
 
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
HALL PROPERTY COMMUNITY PARK 

 
 
 
S1-1 
 
This comment introduces the letter from the Department of Transportation.  No comments on the 
analysis of the EIR or supplemental information are included in this comment; therefore no further 
response is necessary. 
 
S1-2 
 
The City will continue to coordinate with Caltrans regarding the proposed project and the 1-5 North 
Coast Corridor Project regarding right-of-way. 
 
S1-3 
 
Although preliminary storm water treatment plans for the I-5 widening project have not been 
completed, the City will continue to coordinate with Caltrans regarding any potential treatment of 
stormwater runoff from the Caltrans right-of-way by the park project. 
 
S1-4 
 
The City will continue to coordinate with Caltrans regarding the realignment of the Mackinnon Avenue 
overcrossing. 
 
S1-5 
 
The alignment depicted in Figure 7-1 shows the project alternative of through access on Mackinnon 
Avenue.  The discussion in Section 3.2.3 is referring the project as proposed with a no through traffic 
allowed on Mackinnon Avenue.  Figure 2-4 depicts the proposed project as discussed in Section 
3.2.3. 
 
S1-6 
 
The cumulative analysis of noise, Section 5.4.4 of the EIR, includes the I-5 North Coast Corridor 
project. 
 
S1-7 
 
The adjacency of the proposed park to Interstate 5 was considered in the design of the athletic field 
lighting to ensure that no unsafe conditions would be created for motorists.  The lights would include 
shields to direct light to the ground and prevent light spill and direct views into the luminaries.  As 
described in the analysis of park lighting in Section 3.5.3, the lighting along the eastern boundary of 
the project would be directed towards the main property to minimizing viewing angle sightlines form 
the adjacent freeway. 
 
S1-8 
 
This comment addresses Caltrans right-of-way and encroachment procedures.  These comments do 
not specifically address the sufficiency or adequacy of the EIR or supplemental information packet in 
identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts and are therefore noted for the record. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S2-1 
 
This comment introduces the letter from the Department of Toxic Substances Control and notes 
details of the project description.  No comments on the analysis of the EIR or supplemental 
information are included in this comment; therefore no further response is necessary. 
 
S2-2 
 
The EIR identifies current and historic uses at and surrounding the project site as described in the 
comment.  Pages 22-25 of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix H to the EIR) 
contain a list of regulatory databases reviewed along with conclusions as to the likelihood that they 
have resulted in a recognized environmental condition at the site.  Pages 33-37 of the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment contain a list of historical resources reviewed along with descriptions 
and discussions of the historical site and site vicinity land uses and conclusions whether these land 
uses have resulted in recognized environmental conditions at the site. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S2-3 
 
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was completed for the site.  The results of the Phase I 
Assessment indicated that recognized environmental conditions may be present at the site in 
connection with the historical site land use for agricultural purposes.  Based on these findings, a 
Voluntary Assistance Program (VAP) application was filed with the County of San Diego Department 
of Environmental Health (DEH) in accordance with California Health and Safety Code Section 
101480-101490.  The VAP is designed to provide the applicant with DEH consultation, project review, 
and public health assessment pertaining to properties suspected to be contaminated with hazardous 
substances.  After consultation with the DTSC and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 
the DEH was designated as the oversight regulatory agency.  Based on the results of the findings of 
the Phase I Assessment, a Workplan was prepared to assess potential recognized environmental 
conditions.  The Workplan was reviewed and approved by the DEH.  The Workplan was implemented 
and a report titled, Subsurface Investigation and Limited Health Risk Assessment Report was 
prepared.  DEH has reviewed the findings of the assessment and has provided a letter of 
concurrence with the conclusions and recommendations of the report, which is included in 
Appendix H to the EIR. 
 
It should be noted that the VAP application that was submitted to DEH is required to be forwarded to 
DTSC and RWQCB to determine if they would like to take regulatory oversight of the project.  This 
process was followed and DTSC or the RWQCB did not take regulatory oversight of the project.  The 
form returned by DTSC has been included at the end of Appendix H to the EIR. 
 
S2-4 
 
A workplan was prepared to assess the potential environmental concerns that were identified in the 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment.  The workplan was submitted to the County of San Diego 
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) and subsequently approved.  The assessment detailing 
the implementation of the DEH-approved workplan was prepared in March 2006 for the proposed Hall 
Property Community Park project.  The DEH has reviewed the findings of the assessment and has 
provided a letter of concurrence with the conclusions and recommendations of the report, which is 
included in Appendix H to the EIR.  Section 3.6.1 provides additional details regarding this process.  
All sampling results are provided in the hazardous materials reports included in Appendix H of the 
EIR and summarized in Section 3.6 of the EIR. 
 



 
 
 
S2-5 
 
All investigation and sampling work has been overseen by DEH and any future measures would be 
conducted with their oversight.  Appendix H of the EIR contains relevant documentation from the 
oversight agency. 
 
S2-6 
 
As part of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment completed for the site, a regulatory database 
was reviewed and regulatory agency files reviewed to assess the potential for the Site to be impacted 
from off-site sources as described in response to comment S2-2.  The assessment found that with the 
possible exception of the dry cleaners located adjacent to the site and the reported and known 
releases of hazardous materials/wastes or petroleum products at the Scripps Memorial Hospital 
located approximately 700 feet northwest of the site and a Shell Service Station located 
approximately 800 feet northeast of the site, there were no obvious indications that a recognized 
environmental condition exists at the site as a result of known and reported releases of hazardous 
materials/wastes or petroleum products from an off-site source.  There is a low likelihood that a 
recognized environmental condition exists at the site as a result of these reported releases. 

 
S2-7 
 
It has been determined that asbestos containing materials (ACM) and other hazardous building 
materials (e.g., lead-based paint) could be present in or on the wooden structures that remain onsite.  
Inhalation or ingestion of these materials could pose a danger to workers and the surrounding 
community.  For these reasons, the EIR concluded that demolition of these buildings could cause 
significant health hazards (Impact Hazardous Materials-2) and provides mitigation to reduce the 
potential for exposure (Mitigation Measure Hazardous Materials-2). 
 
S2-8 
 
Subsurface assessment activities (including soil sampling) have been completed at the site with 
regulatory oversight from the DEH.  Constituents of concern (CoCs) have been identified in the 
shallow soil at the site.  Proposed redevelopment plans do not include soil export from the site; 
therefore, hazardous waste will not be generated.  Soil impacted with CoCs will remain on-site; 
therefore, a Soil Management Plan and a Community Health and Safety Plan will be prepared and 
approved by the DEH.  Based on the soil sample analysis and comparison with the calculated Risk 
Screening Levels for adult and child park users, it is appropriate to leave the impacted soils onsite 
with implementation of the Soils Management Plan.  If there is a need for soil import during proposed 
redevelopment activities, the soil will be sampled for CoCs prior to acceptance at the site.  
 
S2-9 
 
It was determined that construction of the Hall Property Community Park could result in temporary 
exposure to residual contaminants (pesticides, petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs) present in shallow 
soils via inhalation (of fugitive dust), ingestion, or dermal exposure (Impact Hazardous Materials-1).  
Mitigation is proposed that would required prior to initiating demolition, grading, and construction 
operations, the preparation of a Soil Management Plan, Worker Health and Safety Plan, and a 
Community Health and Safety Plan by a qualified environmental professional.  These documents will 
be reviewed and approved by the DEH (Mitigation Measure Hazardous Materials-1). 
 
S2-10 
 
Operation of the proposed park is not anticipated to generate hazardous waste. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S2-11 
 
The project is not anticipated to use or store materials requiring authorization from CUPA. 
 
 
S2-12 
 
The project does not propose to discharge wastewater into a storm drain.  Water quality and 
hydrology information is included in Section 3.7 of the EIR. 
 
S2-13 
 
The required preparation of a worker health and safety plan and a community health and safety plan 
shall include details regarding the stop of work and safety procedures to be implemented (Mitigation 
Measure Hazardous Materials-1). 
 
S2-14 
 
The Subsurface Investigation and Limited Health Risk Assessment Report (included in Appendix H to 
the EIR) analysis of onsite soil samples, conducted under the oversight of DEH indicates the 
presence of COCs.  However, these COCs at the site appear to be limited to shallow soils, and there 
is a low likelihood that they have migrated to the groundwater beneath the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S2-15 
 
The information regarding EnviroStor and cleanup oversight is noted.  Please see response to 
comment S2-1 regarding project oversight. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S2-16 
 
The City of Encinitas contact for the Hall Property Community Park Project is 
svurbeff@ci.encinitas.ca.us. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S3-1 
 
It is noted that this letter contains identical information as a letter previously received from the Native 
American Heritage Commission in response to the EIR that is included as comment letter A2. 
 
Cultural resource impacts of the project are addressed in Section 3.10 of the EIR.  A cultural 
resources assessment was prepared for the project (EIR Technical Appendices, Appendix N).  The 
assessment conducted a record search, which identified no significant recorded resources on the 
project site.  In addition, an archeologist’s survey of the site did not identify the presence of any 
significant cultural resources.  Nonetheless, Section 3.10.5 of the EIR provides mitigation measures 
that require construction monitoring to be conducted by a qualified archaeologist during ground-
disturbing activities.  If a potential cultural resource is encountered during these activities, work would 
be halted in the affected area and the resource would be assessed for significance.  If a significant 
resource is identified, a data recovery plan would be implemented by the archaeologist. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S4-1 
 
This comment states that the State Clearinghouse distributed the EIR to selected agencies for review 
and includes comment letters received in response.  The comment acknowledges compliance with 
CEQA regarding State Clearinghouse review requirements.  No comments on the environmental 
analysis are included; therefore no further response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S4-2 
 
This comment letter forwarded by the State Clearinghouse from the Native American Heritage 
Commission was also submitted directly to the City of Encinitas and is included in these responses to 
comments as comment letter S3.  See response to comment #S3-1. 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S5-1 
 
This letter was provided as an attachment to the comment letter submitted by Gerald Sodomka.  This 
letter is not addressed to the City of Encinitas regarding the environmental analysis contained within 
the EIR or the supplemental information.  Rather, this letter is addressed to the Department of Toxics 
Substances Control (DTSC).  The letter contains information regarding the proposed project and the 
hazardous materials testing that was completed on the project site.  The letter requests that DTSC 
review the contamination data and direct appropriate action.  It should be noted that DTSC submitted 
a letter regarding the project on June 12, 2008 and this letter is included as S2. 
 
The commentor raises the issue of chemical concentrations that exceed the criteria for hazardous 
waste.  See response to comment B3-3.  California Hazardous Waste Criteria values are not health 
risk-based standards; rather, they are concentrations at which a constituent of concern (CoC) would 
be considered a hazardous waste if excavated and exported from a property.  They apply only to 
contaminated media (i.e., soil or water) that are actually removed from the site as waste material.  
Hazardous waste criteria are inappropriate for use as remediation goals.  As indicated in the Phase 1 
Environmental Assessment (Appendix H to the EIR) prepared for the project, soil is not proposed to 
be exported from the site.  Therefore, based on concentrations of CoCs at the site, SCS Engineers 
prepared a health risk assessments for the CoCs.  As discussed in Appendix H, the findings indicate 
that concentrations of CoCs are below California Human Health Screening Levels, Preliminary 
Remediation Goals, or calculated risk screening levels for adult and child community park visitors.  
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S6-1 
 
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. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S7-1 
 
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 or supplemental information packet in identifying and analyzing the project’s 
environmental impacts and are therefore noted for the record. 
 



 
 
 
S8-1 
 
It is correct that minor roadway modifications have been made since preparation of the project Traffic 
Analysis, but these modifications, such as a re-striping of Santa Fe Drive, would not result in such 
substantial adjustments to the traffic conditions in the project area that the conclusions of the traffic 
study would change. 
 
S8-2 
 
The Traffic Analysis includes a Roundabout Analysis as Section 17.3.  Table 17-16 in the traffic study 
shows the “with mitigation” Level of Service, assuming a roundabout is installed.  This table shows 
LOS B or better operations. 
 
S8-3 
 
Page 77 of the traffic study discusses the fact that SANDAG ADTs were used in the 2030 analysis.  
Existing ADTs and SANDAG 2030 ADTs were used to determine the amount of MacKinnon Avenue 
traffic that would be shifted if a portion of this road is closed. 
 
S8-4 
 
Chapter 5 of the EIR addresses cumulative impacts of the project in combination with other projects 
in the area, including the Scripps Memorial Hospital expansion project.  Future cumulative traffic 
conditions in both year 2010 and 2030 are analyzed and impacts discussed in Sections 3.2.3 and 
5.4.2.  Tables 3.2-7 through 3.2-10 and Table 5-2 provide details of the cumulative traffic analysis.  
Four intersections were identified as having significant, unmitigable traffic impacts in 2010. 
 
S8-5 
 
The comment requests additional analysis regarding increased risk of respiratory diseases in children 
due to air pollution.  The City prepared and circulated for public review in May and June of 2008, a 
report titled Children’s Health Risk Analysis that addressed the risk for respiratory diseases, such as 
asthma and reduced lung function.  The information from this analysis was summarized into the EIR 
within Section 3.3, Air Quality, which was also recirculated for public review and comment. 
 
S8-6 
 
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 or supplemental information packet in identifying and analyzing the project’s 
environmental impacts and are therefore noted for the record.  Lighting impacts are discussed in 
Section 3.5. 
 
S8-7 
 
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 or supplemental information packet in identifying and analyzing the project’s 
environmental impacts and are therefore noted for the record. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S9-1 
 
The Traffic Analysis and EIR provide analysis of the streets, intersections, and traffic conditions that 
existed at the time of the reports were initiated.  It is correct that minor roadway modifications have 
been made since that time, but these modifications would not result in such substantial adjustments 
to the traffic conditions in the project area that the conclusions of the traffic study would change. 
 
S9-2 
 
The segment of Santa Fe Drive between the Santa Fe Plaza driveway and Rubenstein Avenue is 4 
lanes for a portion and 2 lanes for a portion.  Four lanes are provided at the two most constrained 
intersections along the corridor (the Santa Fe Plaza driveway and the Alley intersection) and the high 
capacity roundabout at Rubenstein Avenue operates at a very good LOS A or LOS B depending on 
the time period.  It was therefore decided to use the 4-lane capacity since it provided a more accurate 
estimate of overall operations.  Using a 2-lane assumption would indicate LOS F conditions, which is 
not consistent with the free flowing nature of the roadway.  The proper capacity of Santa Fe Drive 
was utilized in the traffic study. 
 
S9-3 
 
The proper 2 lane capacity of Birmingham Drive was utilized in the traffic study based on City 
standards. 
 
S9-4 
 
When the traffic analysis began, stop signs were present as the intersection control at the Rubenstein 
intersection.  The mitigation measure of installing a roundabout was recommended (See Page 104 of 
the Traffic Analysis) and the roundabout has since been implemented. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S10-1 
 
In the Children’s Health Risk Analysis, the discussion of air pollutant concentrations and health 
concerns within 500 feet of a freeway and beyond is based on available scientific studies and 
publications.  The analysis took into consideration all of the available scientific information and the 
specific details of the project, including meteorology, distance from the pollution source, exposure 
time, etc. in order to determine a significance conclusion.  The analysis found that based upon the 
available information regarding heath and pollutant exposure and the details specific to the project 
site, the resulting impact would be less than significant to park users. 
 
 
S10-2 
 
The commentor states that children and adolescents are more susceptible to diseases from 
environmental causes than adults.  It was for this reason that the health risk analysis was based on 
the exposure of children to freeway pollutants, rather than adult park users. 
 
 
 
S10-3 
 
A detailed response to wind direction data and applicability to the project site is provided in response 
to comment S15-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S10-4 
 
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 or supplemental information packet in identifying and analyzing the project’s 
environmental impacts and are therefore noted for the record. 
 



S11-1 
 
The commentor, who lives south of the proposed dog park area, provides information regarding the 
noise levels measured in her backyard and the opinion that the proposed 6-foot high noise barrier 
would not mitigate noise impacts.  As detailed in the EIR and the Noise Impact Analysis, Appendix E 
of the EIR, the proposed mitigation requiring a 6-foot high noise barrier located along the eastern 
boundary of the dog park would adequately reduce noise levels at sensitive residential receptors near 
the northeast corner of the dog park.  This specific area is where a potentially significant noise impact 
from future dog park noise levels was identified.  Other areas surrounding the dog park would not to 
be exposed to noise levels from park activities exceeding the City’s noise ordinance limits.  These 
noise sensitive residential areas to the south and west of the proposed dog park either have existing 
walls or a wall is proposed as part of the project. 
 
It should be noted that there are many variables that influence the effectiveness of a noise barrier.  
The commentor discusses an existing 6-foot high fence as a example as to why the noise mitigation 
would not work; however, a typical wooden fence is generally not considered adequate as a noise 
barrier because of spaces between the wood slates and other gaps and openings that allow noise to 
pass through.  As specified in Mitigation Measure Noise-1 of the EIR, the required noise barrier would 
be properly located and made of solid material with a specific density and no gaps.  These 
requirements would create an effective noise barrier that would adequately reduce noise levels as 
detailed in Section 5.1 of the Noise Analysis.  
 
S11-2 
 
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. 
 
S11-3 
 
Water demand and supply for all components of park use is provided in the Section 3.11.3 of the 
Public Services and Utilities Section.  Water demand is divided into potable and recycled water (see 
Tables 3.11-3 and 3.11-4 of the EIR) and the ability of the local service providers to have adequate 
supply available for park use follows each table.  The total average annual potable water use is 
estimated to be approximately 6.3 acre-feet per year (approximately 5,628 gpd).  This is a very small 
amount compared to San Dieguito Water District’s (SDWD) average potable water demand for 2000-
2005, which was 7,300 acre-feet per year (approximately 6.52 mgd) and SDWD has indicated they 
would be able to meet the park’s potable water and fire flow demands.  A substantial portion of the 
park’s water requirements, approximately 96 percent, would be met through the use of recycled 
water.  All recycled water would be provided from the San Elijo Water Reclamation Facility.  The San 
Elijo Water Reclamation Facility currently has 980,000 gpd (0.98 mgd) excess capacity to provide 
recycled water and is actively looking for new recycled water users.  Thus the San Elijo Water 
Reclamation Facility would be able to serve the recycled water demands of the proposed park 
 
S11-4 
 
As indicated in Section 3.11.3 of the EIR, there is excess recycled water available from the San Elijo 
Water Reclamation Facility that would be used for irrigation of most landscaped and turf areas.  The 
excess availability of reclaimed water eliminates any challenge for the City to find adequate recycled 
water for irrigation of green space within the park.  The inclusion of additional impervious surfaces, 
such as an asphalt of clay tennis court over an area planned for pervious turf surface would require 
more drainage and stormwater runoff measures to ensure no water quality impacts would result.  
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 or supplemental information packet in identifying and analyzing the project’s 
environmental impacts and are therefore noted for the record. 
 



S12-1 
 
The commentor expresses that they feel the park design does not reflect the outcome of the 
workshops that the City of Encinitas had for residents in the developmental stages of the project’s 
design.  No specific comments are provided on the environmental analysis contained within the EIR 
or supplemental information packet; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
S12-2 
 
Section 3.1 of the EIR, Land Use and Public Policy, provides analysis of the proposed project’s 
consistency with applicable City of Encinitas goals and policies.  As detailed in the EIR, this land use 
and policy analysis found that the project would not result in inconsistency with public policies that 
would result in significant environmental impacts.  The proposed park has been designed specifically 
to achieve the project objectives. 
 
S12-3 
 
The commentor expresses opposition to the current design and intensity of uses as proposed in the 
project.  This comment does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis 
contained within the EIR or supplemental information packet.  The subject of lighting and aesthetics is 
addressed in Section 3.5 of the EIR. 
 
S12-4 
 
The commentor refers to the proposed park as a regional sports complex; however, the number of 
athletic fields included in the proposed project does not provide adequate facilities to host large 
regional sporting events.  A large tournament event would require more than the two full sized 
softball/baseball fields or four full sized soccer fields that would be available at the proposed park.  
The traffic analysis prepared for the EIR used the most current traffic numbers available at the time of 
report preparation. 
 
S12-5 
 
The commentor is correct that alternative park design could reduce traffic volumes.  The EIR includes 
alternatives that could reduce traffic volumes through reduced intensity design including the Reduced 
Intensity Alternative and the Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative as well as the No Athletic Field 
Lighting Alternative which would exclude outdoor nighttime activities as suggested by the commentor.  
However, the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis referenced by the commentor does not address 
the emission reductions that may result from reduced intensity design alternatives; rather it provides 
an analysis of the project as proposed.  For this reason, the analysis considers mitigation measures 
that could be applied to the proposed project and not a redesign of the project components.  
 
S12-6 
 
The commentor states that traffic in future years cannot be accurately predicted at this time.  CEQA 
requires an analysis of cumulative conditions.  Therefore, the traffic analysis for the project provides 
an analysis of future traffic conditions in 2010 and 2030 based on forecasted average daily trips 
provided SANDAG. 
 
S12-7 
 
Potential impacts related to contaminated soils are addressed in-depth throughout the EIR.  Section 
3.3, Air Quality identified a potentially significant impact (Impact Air Quality-1) related to exposure to 
airborne soil particulates and provides mitigation to reduce the potential for impact to less than 
significant.  Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials also investigates potential impacts related to soil 
contamination in Impact Hazardous Materials-1 and provides mitigation to reduce potential impacts. 
 



 
 
S12-8 
 
The No Athletic Field Lighting Alternative is analyzed in the EIR and would eliminate the lighting of 
athletic fields and thus exclude outdoor nighttime activities as suggested by the commentor.  The City 
decision makers will decide whether to adopt the project\with lighting.  The commentor expresses 
opposition to the current design and intensity of uses as proposed in the project.  This comment does 
not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis contained within the EIR or 
supplemental information packet. 
 
 
 
S12-9 
 
The commentor expresses that they do not agree with the City’s characterization of the objectives of 
the project and that the objectives do not reflect the outcome of the workshops that the City of 
Encinitas had for residents in the developmental stages of the project’s design.  The project 
objectives for the park were developed by the City and considered both input from the public 
workshops as well as the need to provide additional park facilities for the City to address documented 
unmet recreation needs.  No specific comments are provided on the environmental analysis 
contained within the EIR or supplemental information packet; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
S12-10 
 
The suggestions provided by the commentor have been encompassed in the range of alternatives 
analyzed in the EIR.  Chapter 7 includes multiple alternatives that analyze less intense park use.  
These alternatives include the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Citizens for Quality of Life 
Alternative which reduce the number of athletic fields, provide more passive areas, and reduce or 
eliminate other park features as suggested by the commentor.  The No Athletic Field Lighting 
Alternative eliminates the lighting of the athletic fields as recommended by the commentor.  The 
commentor expresses opposition to the current design and intensity of uses as proposed in the 
project.  This comment does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis 
contained within the EIR or supplemental information packet; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
S12-11 
 
The commentor thanks the City, but does not include any specific comments on the environmental 
analysis contained within the EIR or supplemental information packet; therefore, no response is 
necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
S13-1 
 
The greenhouse gas emissions calculations are based upon the traffic analysis prepared for the 
proposed project.  The traffic analysis includes project generated traffic.  Section 4.1 of the Traffic 
Analysis details how each traffic scenario was evaluated without project traffic and then with the 
inclusion of project traffic.  Thus, the vehicles trips resulting from park operation are accounted for in 
the greenhouse gas emission calculations. 
 
S13-2 
 
As detailed in EIR Section 2.5.11 and Section 15 of the Traffic Analysis, the proposed park includes 
adequate onsite parking spaces for typical park operation and park users will not have to drive local 
roadways searching for street parking.  Mitigation is provided for the three to four special events per 
year that may exceed the available onsite parking spaces (Mitigation Measure Traffic-8).  It should be 
noted that while the Trip Generation and Distribution discussion in the EIR and Traffic Analysis do 
show that midday Saturday park operations could generate almost 200 inbound and 200 outbound 
trips per hour, this trip generation is a peak condition and this trip volume is not indicative of traffic 
that would occur during each hour of park operation. 
 
S13-3 
 
The greenhouse gas emission analysis considers only the project as proposed.  As detailed in the 
greenhouse gas emissions analysis under the heading, Additional Sources Affecting Project-Related 
GHG Emissions, the analysis does not attempt to quantify how the removal of existing onsite 
vegetation and subsequent installation of landscaping, trees, and vegetation associated with the 
proposed project would affect the total amount of carbon sequestered on the project site because the 
effect of vegetation relative to total project GHG emissions is minor.  Any resulting reduction would be 
minimal and not change the overall conclusions of the report. 
 
S13-4 
 
The commentor does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis contained 
within the EIR or supplemental information packet; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S14-1 
 
The commentor does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis contained 
within the EIR or supplemental information packet; therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S14-2 
 
The commentor cites a 2003 Ecke YMCA traffic study and concludes that the onsite parking for the 
proposed project is inadequate.  A parking analysis specific to the Hall Community Park project was 
prepared and is included as Section 15 of the Traffic Analysis and Section 2.5.11 of the EIR.  The 
parking analysis found that the provision of 419 onsite parking spaces would be adequate for 
anticipated normal park operations.  Mitigation is provided for the three to four special events per year 
that may exceed the available onsite parking spaces (Mitigation Measure Traffic-8). 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S14-3 
 
Multiple access points are provided to the park site.  Additional access points from other surrounding 
areas are not feasible due to the freeway located adjacent to the entire east side of the proposed park 
and existing residential neighborhoods located to the south and west of the project site. 
 
The commentor does not include any specific comments on the environmental analysis contained 
within the EIR or supplemental information packet; therefore, no response is necessary.  Park access 
is discussed in Section 15.3 of the Traffic Analysis. 
 
 
S14-4 
 
The Noise Impact Analysis provides a full evaluation of potential noise impacts that would result from 
construction and operation of the park.  The noise analysis includes evaluation of the use of 
amplification devices and mitigation is provided for potential noise impacts resulting from amplification 
(Mitigation Measure Noise-3 in the EIR). 
 
 
S14-5 
 
A lighting analysis was prepared for the proposed project and is also summarized in the EIR.  The 
lighting restrictions applicable to the Olivenhain community are discussed in Section 3.5.3 of the EIR 
and do not apply to the project site. 
 
 
 
 

 
S14-6 
 
The location of the aquatic center does not result in any significant impacts.  The design of the park 
was based upon multiple considerations, including input from the public workshops held by the City 
and site specific features.  The EIR contains multiple alternatives that reduce the intensity of uses in 
the park and provide for park facilities in different locations, such as the Reduced Intensity Alterative 
and Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative.  The commentor does not include any specific comments 
on the environmental analysis contained within the EIR or supplemental information packet; therefore, 
no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S14-7 
 
The EIR provides a complete analysis of the project’s consistency with the City of Encinitas General 
Plan in Section 3.1.3.  As stated in the EIR, within the R-3 zone, parks may be authorized with the 
issuance of a Major Use Permit.  The City would be required to obtain a Major Use Permit and this 
requirement is included in the list of necessary actions and approvals in Section 2.8 of the EIR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S14-8 
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project.  These comments do not specifically address the sufficiency or 
adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the project’s environmental impacts and are 
therefore noted for the record. 
 



 
S15-1 
 
The commentor introduces his letter outlining concerns regarding the Children’s Health Risk Analysis 
and Air Toxics Risk Evaluation.  Specific comments are provided in the body of the comment letter.  
In the following responses, it is important to emphasize that the Air Toxics Risk Evaluation and the 
Children’s Health Study are two very different analyses.  While both address issues of exposure to 
pollutants from vehicles on I-5, the two studies address different issues and require different 
methodologies 
 
S15-2 
 
The commentor indicates that averaged meteorological data from the Del Mar Monitoring Station is 
insufficient.  The wind rose from the Del Mar monitoring station is provided in the Air Toxics Risk 
Evaluation for informational purposes only, and shows general meteorological trends at that station.  
The data were not used in the Air Toxics Risk Evaluation dispersion modeling analysis for reasons 
that are discussed below in response to comment #S15-3, S15-4, S15-5.  The data from the Del Mar 
monitoring station were used in the Children’s Health study as one of the factors in making a 
judgment of the severity of the risk to children’s lung functions.  Upon inquiry, meteorologists at the 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD) were of the opinion that, while the Del Mar data does 
not meet the requirements for the dispersion modeling of the Air Toxics Risk Evaluation, the Del Mar 
data provides suitable information for the Children’s Health Study regarding wind speeds and 
directions for the project vicinity (Bill Brick, Senior Meteorologist, San Diego Air Pollution Control 
District).  More information is provided in response to comment #S15-5. 
 
S15-3 
 
The commentor indicates that the Del Mar data are not representative of the site because during a 
typical day and night, calm periods that exist at the project site add up to more than 50% of the time, 
especially during late fall, winter, and early spring. 
 
The City is entitled to rely on the conclusions reached by the experts who prepared the Air Toxics 
Risk Evaluation and the Children’s Health Study.  While others may disagree with the premises or 
methodology used to develop these studies, they are based on substantial evidence, and thus are 
adequate to support the City’s conclusions regarding the environmental impacts of the project.  (See 
Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v. Regents of the Univ. of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 408.) 
 
Based on numerous observations from meteorological monitoring stations throughout the United 
States, no sites would truly have “calm” periods for 50% of the time.  Calms are defined in the U.S. 
EPA’s Meteorological Monitoring Guidance for Regulatory Modeling Applications (EPA-454/R-99-005) 
(EPA 2000) as occurring “when the wind speed is below the starting threshold of the anemometer or 
vane, whichever is greater.”  Calms require special treatment in applications such as the U.S. EPA’s 
approved air dispersion models to avoid division by zero in the steady-state dispersion algorithm.  
The U.S. EPA recommends that wind speeds less than 1 meter per second be reset to 1 meter per 
second for use in steady-state models.  The U.S. EPA’s regulatory guidance was followed in 
conducting the Air Toxics Risk analysis for the Hall Property. 
 
The commentor has submitted data from the McClellan-Palomar airport.  “Calm” for this station, and 
likely at similar airport stations, is all data less than 3 knots, or approximately 1.6 meters per second.  
This cutoff is suitable for aircraft operations, but not for pollutant dispersion modeling, nor for 
assessment of overall wind characteristics.  As shown in the Children’s Health Study, calms, as 
measured on the Del Mar instrumentation, occur less than 1.5 percent of the time on an annual basis.  
This is significantly less than the calm periods indicated by the commentor.  As described in response 
to comments #S15-2 and #S15-5, the data from the Del Mar monitoring station is considered most 
suitable for the project site. 
 
 
 



S15-3 (continued) 
 
Further, the airport data are measurements made at an instant of time, usually once per hour; that is, 
snapshot.  The data are not averaged, and do not represent conditions over an entire hour.  The 
continuously measured conditions at the Del Mar station provide a more through and accurate 
depiction of the meteorological conditions than a once an hour snapshot of conditions as recorded by 
the airport. 
 
 
S15-4 
 
The commentor argues that the use of averaged wind direction and speed data completely masks the 
hourly preponderance of calm periods during early morning, late afternoon, and night periods. 
 
Averaged wind direction and speed were not used in the air dispersion modeling analysis.  The 
modeling analysis necessary for the Air Toxics Risk Evaluation, described below, requires the use of 
at least one year of meteorological data, and that each hour of that year is used in the air dispersion 
model.  Thus, commentor is incorrect in implying that “averaged” wind direction and wind speed data 
were used in the analysis.  As discussed above, meteorological data that are used in U.S. EPA 
regulatory air dispersion models require specific parameters to be measured and require pre-
processing using the U.S. EPA’s meteorological data processors.  These data processors require 
wind speed, wind direction, temperature, solar insulation/cloud cover, and boundary layer mixing 
height, collected using upper-air soundings.  Most meteorological stations do not record all of these 
parameters because they are not used in recording general weather data.  Prior to conducting the Air 
Toxics Risk Evaluation for the Hall Property, SRA and EDAW contacted the Meteorology and 
Modeling Section at the APCD to ascertain whether there were any pre-processed meteorological 
data sets available for the immediate vicinity of the Hall Property site, and to obtain the 
recommendation of the meteorologists at the APCD who are responsible for reviewing and approving 
health risk assessments conducted under state and local programs.  The APCD referred to their 
Supplemental Guidelines for Submission of Air Toxic “Hot Spots” Program Health Risk Assessments 
(HRAs) (SDAPCD 2006) for guidance on the use of meteorological data in health risk assessments.  
The Guidelines state that “Meteorological data used for refined HRAs should be from either San 
Diego Lindbergh Field (surface data from Lindbergh, Station 23188 and upper air data from Miramar, 
Station 93107) for coastal San Diego River-plain and low-lying terrain near San Diego Bay (including 
downtown San Diego), or Miramar MCAS (surface and upper air data from former Miramar NAS, 
Station 93107) for inland or upland/mesa locations.  The District Meteorology Section may be 
consulted to determine if a location is coastal/low-lying maritime or inland/upland.”  Upon consultation 
with the District, because Lindbergh Field is subject to influence from the terrain on Point Loma which 
affects wind direction, the APCD recommended the use of Miramar surface and upper air data for the 
modeling analysis.  



 
 
S15-5 
 
The commentor states that he has made his own wind-related risk assessment based on data from 
McClellan-Palomar Airport.  As stated above in response to comment #S15-4, the U.S. EPA’s 
approved air dispersion models require specific, pre-processed meteorological data in a format that is 
specific to their use in dispersion models.  The commentor’s risk assessment that was attached to the 
comment letter did not involve the use of air dispersion modeling, which is critical to the preparation of 
an air toxics risk assessment.  Rather, the attachment provides a discussion of meteorological data 
from the McClellan-Palomar Airport monitoring site with no calculation of downwind concentrations 
nor processing of the data for use in air dispersion models.  No air dispersion modeling was 
conducted in the attachment to the comment letter, nor were risk calculations conducted.  The risk 
assessment that was prepared for the Hall Property, in contrast, was prepared in accordance with the 
California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment’s Air Toxics Hot Spots Program 
Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments (OEHHA 2003) and the APCD’s 
Supplemental Guidelines for Submission of Air Toxic “Hot Spots” Program Health Risk Assessments 
(HRAs) (SDAPCD 2006), which set forth the requirements for the preparation of health risk 
assessments under state and local regulations. 
 
S15-6 
 
Data used to estimate traffic for the Health Risk Assessment were obtained directly from the Caltrans 
and are based on their actual traffic counts for the segment of Interstate 5 adjacent to the Hall 
Property.  Forecast future traffic volumes are provided by SANDAG and Caltrans and are based on 
complex modeling processes performed by professional traffic engineers. 
 
The commentor’s discussion of traffic counts is speculative and does not provide actual data obtained 
from traffic counts on that segment.  Therefore the data collected by Caltrans are considered the best 
available data from which to obtain traffic data for the study. 
 
The comment states that the 2010 traffic volume estimate of 235,000 ADT is already exceeded on 
many days in 2008.  However, the 2007 traffic counts for this segment of I-5, which are the latest 
counts available, show an average daily count of 220,000 and with the average during a peak month 
of 230,000 ADT.  The commentor’s perception of existing heavy truck traffic is that the heavy truck 
fraction of traffic is 5 to 10 percent of the total.  However, the truck counts at Leucadia Boulevard, 
which are the nearest and most recent counts, show a heavy truck percentage of approximately 3 
percent. 
 
S15-7 
 
With respect to future Mexico to San Diego truck volumes, the comment quotes a local newspaper 
article and does not provide any additional information on his assumption of the fractions of Mexican 
trucks that would travel northward on the I-5 segment in Encinitas.  Neither of the other quotes from 
the same newspaper article is directly or indirectly related to I-5 traffic in north San Diego County.  
One of the sources is from the Southern California Association of Governments, which plans traffic for 
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and Imperial Counties, not San Diego County.  In contrast, the 
growth in truck traffic assumed for the health risk study was based on trends in truck traffic observed 
from Caltrans data collection.  In preparing these responses to comments, Caltrans was contacted for 
an updated forecast, and advised that the forecast traffic volume for the I-5 between Birmingham 
Drive and Santa Fe Drive with the future I-5 “10 + 4” configuration is 332,650 ADT.  This is an 
increase of approximately 7 percent over the value used for 2030 in the health risk analysis.  Caltrans 
assumes that the truck fractions will be approximately the same as at present.  (Email from Stephen 
Threldkeld, Traffic Engineer, Caltrans District 11 to James Kurtz, Air Quality Engineer, EDAW; July 2, 
2008). 
 



S15-7  (continued) 
 
In addition, the commentor states that “a large percentage of heavy diesel trucks are Mexican and do 
not necessarily conform with California emission standards.”  The model used to estimate emissions 
from vehicles, the EMFAC2007 model, is the California Air Resources Board’s standard model, which 
takes into account a mix of vehicles when representing emissions from heavy-duty trucks, including 
older vehicles and those vehicles that do not conform with current emission standards.  The mix of 
vehicles assumed represents San Diego County and is consistent with the methodology used to 
project emissions in San Diego County for the purpose of State Implementation Plan emission 
inventories and air quality planning inventories prepared by the ARB. 
 
The Caltrans projected design for the freeway is “10+4,” or 14 lanes, not 16 lanes as stated in the 
comment. 
 
S15-8 
 
The commentor is correct that Interstate 5 does not travel in an exact north-south direction.  Interstate 
5 generally runs north-south though it does deviate from these true directions at times.  The general 
discussion of the north-south freeway direction is used in text for simplicity of description.  The actual 
configuration of the freeway and its direction were considered in the modeling analysis. 
 



 
S15-9 
 
The EMFAC2007 model, which is the California Air Resources Board’s approved model for estimating 
emissions associated with traffic, provides emission factors in terms of grams per vehicle mile 
traveled.  These emission factors are considered appropriate for use in estimating emissions 
associated with traffic.  The EMFAC2007 model is the basis for all of the California Air Resources 
Board’s emission inventories. 
 
S15-10 
 
Use of 50-meter by 50-meter volume sources to represent the freeway is an appropriate 
representation for the volume sources.  Use of large volume sources would result in more dispersion 
and would result in fewer sources.  The methodology is consistent with other health risk assessments 
that have been reviewed and approved by agencies such as the County of San Diego Department of 
Planning and Land Use and the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 
 
S15-11 
 
The labels in Table 2 above each column state that the emission rates are per source. 
 
S15-12 
 
As discussed in Section 3.1 of the EIR, Land Use and Planning, the Recreation Element of the 
General Plan designates the project site as a Special Use Park.  The definition states that a Special 
Use Park can provide many of the same facilities as a community park.  The Recreational Element 
further states that a Special Use Park which provides major facilities usually found at community 
parks, will be considered as community park acreage because they provide facilities serving the 
entire City or major portions of the City.  Although the proposed project is consistent with the 
description of a community park as defined by the Recreational Element, it exceeds the City’s 
acreage standards for a community park (10-20 acres).  Because this standard would be exceeded, 
the proposed project is designated as a Special Use Park in the City’s Land Use Element.  The title of 
the project as referred to in the analysis includes “community park” because the uses associated with 
the proposed project (athletic fields, community center, aquatic center, etc.) are those uses typically 
associated with the City’s definition of a community park.  The Special Use Park designation is a land 
use as defined in the City’s Land Use Element that allows the proposed uses of the project. 
 
S15-13 
 
The comment refers to a partial quote from background material in the Children’s Health Risk 
Evaluation.  A continuation of the quote discusses other areas of high pollutant concentration and the 
effects of being downwind from a freeway. 
 
The comment states that athletes need to take in air at a rate that is 17 times normal.  Assuming the 
comment is directed towards children, a California Air Resources Board study of children’s breathing 
rates indicates that children playing outdoors breathe at 17 liters per minute, while children running 
breathe at 32 liters per minute.  The breathing rate for children sitting, standing, and walking slowly 
range from 7 to 14 liters per minute.  Therefore, depending on one’s interpretation of “normal” the 
athletic air intake is on the order of 2 to 4 times normal, not 17 times.  For adults, the ratio of athletic 
air intake is on the order of 5 to 7 times normal. 
 
S15-14 
 
The first two words agree with background information in the study; the remainder are commentor’s 
personal observations and do not support nor disagree with the study or specific comments on the 
analysis. 
 



 
S15-15 
 
The 500-foot criterion was not arbitrary, but taken from the California Air Resources Board 
conservative recommendation for residential land use near a freeway.  The degree of exposure and 
relative safety with respect to distance are discussed in the studies.  As noted in the response to 
comment #S15-5, the analysis attached to the comments does not include air dispersion modeling, 
the calculation of pollutant concentrations or risk, all essential elements of a health risk assessment. 
 
S15-16 
 
The comment derives a conclusion that 1 hour spent playing soccer near a freeway is equivalent to 
hundreds of hours spent inside a classroom.  Part of this conclusion is derived from the statement 
that a child exercising breathes 17 times more air than normal.  With respect to that statement, see 
response to comment #S15-13 above that indicates the ratio of breathing during athletic activity to 
normal breathing for children is 2 to 4, not 17. 
 
The comment erroneously compares anticipated park play hours with classroom hours, whereas the 
study clearly indicates that data from the background health studies at schools assessed effects of 
the full day of school activities including vigorous outdoor activity. 
 
The comment states that schools are prohibited from being built within 500 feet of a freeway, which is 
not true.  Schools may be approved within 500 feet of a freeway following assessment of the 
anticipated health risk. 
 
S15-17 
 
Please see response to comments #S15-6 and #S15-7. 
 
S15-18 
 
The prediction of reduced PM emissions is based on emission estimates from the EMFAC2007 
model, which is the California Air Resources Board’s approved air emissions model for estimating 
emissions from vehicles.  This model is used throughout the state of California in the development of 
emission inventories and is used as a planning tool.  The comment regarding the accuracy of the 
model is speculative and is not based on any data.  The comment implies that the predictions are 
doubtful because of the unknown nature of future development of biofuels or conversion to methane 
or propane fuels.  However, reduced PM emissions are forecast principally on existing regulations 
mandating cleaner conventional diesel fuels and the phasing in of advanced technology diesel 
engines.  Further, the EMFAC based forecasts are conservative; the Federal Highway Administration 
forecasts that existing EPA regulations will result in a decrease of mobile source air toxics of 57 to 87 
percent by 2020, while accommodating a 64 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled. 
 
S15-19 
 
Please see response to comments #S15-6 and #S15-7 regarding future traffic volumes and response 
to comment #S15-18 regarding forecasted particulate emissions. 
 
S15-20 
 
Please see response to comment #S15-6 above that describes forecast traffic volumes for the 
anticipated future freeway geometry. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S15-21 
 
Please see response to comment #S15-3 regarding meteorological data and comment #S15-5 
regarding the validity of the commentor’s wind-related risk assessment. 
 
 
 
S15-22 
 
The air toxics health risk analysis was conducted using meteorological data that account for wind 
patterns during 8760 hours of an entire year and was conducted in accordance with OEHHA 
guidelines.  Please also see response to comments #S15-3 regarding meteorological data and #S15-
15 regarding the 500 foot criterion. 
 
S15-23 
 
Please see response to comment #S15-16. 
 
 
S15-24 
 
The statement that there would be little change in particulate emissions between 2007 and 2030 
acknowledges the increases in traffic volumes as described in the studies and discussed further in 
the response to comment #S15-6.  The increase in traffic volumes would be accompanied by an 
offsetting improvement in emissions controls and reduction in average vehicle particulate emissions 
as described in response to comment #S15-18. 
 
S15-25 
 
With respect to children’s lung function, the conclusions are based on the available background 
health effects studies and factors related to the proposed project plan and site, and a judgment of the 
relative health risk.  With respect to cancer, the conclusions state the findings of the health risk 
analysis, which was prepared in accordance with OEHHA guidelines. 
 
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 environmental analysis and no response is necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S15-26 
 
Response to comment #S15-5 discusses the validity of the Independent Analysis of Wind-Related 
Risk Factors Affecting Particulate Concentrations on the Hall Site as prepared by the commentor. 
Additional responses to this comment are provided on page numbered 18 of 18.  
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
S15-26 (continued) 
 
1. The wind exposure indices were created by the commentor.  These indices are not tools 

suggested, reviewed or approved by any regulatory or health effects agency.  The adjectives 
“highly unfavorable,” “heavy,” and “highly unsafe” are the opinions of the commentor, and are 
not based on substantial evidence or approved scientific methods, nor are they related to 
established standards.  No conclusion relative to significance of impact may be determined from 
this information. 

2. The commentor is correct in inferring that pollutant emission rates would be greater with 
increased truck traffic.  No evidence is presented that heavier diesel truck traffic would occur 
during morning and evening rush hours. 

3. The commentor’s description of relatively safe and unsafe times for park use are based upon 
commentor’s submitted analysis.  The analysis is based on questionable meteorological data, as 
discussed in responses #S15-3 and #S15-5, and is not based on substantial evidence or 
approved scientific methods.  The terms safe and unsafe are not related to established 
standards.  No conclusion relative to significance of impact may be determined from this 
information. 

4. The statement that all periods after sunset area unsafe for play on the fields is not supported by 
substantial evidence.  See responses 1 and 3 above. 

5. The introduction of legislation is not relevant to this EIR.  The comment that schools can no 
longer be built within 500 feet of busy roadways is incorrect; please see response to comment 
#S15-16.  The statement purporting equivalence of one hour of soccer near a busy freeway to 
one week in a classroom at the same location is not supported by substantial evidence.  For 
example, please see the response to comment #S15-13, relative to commentor’s claim relative 
to athlete’s breathing rates. 

6. Chapter 7 includes multiple alternatives that analyze less intense park use.  These alternatives 
include the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Citizens for Quality of Life Alternative which 
reduce the number of athletic fields, provide more passive areas, and reduce or eliminate other 
park features.  The No Athletic Field Lighting Alternative eliminates the lighting of the athletic 
fields which would reduce the hours of operation of the outdoor park facilities.   

7. The City does not consider particulate monitoring to be necessary to either the determination of 
potential significant impact or the protection of park user’s health.  The analytical methods used 
in the preparation of both the Air Toxics Risk Evaluation and the Children’s Health Study are 
considered appropriate to provide adequate information regarding potential health risks and 
support the finding of less than significant.  

 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S16-1 
 
Please see response to comment #S15-12 regarding the use of the term Community Park. 
 
 
 
 
 
S16-2 
 
The commentor quotes the Air Toxics Risk Evaluation but does not specifically address the 
sufficiency or adequacy of the analysis in the report and no response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S16-3 
 
The commentor states his opinion that meteorological data from the monitoring stations used in the 
Air Toxics Risk Evaluation is not satisfactory and provides a discussion of weather and wind patterns.  
Please see response to comments #S15-3 and #S15-4 regarding the use of meteorological data used 
in the report. 
 



 
S16-4 
 
The commentor correctly states that the California Global Warming Solutions Act (ACT) required a 
reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020.  However, the 
comment that the City’s capital projects are not exempt from the Act is incorrect.  The Act does not 
establish any requirements on local jurisdictions in the state, including the City.  Under the Act, the 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) must develop a Scoping Plan to lower the state’s greenhouse 
gas emissions to meet the 2020 limit.  A Draft Scoping Plan proposing a comprehensive set of 
actions to reduce overall greenhouse gas emission was released in June 2008; approval of a final 
Scoping Plan is anticipated in November 2008.  Once the Scoping Plan is approved, the state has 
two years to develop and adopt regulations to implement the Plan.  It is not known at this time 
whether any of the regulations adopted in the future will establish requirements on local jurisdictions, 
including the City and its capital improvements. 
 
The federal and state mandates referenced in the EIR do not impose requirements on the City of 
Encinitas.  Therefore, the comment that the City is not fully implementing federal and state mandates 
is incorrect.  In addition, the City would be required to ensure implementation of the climate change 
mitigation measures imposed on the proposed project in the EIR upon adoption of the mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program for the proposed project.  Therefore, the comment that the City is 
not fully implementing mitigation measures is not valid. 
 
The commentor expresses his opinion that the City is not doing its fair share of greenhouse gas 
emission reductions, but does not specifically address the sufficiency or adequacy of the analysis in 
the report and no additional response is necessary.  Section 5 of the Final EIR addresses the 
project’s impacts on global warming and concludes that the impacts would be less than significant. 
 
S16-5 
 
The commentor disagrees with the conclusion that residents will not have to travel as far to access 
recreational facilities with implementation of the proposed project.  While there is a high activity level 
planned for the park, residents of Encinitas who currently travel to other communities to access these 
types of recreational facilities would be able to use the new park in their community, reducing their 
required travel.  All information regarding trip generation from the proposed project is included in the 
Traffic Analysis prepared for the EIR and the Greenhouse Gas Emissions analysis utilizes those 
traffic volumes. 
 
S16-6 
 
The commentor opines that the California Global Warming Solutions Act (ACT) requires the project to 
make modifications to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  As detailed in the response to comment 
#S16-4, the Act does not impose any requirements on the City.  However, CEQA requires that an EIR 
describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4).  The City has evaluated a series of mitigation measures to minimize the significant 
climate change impacts of the proposed project and concluded that there are no feasible mitigation 
measures through which the proposed project could bring about a substantial reduction in average 
daily trips, vehicle miles traveled, or fuel consumption, or increase the use of alternative 
transportation modes for project-related trips. 
 
The Greenhouse Gas Emissions analysis evaluates the project as proposed and recommends 
mitigation measures that could be implemented, specific to the proposed project as designed, to 
reduce emissions.  The emissions analysis does not evaluate alternatives or modifications to the 
proposed project design.  A discussion of greenhouse gas emissions for each of the seven project 
alternatives has been added to the Final EIR within the analysis of each alternative in Chapter 7.  A 
less intense alterative that would result in less traffic volumes would reduce transportation generated 
greenhouse gas emissions as compared to the proposed project.  The City Council could decide to 
approve a less intense project design that would generate less vehicle trips and thus, reduce 
emissions. 



 
 
 
 
S16-7 
 
The commentor is correct in stating that the analysis separates transportation and non-transportation 
related emissions.  As described in response to comment #S16-6, the analysis did not evaluate 
emission reductions through project redesign or less intense alternatives.  For this reason, there are 
not feasible methods to reduce vehicle trip generation to the park; rather the analysis presents non-
transportation related mitigation measures that can be implemented as part of the current park 
design.  As described in response to comment #S16-6, a discussion of greenhouse gas emissions for 
each project alternative has been added to the Final EIR in Chapter 7.  A less intense alterative that 
would result in less traffic volumes would reduce transportation generated greenhouse gas emissions 
as compared to the proposed project.  
 
 
S16-8 
 
The commentor expresses his option that the County DEH and City of Encinitas cannot adequately 
review health risks and recommends referral of the project to DTSC.  Please see the comment letter 
received from the DTSC, included as letter S2.  In addition, the Voluntary Assistance Program (VAP) 
application that was submitted to DEH is required to be forwarded to DTSC to determine if they would 
like to take regulatory oversight of the project.  This process was followed and DTSC did not take 
regulatory oversight of the project.  The form retuned by DTSC has been included at the end of 
Appendix H to the EIR. 
 
The enclosed letter the commentor refers to is a letter prepared by SWAPE that was sent directly to 
DTSC and is included as comment letter S5.  It should be noted that DTSC has been consulted by 
the DEH, see response to comment #B3-4.  DTSC did not request regulatory oversight of the 
proposed project.  A comment letter from DTSC regarding the project has been received by the City 
and is included in the response to comments to the supplemental information packet that was 
circulated for public review and is numbered as comment letter S2. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S17-1 
 
The commentor expresses opposition to the proposed athletic field light.  This comment does not 
include any specific comments on the environmental analysis contained within the EIR or 
supplemental information packet. 
 
S17-2 
 
It is correct that the Parks and Recreation Department is responsible for implementation of the 
Mitigation Measure Visual-1 to monitor and adjust park lighting.  The EIR states that the Parks and 
Recreation Department may arrange for other professionals to carry out the mitigation requirements if 
appropriate.  The Parks and Recreation Department is aware of this commitment and has agreed to 
accept responsibility to ensure the required measurements, monitoring, and adjustments are 
completed. 
 
S17-3 
 
The commentor expresses the seriousness of light pollution.  This comment does not include any 
specific comments on the environmental analysis contained within the EIR or supplemental 
information packet. 
 
S17-4 
 
The project Traffic Analysis lists two options for mitigation at both the I-5 ramps and alley 
intersections on Santa Fe Drive, signalization or roundabouts.  Tables 17-14 & 17-16 of the Traffic 
Analysis show that LOS C or better operations are calculated with either mitigation option.  The 
mitigation options do not compel the City/Caltrans to only build roundabouts.  Mitigation of installing 
All-Way stops is not recommended and therefore a comparison to the situation on Rancho Santa Fe 
Road is invalid. 
 



 
 
S17-5 
 
“Significant Impact” is a CEQA term that is appropriate to use in an environmental document.  A 
second entrance via MacKinnon Avenue is included as part of the project. 
 
S17-6 
 
The commentor thanks the City, but does not include any specific comments on the environmental 
analysis contained within the EIR or supplemental information packet; therefore, no response is 
necessary. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S18-1 
 
The commentor is correct that there are studies published that correlate night lighting and increased 
risk of breast cancer.  Scientists suspect that melatonin is a key factor in this correlation as it helps 
prevent tumor formation.  The body produces melatonin primarily at night, and levels drop sharply in 
the presence of light, especially light in the blue part of the spectrum produced in quantity by 
computer screens and fluorescent bulbs (Lights at Night Are Linked to Breast Cancer, Rick Weiss, 
Washington Post, February 20, 2008).  Studies also indicate that women who work night shifts have 
higher rates of breast cancer. 
 
The proposed athletic field lighting for the park would be shut off at 10pm and the remainder of night 
hours would not have nighttime lighting generated by the proposed athletic field lighting.  As detailed 
in the lighting study for the park project, the athletic field lights proposed are shielded and very 
directional, resulting in minimal spillover or light trespass and mitigation is included in the EIR to 
reduce any lighting impacts to the adjacent residential neighborhoods (Mitigation Measure Visual-1).  
In addition, the studies indicate that the type of lighting that may reduce melatonin production is 
typical of those light sources that people have in their homes including computers screens and 
fluorescent light bulbs.  It is likely that residents would use these in-home light sources beyond the 
10pm shutoff of the park’s athletic field lights. 
 
These comments will be provided to the city’s decision-makers for consideration when they take 
action on the proposed project. 
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