-5. 
 
C194-2  
 
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. 
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a reduced intensity project alternative, as well as other project 
alternatives that reduce impacts of the project.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the 
project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
See responses to comments #C35-7 and #C39-31. 
 
C194-3  
 
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.   
 
C194-4  
 
Under CEQA, the economic impacts of a project are not treated as significant effects on the 
environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)].  Therefore, the operational costs of the project 
are not included in the EIR. 
 
C194-5  
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C195-1  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3, #C22-1, and #C194-2 through #C195-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C195-2  
 
See responses to comments #B1-13, #C4-1, #C17-3, #C22-1, and #C39-29. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
C195-3  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
C195-4 
 
This request will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take action on 
the proposed project. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C196-1 
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C197-1  
 
See responses to comments #C197-2 through #C197-38. 
 



 
 
 
C197-2  
 
Section 3.2 of the EIR acknowledges that the project would have significant traffic impacts that area 
unavoidable.  
 
C197-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15.  
 
C197-4  
 
See response to comment #C115-3. 
 
C197-5  
 
See response to comment #C17-10 and #C17-11. 
 
C197-6  
 
See response to comment #C197-5. 
 
C197-7  
 
See responses to comments #C17-12 and #C17-13. 
 
The peak event which was chosen for analysis was a soccer tournament which will generate constant 
activity throughout the day.  It is estimated that the traffic will occur over a 12-hour period on a peak 
Saturday.  This translates to about 8.3 percent per hour.  An increase of 20 percent was applied to 
this average amount which was the genesis of the 10 percent peak assumption (8.34 x 1.2 = 10%).  
 
C197-8  
 
The other projects referenced in this comment are addressed in the cumulative traffic analyses of the 
EIR (Section 3.2 and Chapter 5). 
 
C197-9  
 
The project would provide pedestrian improvements at the proposed access points (see responses to 
comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14).  However, off-site pedestrian improvements are not 
proposed for the project.  See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
C197-10  
 
Section 3.2 of the EIR addresses the project’s Average Daily Trips (ADTs) that would occur during 
the peak traffic hours.  This methodology is a standard traffic engineering practice when conducting 
traffic impact analyses. 
 



 
 
 
C197-11  
 
See responses to comments #C11-2, #C23-5, and #C39-14.  The project’s access points would be 
designed to comply with the city’s street standards and ADA standards. 
 
C197-12 
 
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. 
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses the Through Access on Mackinnon Avenue Alternative, which would 
avoid several 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. 
 
C197-13  
 
See response to comment #C17-10. 
 
C197-14  
 
See responses to comments #C35-2, #C79-3, and #C81-2. 
 
 
 
C197-15  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 
 
C197-16  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 
C197-17  
 
See response to comment #C9-2, and #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. 
 
 
C197-18  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18. 
 



 
 
 
C197-19  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, and #C20-6. 
 
C197-20  
 
As addressed in Section 3.4 of the EIR, potential athletic field lighting would be shielded and directed 
on the athletic fields.  All other project lighting would also be shielded.  Project lighting would not be 
directed onto off-site wetland habitat within Rossini Creek.  Therefore, lighting impacts within this area 
are not anticipated to have a significant impact on any wetland species.   
 
C197-21  
 
The mitigation monitoring requirements provided in Section 3.5.5 of the EIR would ensure that 
luminaires are positioned and shielded in order to prevent significant light trespass on adjacent 
properties.  If the light levels exceed the specified performance standards, the luminaires would be 
adjusted until the performance standards are satisfied.  The mitigation monitoring requirements would 
be made a condition of project approval and the City would be legally responsible for their 
implementation.  Any public complaints regarding project lighting and conformance with related 
mitigation measures can be addressed at any time through the City’s Code Enforcement Division.  
Therefore, the mitigation monitoring requirements would be adequate. 
 
C197-22  
 
As stated in Section 2.5.12, the athletic field lighting, if approved, would be turned off at 10 PM.  The 
lighting associated with the athletic fields at the proposed project would be controlled on by a 
software system.  The system would be programmed to shut the lights off at 10:00 PM.  However, the 
system would allow for shut down of the lights prior to 10:00 PM in those instances that the lights are 
not needed until 10:00 PM.  This type of software system has been successfully implemented at other 
parks within the City (Cardiff Sports Park and Paul Ecke Sports Park). 
 
C197-23  
 
See response to comment #C17-22. 
 
C197-24  
 
See responses to comments #C17-21,#C39-3, #C39-25, #C39-26, and #C179-2. 
 
C197-25  
 
These comments will be provided to the city's decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  However, as noted in response to comment C82-3, the dog park 
would not have significant impacts with implementation of mitigation measures provided in the EIR.  
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.   
 
C197-26  
 
See response to comment #C24-8. 
 



 
 
 
C197-27  
 
As noted in Mitigation Measure Noise-3, the use of any amplified sound systems would be evaluated 
to ensure the city’s municipal code noise standards are not exceeded at adjacent properties.  The 
loudness, timing, and frequency would be determined as part of each future evaluation. 
 
See response to comment #C17-22. 
 
C197-28  
 
See response to comment #C17-27. 
 
C197-29  
 
Please refer to Response C191-21. 
 
C197-30 
 
Please refer to Response C191-21. 
 
C197-31 
 
As stated in the comment, it is correct that a final grading plan was not provided for use in the 
hazardous materials analysis.  The proposed park is still in a conceptual design stage and specific, 
final grading plans have not been completed at this time.  A detailed and ultimate grading plan and 
specification will not be prepared until the design and all project components have been finalized. 
 
C197-32 
 
Please refer to Response C191-24. 
 
C197-33  
 
Please refer to Response C191-25. 
 
C197-34  
 
See responses to comments #C17-3, #C17-5, #C22-1, and #C136-3. 
 
C197-35  
 
The underlying zoning designation (R3) conditionally allows the proposed use with approval of a 
Major Use Permit.  No rezone of the property would be required. 
 
C197-36  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C197-37  
 
See response to comment #C17-6. 
 
 
 
C197-38  
 
See response to comment #C101-21. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C198-1  
 
See responses to comments #C198-2 through #C198-16. 
 
C198-2  
 
Traffic volumes from the Scripps Hospital Master Plan Expansion were included in the cumulative 
traffic analysis.  See Section 5.4.2 and Appendix B of the EIR. 
 
C198-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-10 and #C17-11. 
 
 
 
C198-4  
 
There is no substantial evidence to support the commentor’s opinion that roundabouts are unsafe.  
Although drivers may use their horns at the roundabouts, there is no substantial evidence that these 
noise effects are significant.  Roundabouts are constructed for the purpose of calming traffic while 
improving operating conditions at street intersections.  This is consistent with the EIR’s determination 
that operating conditions would improve with the roundabout at Devonshire Drive/Rubenstein 
Drive/Santa Fe Drive intersection.  More recent traffic studies (City case #05-091) confirm that the 
roundabout operates acceptably under LOS A conditions during the AM and PM peak hours. 
 
C198-5  
 
See responses to comments #C17-10 and #C17-11. 
 



 
 
 
C198-6  
 
See response to comment #C17-10. 
 
C198-7  
 
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. 
 
C198-8  
 
See response to comment #C198-7.  Under CEQA, economic impacts are not treated as significant 
effects on the environment [CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)]. 
 
C198-9  
 
See response to comment #C198-7.   
 
C198-10  
 
See responses to comments #C17-16 and #C17-18.  
 
C198-11  
 
The lighting analysis conducted for the EIR was prepared by a qualified lighting consultant and not by 
a lighting manufacturer.  The lighting conditions at the Cardiff Sports Park are not identical to those 
analyzed for the subject project.  Therefore, the EIR’s lighting analysis did not use Cardiff Sports Park 
as a basis for the photometric evaluation.   
 
C198-12  
 
See response to comment #C198-7. 
 
C198-13  
 
Monitoring of lighting levels would be conducted by a qualified lighting consultant. 
 
C198-14  
 
See response to comment #C198-7. 
 
C198-15  
 
See responses to comments #C35-7, #C39-31, and #C198-7.  The EIR does not promote the project 
design nor discount mitigation measures of the project.  As stated in Section 7.4.2 of the EIR, the No 
Athletic Field Lighting Alternative would not substantially reduce significant traffic impacts of the 
project.  When determining whether a project alternative meets the project objectives, CEQA does not 
require an EIR to take adopted land use policies into consideration. 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C198-16 
 
It is acknowledged that the No Athletic Field Lighting Alternative would result in a reduction of energy 
use, however, if athletic field lighting is approved, the energy expended to power the field lighting 
would not result in a significant environmental impact. 
 
With respect to the reduction in noise impacts without athletic field lighting, see response to comment 
#C39-32.  Section 3.4.4 of the EIR indicates the project’s significant noise impacts would only be 
associated with the dog park and the potential use of amplification during special events that would 
occur three to four times a year.  No significant noise impacts would be associated with normal use of 
the athletic fields during all park operating hours.   
 
As stated in Section 7.4.2 of the EIR, the No Athletic Field Lighting Alternative would not substantially 
reduce significant traffic impacts of the project. 
 
The EIR recognizes adult user groups as one of the beneficiary of athletic field lighting, along with 
other user groups such as youth sports that may hold practices after school hours and into early 
evenings.  . 
 
The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or 
whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C199-1  
 
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. 
 
 
 
C199-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C199-3  
 
See response to comment #C199-1. 
 
 
 
C199-4  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, and #C17-15. 
 
 
C199-5  
 
See response to comment #C199-1.  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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C200-1  
 
See responses to comments #C200-2 through #C200-4.  Section 2.5.10 of the EIR describes 
anticipated park users, the majority of which would consist of city residents. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C200-2  
 
See responses to comments #C17-7, #C17-14, #C17-15, #C35-2, #C66-6, #C69-35, #C81-2, and 
#C115-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
C200-3  
 
See responses to comments #C17-17, #C17-19, #C20-6, #C101-5, and #C178-6.  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.   
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR considers three project alternatives without athletic field lighting.  The city’s 
decision-makers will determine whether the project should be approved as proposed or whether a 
project alternative should be selected. 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C200-4  
 
Chapter 7 of the EIR addresses a reduced intensity project alternative, as well as other project 
alternatives that reduce impacts of the project.  The city’s decision-makers will determine whether the 
project should be approved as proposed or whether a project alternative should be selected. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




