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Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

and Responses  

All comments received on the Draft EIR have been coded to facilitate identification and tracking.  Each of 
the comment letters, forms, and emails received during the public comment period was assigned an 
identification number (refer to Table RTC-1).  These documents were reviewed and divided into 
individual comments, with each comment containing a single theme, issue, or concern.  Individual 
comments and the responses to them were assigned corresponding numbers.  Each numbered 
comment document is the submittal of a single agency or organization.  The comment number consists 
of two parts.  The first part is the number of the document and the second is the number of the 
comment.  Thus, Comment S2-1 refers to the first comment (comment #1) of Comment Letter S2.  To 
aid the readers and each commenter, the comment letters and responses have been reproduced 
together on a single sheet of paper, with the numbered comment letter on the left side of the page and 
the corresponding numbered response on the right side of the page. 
 

Table RTC-1  Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR 
 

No. Commenter Date 

 Federal Agencies  

F1 Janet Stuckrath, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service March 5, 2012 

 State Agencies  

S1 Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse  February 28, 2012 

S2 Al Shami, Project Manager, Department of Toxic Substances Control February 21, 2012 

S3 Jacob Armstrong, Chief, California Department of Transportation, District 11 February 27, 2012 

S4 Stephen M. Juarez, Environmental Program Manager,  
California Department of Fish and Game 

March 2, 2012 

 Local Agencies  

L1 Jeffery Pasek, Watershed Manager, City of San Diego February 27, 2012 

L2 Eric Gibson, Director, Department of Planning and Land Use, County of  San Diego February 24, 2012 

L3 Susan Baldwin, Senior Regional Planner, San Diego Association of Governments February 27, 2012 

L4 Angela Jamison, Manager, San Diego County Regional Airport Authority February 24, 2012 

L5 Wally Grabbe, PE, District Engineer, Valley Center Municipal Water District February 27, 2012 
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No. Commenter Date 

 Individuals and Organizations  

O1 Patricia Borchmann February 27, 2012 

O2 Escondido Chamber of Citizens February 1, 2012 

O3 Jo Ann Greenberg February 9, 2012 

O4 Janean Huston February 27, 2012 

O5 Kevin K. Johnson, Esq. February 27, 2012 

O6 Christine Nava February 27, 2012 

O7 Bill Osborn February 26, 2012 

O8 Mark Rodriguez February 27, 2012 

O9 San Diego County Archaeological Society February 20, 2012 

O10 Valley Center Community Planning Group March 12, 2012 

 
Any additions to the Draft EIR included in the responses to comments are indicated as underlined text, 
and deletions are indicated as strikeout text.  In the revised Draft EIR, changes resulting from the 
comments received are also indicated as underlined and/or as strikeout text, with a simple vertical line 
in the outside margin. 
 
In addition, the City acknowledges that during the public review period for the Draft EIR, the City 
received numerous comment letters that pertain only to the proposed project (General Plan Update, 
Downtown Specific Plan Update and Escondido Climate Action Plan) and do not contain any comments 
regarding the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the Draft EIR.  Section 15088(a) of the 
CEQA Guidelines states that the “lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”  The City is not required 
to respond to comments on the proposed project itself, only to comments pertaining to information 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no responses have been prepared for comment letters that do 
not address the information provided in the Draft EIR.  City staff will provide responses to comments on 
the proposed project on a case by case basis. The letters pertaining only to the proposed project are 
included in the Final EIR for informational purposes only.  A list of the comment letters included in this 
category and the date of the letter are provided below.  These comment letters are provided at the end 
of the Response to Comments section of the Final EIR. 
 

1. Bob Berg (February 27, 2012) 
2. Christie O’Brien (February 20, 2012) 
3. Elfin Forest Harmony Grove Town Council (February 02, 2012) 
4. M.A. Mareck (February 16, 2012) 
5. Mark Rodriguez (January 22, 2012) 
6. Mark Rodriguez (February 07, 2012) 
7. Bill & Marilyn Morgan (February 12, 2012) 
8. Pamela Stahl and Lisa Prazeau (February 16, 2012) 
9. Pamela Stahl (February 26, 2012) 
10. Pala Band of Mission Indians (January 19, 2012) 
11. William Stephenson (February 23, 2012) 
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From: Janet_Stuckrath@fws.gov [mailto:Janet_Stuckrath@fws.gov] 
Sent: Monday, March 05, 2012 9:05 AM
To: Jay Petrek
Cc: BDuke@dfg.ca.gov
Subject: Escondido General Plan Update

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/CDFG-12B0100-12TA0212

Jay,

The Service has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
for the Escondido General Plan Update, Downtown Specifi c Plan Update, 
and the Climate Action Plan Project.  We offer the following comments and 
recommendations to assist the City in avoiding, minimizing, and adequately 
mitigating project-related impacts to biological resources, and to ensure that 
the project is consistent with ongoing regional habitat conservation planning 
efforts.

In 2007, the Service revoked City’s ability to process the loss of coastal 
sage scrub through the 4(d) rule (Habitat Loss Permit). Therefore, the 
EIR should indicate that impacts to coastal sage scrub occupied by the 
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) will re-
quire either a section 7 consultation with the Service if there is a Federal 
nexus or a section 10 (HCP) if there is no Federal nexus.

The Critical Habitat paragraph on page 4.4-12 describes critical loca-
tions rather than critical habitat as defi ned by the Service. Please clarify 
whether this is intended to be a discussion of critical locations for Multiple 
Habitat Conservation Plan (MHCP) covered species or whether is should 
be a discussion of critical habitat designated by the Service for Federally 
listed species within the General Plan areas.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR.  If you have any 
questions or concerns with these comments, please contact me at (760)
431-9440 extension 270 or Janet_Stuckrath @fws.gov

------------------------------------------------------
Janet Stuckrath
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Offi ce
(760) 431-9440 ext. 270

F1-1.

F1-2.

F1-3.

F1-4.

Lett er F1: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

F1-1 This comment introduces the comment lett er and does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of informati on provided in the Draft  EIR.  No further 
response is necessary.

F1-2 This comment requests that the Draft  EIR indicate that future impacts to 
coastal sage scrub occupied by the coastal California gnatcatcher would require 
either a Secti on 7 or Secti on 10 consultati on with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS).  The discussion of existi ng regulati ons in Secti on 4.4.3.1, Issue 
1: Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species, of the Draft  EIR already states that 
the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires a Secti on 7 or Secti on 10 
process to be undertaken if a project would result in take of a federally listed 
species.  However, this discussion has been revised as follows in response to 
this comment:

 The federal ESA requires a Secti on 7 or Secti on 10 process be undertaken with 
the USFWS if a project would result in take of a federally listed species, while 
the CESA prohibits take of state-listed species without securing a Secti on 2081 
permit.  For example, Secti on 7 or Secti on 10 consultati on with the USFWS 
would be required for potenti al impacts to coastal sage scrub habitat that is 
occupied by the coastal California Gnatcatcher.  These permits may also be 
achieved through NCCP plans such as the MHCP or MSCP.  

F1-3 This comment requests clarifi cati on regarding the criti cal habitat discussion in 
Secti on 4.4.1.3, Sensiti ve Resources, of the Draft  EIR.  The subsecti on enti tled 
“Criti cal Habitat” is intended to be a discussion of criti cal locati ons for Multi ple 
Habitat Conservati on Plan (MHCP) covered species. The discussion is of MHCP 
criti cal locati ons.  To further clarify this, the “Criti cal Habitat” heading has 
been renamed “Criti cal Locati ons.”  The discussion below the heading correctly 
describes the criti cal locati ons for MHCP covered species and does not require 
any revisions.

F1-4 This comment concludes the lett er and does not address the adequacy or 
accuracy of informati on provided in the Draft  EIR.  No further response is 
necessary.  
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S1-1..

Lett er S1: State Clearinghouse

S1-1 This comment lett er states that the City of Escondido has complied with 
the State Clearinghouse requirements for the review of draft  environmental 
documents under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and that 
the Draft  EIR was sent to and reviewed by the following state agencies: 
Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Offi  ce of Historic 
Preservati on; Department of Parks and Recreati on; Department of Water 
Resources; Offi  ce of Emergency Management Agency, California; Caltrans, 
Division of Aeronauti cs; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 11; 
Department of Housing and Community Development; Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, Region 9; Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC); 
Nati ve American Heritage Commission (NAHC); and Public Uti liti es Commission.  
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S2-1.

S2-2.

S2-3.

Lett er S2: California Department of Toxic Substances Control

S2-1 This comment in an introducti on to the comment lett er and summarizes the 
proposed project descripti on.  This comment does not address the adequacy 
or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

S2-2 This comment references the commenter’s lett er submitt ed on the Noti ce of 
Preparati on (NOP) for the Draft  EIR in August 2010 and states that the NOP 
comments should be addressed.  The comments provided by DTSC on the NOP 
for the Draft  EIR are addressed in responses to comments S2-4 through S2-12.

S2-3 This comment states that DTSC has no further comments other than the 
comments provided in the NOP lett er.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary.
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S2-4.

S2-5.

S2-4 This comment is an introducti on to the DTSC’s NOP comments and summarizes 
the proposed project descripti on.  This comment does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary.

S2-5 This comment states that the Draft  EIR should evaluate whether conditi ons 
within the project area may pose a threat to human health or the environment, 
and includes a list of related databases.  Secti on 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, evaluates potenti ally hazardous conditi ons within the General Plan 
Update planning area boundary. The analysis includes a review of regulatory 
databases, including the EnviroStor database, Resource Conservati on and 
Recovery Informati on System (RCRIS), and County of San Diego databases 
as recommended in the comment.  Therefore, this NOP comment has been 
addressed in the Draft  EIR.
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S2-5. 
cont.

S2-6.

S2-7.

S2-6 This comment states that the Draft  EIR should identi fy the mechanism to 
initi ate any required investi gati on and/or remediati on for any site that may be 
contaminated.  As discussed in Secti on 2.3 of the Draft  EIR, Intended Use of the 
EIR, the Draft  EIR is program EIR that addresses the potenti al future development 
in the General Plan Update area during the planning horizon (year 2035), including 
the Downtown Specifi c Plan Update and Escondido Climate Acti on Plan (E-CAP).  
While the EIR intends to identi fy potenti al impacts that would result from project 
implementati on, the level of analysis is not detailed to the level of site specifi city, 
nor is it intended to be accurate to this level of specifi city.  The exact locati on of 
future proposed developments is not known at this ti me; therefore, it cannot be 
determined with certainty that future development would require investi gati on 
and/or remediati on of a contaminated site.  However, as discussed in Secti on 
4.8.3.4, Issue 4: Existi ng Hazardous Materials Sites, due to the large number 
of hazardous materials sites located throughout the proposed project area, 
implementati on of the proposed project would have the potenti al to result in a 
potenti ally signifi cant hazard to the public or environment by locati ng projects 
on or near contaminated sites.  However, compliance with applicable existi ng 
regulati ons and processes, and implementati on of the proposed General Plan 
Update policies, would ensure that the proposed project would not result in a 
signifi cant hazard to the public or the environment from the locati on of future 
land uses for human habitati on or occupati on on existi ng hazardous materials 
sites.  The Draft  EIR identi fi es the Environmental Protecti on Agency’s Preliminary 
Remediati on Goals, which establish tools for evaluati ng and cleaning up 
contaminated sites, as a mechanism to initi ate investi gati on and site cleanup, if 
required. Therefore, this comment has been addressed in the Draft  EIR.

S2-7 This comment states that any environmental investi gati ons, sampling, and/
or remediati on for a site should be conducted under a Workplan approved and 
overseen by a regulatory agency that has jurisdicti on to oversee hazardous 
substance cleanup.  As discussed in response to comment S1-6 above, the 
Draft  EIR is a programmati c document.  The exact locati on of future proposed 
developments is not known at this ti me; therefore, it cannot be determined 
with certainty that future development would require investi gati on, sampling, 
or remediati on.  However, as discussed in Secti on 4.8.3.4, Issue 4: Existi ng 
Hazardous Materials Sites, due to the large number of hazardous materials sites 
located throughout the proposed project area, implementati on of the General 
Plan Update would have the potenti al to result in a potenti ally signifi cant hazard 
to the public or environment by locati ng projects on or near contaminated 
sites.  While it would be premature at this ti me to conduct environmental 
investi gati ons without knowing the locati on of future developments, compliance 
with applicable existi ng regulati ons and processes and implementati on of the 
proposed General Plan Update policies would ensure that future development 
consistent with the proposed project would not result in a signifi cant hazard to 
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the public or the environment from the locati on of future land uses for human 
habitati on or occupati on on contaminated sites.  Applicable regulati ons include 
the California Health and Safety Code (H&SC), which includes requirements 
for cleanup and oversight of contaminated sites.  The County of San Diego 
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) provides oversight of assessments 
and cleanups in accordance with the California H&SC.  Required compliance with 
the H&SC through oversight by the County of San Diego DEH would ensure proper 
investi gati ons, sampling, and/or remediati on.  Additi onally, future development 
projects in the City would also be subject to CEQA, and if it is determined that 
the proposed development would have environmental eff ects not examined in 
the Program EIR, a new Initi al Study would need to be prepared leading to the 
preparati on of either a subsequent EIR, Miti gated Negati ve Declarati on (MND) or 
Negati ve Declarati on (ND).  Future development projects near contaminated sites 
would be required as part of the CEQA process to determine the potenti al hazards 
associated with the contaminated site and identi fy the miti gati on necessary to 
reduce potenti al risks to a less than signifi cant level, including compliance with 
applicable regulati ons.  Therefore, this comment has been addressed in the Draft  
EIR.
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S2-8.

S2-9.

S2-10.

S2-11.

S2-12.

S2-8 This comment states that investi gati ons should be conducted for the presence 
of hazardous chemicals, mercury, asbestos containing materials, and lead-
based paint in buildings, other structures, asphalt, or paved areas that would be 
demolished. As discussed in response to comment S1-6 above, the Draft  EIR is a 
programmati c document.  The exact locati on of future proposed developments 
is not known at this ti me; therefore, it cannot be determined with certainty 
what demoliti on would be required.  Accidental release of hazardous materials 
is addressed in Secti on 4.8.3.2 of the Draft  EIR, including accidental exposure 
to hazardous materials as a result of demoliti on.  As discussed in the Draft  
EIR, numerous federal, state, and local regulati ons exist that would reduce the 
potenti al for humans or the environment to be aff ected by an accidental release 
of hazardous materials to a less than signifi cant level.  Regulati ons pertaining 
to exposure to hazardous materials during demoliti on include the California 
Accidental Release Preventi on (CalARP) Program, which governs the accidental 
airborne release of chemicals; and the EPA’s Renovati on, Repair and Remodeling 
Rule (40 CFR 745, Subpart E), which requires contractors or fi rms performing 
renovati on, repair, and painti ng projects that disturb lead-based paint in buildings 
built before 1978 to be certi fi ed and to follow specifi c work practi ces to prevent 
lead contaminati on.  The EPA has also developed asbestos demoliti on and 
renovati on requirements in the Nati onal Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP) regulati on (40 CFR, Part 61, Subpart M). NESHAP includes 
noti fi cati on, inspecti on, and emission control requirements.  Additi onally, future 
development projects in the City would also be subject to CEQA, and if it is 
determined that the proposed development would have environmental eff ects 
not examined in the Program EIR, a new Initi al Study would need to be prepared 
leading to preparati on of a subsequent EIR, MND or ND.  Future development 
projects that would require demoliti on would be required as part of the CEQA 
process to determine the potenti al for health hazards to occur as a result of 
demoliti on and identi fy the miti gati on necessary to reduce potenti al risks to a less 
than signifi cant level, including compliance with applicable regulati ons.  Therefore, 
this comment has been addressed in the Draft  EIR.

S2-9 This comment states that if contaminated soil is excavated, it must be disposed of 
properly, and suggests that imported soil should be sampled for contaminati on.  
As discussed in response to comment S1-6 above, the Draft  EIR is a programmati c 
document.  The exact locati on of future proposed developments is not known 
at this ti me; therefore, it cannot be determined with certainty where excavati on 
would be required, and if the contaminated soils would be contaminated.  
Accidental release of hazardous materials, including improper handling of 
contaminated soil during constructi on, is addressed in Secti on 4.8.3.2 of the 
Draft  EIR.  Implementati on of the proposed General Plan Update would have 
the potenti al to result in adverse impacts to the public and environment during 
constructi on on properti es with contaminated soil.  Compliance with applicable 
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existi ng regulati ons and processes and implementati on of the proposed General 
Plan Update policies would ensure that future developments consistent with 
the proposed project would engage in proper sampling and disposal methods.  
Applicable regulati ons include the California Health and Safety Code, which includes 
requirements for cleanup and oversight of contaminated sites.  Therefore, this 
comment has been addressed in the Draft  EIR.

S2-10 This comment states that human health and the environment of sensiti ve receptors 
should be protected during constructi on and demoliti on by preparing a health 
risk assessment, as necessary.  As discussed in response to comment S1-6 above, 
the Draft  EIR is a programmati c document.  The exact locati on of future proposed 
developments is not known at this ti me; therefore, it cannot be determined with 
certainty if a health risk assessment would be necessary.  Refer to responses to 
comments S2-8 and S2-9. Compliance with existi ng regulati ons would ensure that 
constructi on and demoliti on acti viti es associated with future development under 
the proposed project would not result in signifi cant impacts to human health or 
the environment of sensiti ve receptors, as discussed in Secti on 4.8.3.2 of the Draft  
EIR, Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials.  Additi onally, future development 
projects in the City would also be subject to CEQA, and if it is determined that the 
proposed development would have environmental eff ects not examined in the 
Program EIR, a new Initi al Study would need to be prepared leading to preparati on 
of a subsequent EIR, MND or ND.  Future development projects that would involve 
constructi on and demoliti on near sensiti ve receptors would be required as part of 
the CEQA process to determine if these acti viti es would potenti ally impact sensiti ve 
receptors and if a health risk assessment is necessary.    Therefore, this comment has 
been addressed in the Draft  EIR.

S2-11 This comment states that if hazardous wastes would be generated by operati on of 
the proposed project, wastes must be managed in accordance with the regulati ons 
listed in the comment.  In this case, the proposed project is the General Plan 
Update, Downtown Specifi c Plan Update, and Escondido Climate Acti on Plan, which 
are planning documents that do not propose any specifi c development project or 
operati on.  Therefore, the approval of the proposed project would not generate 
hazardous wastes.  Future development consistent with the plans that would 
potenti ally generate hazardous waste would be required to comply with all applicable 
laws and regulati ons as identi fi ed in Secti on 4.8.3.1 of the Draft  EIR, Transport, Use, 
and Disposal of Hazardous Materials. Therefore, this comment has been addressed in 
the Draft  EIR.

S2-12 This comment states that DTSC can provide cleanup oversight.  As discussed in 
response to comment S2-11, the proposed project does not propose any specifi c 
development that would require cleanup oversight.  The City has noted that this 
DTSC service is available for future development projects.
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S2-12. 
cont.
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S3-1.

S3-2.

Lett er S3: California Department of Transportati on

S3-1 This comment provides guidelines from the California Governor’s Offi  ce 
of Planning and Research concerning the relati onship between regional 
transportati on plans and general plan preparati on.  This comment does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

S3-2 This comment is a request for the City to cooperate with Caltrans to 
implement circulati on improvements where the City and Caltrans have joint 
jurisdicti on. The City appreciates the comment and will coordinate with 
Caltrans as needed regarding future development that is consistent with the 
proposed project. However, this comment does not address the adequacy 
or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  Therefore, no further 
response is necessary.
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S3-3.

S3-4.

S3-5.

S3-6.

S3-7.

S3-3 This comment includes Caltrans recommendati ons for general plans to support 
multi -modal transportati on networks and recommendati on to implement 
transit accommodati ons.   As discussed in Secti on 4.16, Transportati on and 
Traffi  c, a Complete Streets Assessment was completed for the proposed 
project and is included in the Draft  EIR as Appendix I3.  The Complete Streets 
Assessment provides the basis for the proposed Land Use and Community 
Form Element and Mobility and Infrastructure Element and ensures that 
the proposed circulati on network would be consistently designed and 
planned for all transportati on and land use projects in Escondido with all 
modes of transportati on and users of all ages and abiliti es in mind.  The 
proposed Mobility and Infrastructure Element specifi cally implements the 
Complete Streets Assessment policies. Secti on 4.16.3.5, Issue 5: Alternati ve 
Transportati on, of the Draft  EIR addresses potenti al impacts of the proposed 
project on multi -modal transportati on, including a discussion of the Complete 
Streets Analysis.  Therefore, this comment has been adequately addressed in 
the Draft  EIR.

S3-4 This comment provides a status update on the SR-78 Corridor Study and 
contact informati on for the project.  This comment does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary.

S3-5 This comment summarizes the Caltrans eff orts to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and vehicle miles traveled that are found in the SANDAG 2050 RTP.  
The proposed project includes the Escondido Climate Acti on Plan (E-CAP).  
The E-CAP includes measure R3-T1, Regional Land Use and Transportati on 
Coordinati on, which encourages coordinati on between the City, SANDAG, 
Caltrans, and neighboring jurisdicti ons.  As stated in this measure, regional 
coordinati on aids in the State’s implementati on of Senate Bill (SB) 375 and 
helps SANDAG to achieve the GHG emission reducti on targets for passenger 
vehicles.  Secti on 4.7 of the Draft  EIR, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, incorporates 
the E-CAP GHG Reducti on Measures, including R3-T1.  Therefore, this comment 
has been adequately addressed in the Draft  EIR.

S3-6 This comment summarizes the California Complete Streets Act of 2008, which 
includes requirements for general plan updates.  As discussed in Response to 
Comment S3-3, a Complete Streets Assessment was prepared for the proposed 
project and included in the Draft  EIR as Appendix I3.  The Complete Streets 
Assessment was prepared in compliance with the Complete Streets Act of 2008 
and was incorporated into the General Plan Update Mobility and Infrastructure 
Element, as discussed in Secti on 4.16.3.5 of the Draft  EIR, Issue 5: Alternati ve 
Transportati on.  Therefore, this comment has been adequately addressed in 
the Draft  EIR.
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S3-7 In response to this comment, Secti on 13.3.3 of the Traffi  c Impact Analysis 
prepared by LLG Engineers (2011) has been revised to include the following 
language regarding miti gati on for the I-15 Southbound Ramps/Valley Parkway 
intersecti on impact: 

It is recommended that the provision of a second right turn lane at the I-15 NB 
ramps be planned to parti ally miti gate the impact at this locati on.  Future land 
developments could contribute a fair share towards this improvement as well 
as any other improvements needed to miti gate this impact to below a level of 
signifi cance. 

 Further, Secti on 4.16.6, Miti gati on, of the EIR has been revised as follows to 
identi fy this specifi c miti gati on for the impact to the intersecti on. 

Tra-12 Interstate 15 Southbound Ramps/Valley Parkway Intersecti on. The 
City of Escondido shall provide a second right turn lane at the I-15 Northbound 
ramps to parti ally miti gate the impacts at this intersecti on.  Future land 
developments would be required to contribute a fair share towards this 
improvement as well as any other improvements that may needed in the 
future to miti gate this impact to below a level of signifi cance.
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S4-1.

Lett er S4: California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)

S4-1 This comment summarizes informati on about the proposed project and 
provides background informati on about CDFG.  It does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is necessary.
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S4-1. 
cont.

S4-2.

S4-3.

S4-4.

S4-2 This comment recommends consultati on with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) to initi ate a Habitat Loss Permit for future developments that would 
impact coastal sage scrub while the City’s Multi ple Habitat Conservati on Program 
Subarea Plan is in progress.  As discussed in Secti on 4.4, Biological Resources, 
of the Draft  EIR, future development would be required to obtain all required 
take permits from the USFWS, Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and/or CDFG unti l the City’s Subarea Plan is adopted.  Therefore, 
this comment has been addressed in the Draft  EIR.

 This comment also recommends that future projects under the General Plan 
Update resulti ng in impacts to sensiti ve habitat provide adequate miti gati on 
following the City’s Draft  Subarea Plan.   As discussed in Secti on 4.4 of the 
Draft  EIR, Biological Resources, future development within the project planning 
area would result in potenti al signifi cant impacts to sensiti ve plant and animal 
species. However, as stated in the same Draft  EIR secti on, existi ng federal and 
state regulati ons prohibit the take of sensiti ve species without permitti  ng from 
the wildlife agencies. Existi ng City regulati ons limit the amount of habitat that 
can be impacted by new development. Additi onally, the goals and policies in 
the General Plan Update require projects with the potenti al to impact sensiti ve 
species to prepare a biological survey and miti gate any impacts that would occur. 
For example, Biological and Open Space Resources Policy 1.8 in the Resource 
Conservati on Element requires consultati on with state and federal agencies and 
miti gati on of resources either onsite or off site at rati os consistent with state 
and federal regulati ons.  Appropriate miti gati on would be determined through 
consultati on with the wildlife agencies.  While the City’s Draft  Subarea Plan would 
be a source of informati on upon which to base consultati on with the City and 
wildlife agencies to develop appropriate miti gati on for future project impacts 
to biological resources, the City cannot require future applicants to comply with 
an unadopted plan (County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency and 
Pacifi c Gas & Electric Company, 1999). Therefore, the suggesti on for the Draft  EIR 
to identi fy miti gati on that requires future project applicant’s to comply with the 
City’s Draft  Subarea Plan is not appropriate or consistent with CEQA case law. 

S4-3 This comment summarizes potenti al environmental impacts that are presented in 
Secti on 4.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft  EIR and states that unti l the City’s 
Draft  Subarea Plan is adopted, future development would be required to obtain 
permits from CDFG and the USFWS.  Refer to response to comment S4-2.  The 
Draft  EIR includes the requirements for future development projects consistent 
with the proposed project to consult with the wildlife agencies and obtain all 
applicable biological resource permits, including a 10(a) or 4(d) permit from the 
USFWS. Therefore, this comment has been addressed in the Draft  EIR.
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S4-5.

S4-6.

S4-4 This comment summarizes text provided in Secti on 4.4, Biological Resources, 
of the Draft  EIR and focuses specifi cally on the identi fi cati on of a minimum 
miti gati on rati o of 1:1 for impacts to sensiti ve biological habitat.  The 1:1 
miti gati on rati o is the minimum rati o found in the City’s Zoning Ordinance, which 
states that some sensiti ve habitats and species require higher miti gati on rati os, 
in accordance with state and federal regulati ons. No maximum miti gati on rati o 
is specifi ed in the Draft  EIR. Accordingly, future developments would not be 
precluded from miti gati ng impacts to coastal sage scrub (CSS) or other sensiti ve 
habitats at a rati o higher than 1:1. Therefore, this comment has been addressed 
in the Draft  EIR.

S4-5 This comment states that consultati on with the USFWS is recommended for 
potenti al impacts to golden eagle nesti ng or foraging habitat, and a permit may 
be required.  Refer to response to comment S4-2.  The Draft  EIR includes the 
requirements for future development projects consistent with the proposed 
project to consult with the wildlife agencies and obtain all applicable biological 
resource permits, including a Golden Eagle permit from the USFWS. Therefore, 
this comment has been addressed in the Draft  EIR.

S4-6 This comment summarizes policies that are included in the General Plan Update.  
It does not address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the 
Draft  EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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S4-6. 
cont.

S4-7.

S4-7 This comment provides recommendati ons for new and revised policies in the 
proposed General Plan Update.  It does not address the adequacy or accuracy 
of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. Therefore, no further response is 
necessary.
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S4-7. 
cont.



Escondido General Plan, Downtown Specifi c Plan and Climate Action Plan EIR
Page RTC-20

Comments Responses

  COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

April 23, 2012

S4-8 This comment recommends that the EIR be updated to provide a status 
of Daley Ranch and the conservati on credits available.  The City provides 
an annual report to the wildlife agencies regarding the status of the credit 
sales at the Daley Ranch Conservati on Bank, as required by the conservati on 
agreement. The discussion of Daley Ranch on page 4.4-5 of the Draft  EIR has 
been revised as follows in response to this comment:

 Daley Ranch is located in the northeastern porti on of the City, north of Dixon 
Lake and west of Valley Center Road.  The Daley Ranch Conservati on Bank is an 
approved miti gati on bank to sati sfy the environmental miti gati on requirements 
of development projects throughout all of western San Diego County.  This 
3,058-acre property is heavily covered with a variety of threatened and 
endangered species.  There are thousands of acres of chaparral and coastal 
sage scrub, several large stands of coast live oak and Engelmann oak woodland, 
wetlands and non-nati ve grasslands.  Within the Conservati on Bank there are 
2,842 Conservati on Credits approved for use as miti gati on for fi ve categories of 
species and habitat: Chaparral and Unoccupied Coastal Sage Scrub, Coast Live 
Oak Woodland, Engelmann Oak Woodland, and Non-Nati ve Grassland.

S4-9 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no response is necessary.

S4-10 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no response is necessary.

S4-11 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no response is necessary.

S4-12 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no response is necessary.

S4-13 This comment states that annexati on of any lands within the County of San 
Diego’s North County MSCP or South County MSCP into the City would require 
the approval of the wildlife agencies, and provides contact informati on for 
CDFG.   The planning area does include lands within the County of San Diego’s 
Draft  North County MSCP and South County MSCP.   If any of these lands are 
proposed to be annexed in the future, the annexati on process would include 
obtaining all required approvals, including approval from the wildlife agencies.

S4-7. 
cont.

S4-8.

S4-9.

S4-10.

S4-11.

S4-12.

S4-13.
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S4-13. 
cont.
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L1-1.

L1-2.

L1-3.
L1-4.

Lett er L1 - City of San Diego

L1-1 This comment is an introducti on to the comment lett er and provides 
background informati on regarding some of the faciliti es managed by the City 
of San Diego Public Uti liti es Department.  This comment does not pertain to 
the accuracy or adequacy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  No further 
response in necessary.

L1-2 This comment states that the City of San Diego disagrees with the Draft  EIR 
conclusion that impacts to water quality would be less than signifi cant because 
the project area includes land in the catchment of Hodges Reservoir and the 
San Pasqual Groundwater Basin.  This comment introduces the commenter’s 
specifi c concerns, which are addressed in responses to comments L1-4 through 
L1-7.  Please refer to the responses to these comments.

L1-3 This comment states that regional stormwater regulati ons do not address 
salt and nutrient loading at the level needed to fully protect drinking water in 
reservoirs or groundwater basins.  The comment does not refer to a specifi c 
stormwater regulati on.  The Nati onal Discharge Eliminati on System (NPDES) 
permit system, which is enforced by the State Water Resources Control Board 
and Regional Water Quality Control Boards, protects waters of the U.S. from 
stormwater discharges, including nutrients and total dissolved solids (TDS) 
(salts), which would hurt water quality or public health, but are not intended 
to maintain water quality to potable water standards.  The City’s NPDES permit, 
commonly called the MS4 Permit, is Order NO. R9-2007-0001, NPDES NO. 
CAS0108758.  Additi onally, the City currently monitors nutrients and TDS as 
part of its annual dry weather sampling process.  As a potable water supplier, 
the City of San Diego is required to treats reservoir water and groundwater to 
meet potable water quality standards prior to discharge of the water into the 
City’s potable water system1.  

L1-4 This comment requests that the Draft  EIR evaluate the eff ects of land 
use changes on drinking source waters.  The water quality impacts of the 
development that would be accommodated by the proposed project are 
addressed in Secti on 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft  EIR.  
This secti on outlines the surface and groundwater resources within and 
downstream of the General Plan Update planning area, including Hodges 
Reservoir and the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin, lists applicable regulati ons 
that are in place to protect surface and groundwater resources, and discusses 
the potenti al for development to adversely aff ect surface and groundwater 
resources.  No regulati ons or water quality standards have been adopted that 

1  City of San Diego Public Uti liti es, Water & Wastewater. 2010. 2010 Watershed Sanitary Survey 
(CDPH SYSTEM NUMBER 37-10020). March 1.
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 establish thresholds for non-point source pollutants to meet drinking water quality 
standards.  However, stormwater regulati ons protect water quality in surface 
water by preventi ng pollutants and runoff  from leaving project sites according to 
the requirements established through the City’s MS4 Permit, which includes the 
City’s Standard Urban Stormwater Miti gati on Plan (SUSMP) and Hydromodifi cati on 
Management Plan (HMP).  Preventi ng pollutant runoff  indirectly protects surface 
and groundwater sources of drinking water by preventi ng pollutants from reaching 
these sources.  As discussed in Secti on 4.9.3.1, Issue 1: Water Quality Standards and 
Requirements, the General Plan Update would allow land uses and development that 
would contribute additi onal point and non-point source pollutants within watersheds 
that are in violati on of water quality requirements. If unregulated, this would 
result in the increase of a pollutant for which waterbodies in the project area are 
already impaired, including nutrients and TDS, and would result in the exceedance 
of applicable surface or groundwater receiving water quality objecti ves, which 
would be considered a signifi cant impact.  However, existi ng federal, state, and local 
regulati ons are in place to ensure that future non-point source pollutants from land 
use modifi cati on and human acti viti es would not result in signifi cant impacts to water 
quality, including potenti al discharges to the San Dieguito River Watershed, which 
includes Lake Hodges, and the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin.  These regulati ons 
include, but are not limited to: 1) Clean Water Act (CWA), which establishes water 
quality standards for all waters of the U.S.; 2) Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control 
Act, which requires region-specifi c basin plans; 3) NPDES MS4 Permit (Order No. R9-
2007-001), which regulates point source and non-point source discharges to surface 
waters of the U.S.; 4) San Diego Basin Plan, which sets water quality objecti ves for 
the San Diego Basin; 5) City of Escondido Stormwater Management and Discharge 
Control Ordinance, which controls non-stormwater discharges to the stormwater 
conveyance system; 6) City of Escondido Grading and Erosion Control Ordinance, 
which establishes regulati ons to control erosion from excavati on, grading and 
other constructi on acti viti es; and 7) City of Escondido Jurisdicti onal Urban Runoff  
Management Plan, which establishes strategies to improve the quality of urban 
runoff .  Any point-source discharger of industrial wastes into the City’s sewer or 
stormwater system is required to obtain a permit from the Industrial Waste Program.  
Additi onally, the proposed General Plan Update includes policies that would reduce 
the potenti al for surface and groundwater quality requirements to be violated. 
Water Resources Policy 5.3 requires the implementati on of appropriate measures to 
protect water quality.  Water Resources Policies 5.4 and 5.5 restrict development that 
would impact Lake Wohlford, Dixon Lake, Lake Hodges and Escondido’s natural creek 
system. Water Resources Policies 5.6 through 5.9 identi fi es measures that would 
preserve and restore creeks and groundwater basins within the proposed project 
area.   Specifi cally, Water Resources Policy 5.8 strives to protect Escondido’s shallow 
groundwater basin from contaminati on by prohibiti ng post-development runoff  
from containing pollutant loads that violate water quality objecti ves, or which have 
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L1-5.

L1-6.

L1-7.

L1-8.

L1-9.

L1-10.

L1-11.

L1-12.

L1-13.

not been reduced to the maximum extent practi cable.  Therefore, the Draft  EIR 
adequately evaluates the eff ects of land uses changes on drinking source waters.

L1-5 This comment requests that Hodges Reservoir and the San Pasqual Groundwater 
Basin be thoroughly discussed in the Draft  EIR.  Lake Hodges is discussed in Draft  
EIR Secti on 4.9.1.2, Surface Water Hydrology, and impacts to surface water quality, 
including Lake Hodges, are addressed in Draft  EIR Secti on 4.9.3.1, Issue 1: Water 
Quality Standards and Requirements.  The San Pasqual Groundwater Basin is 
described in Draft  EIR Secti on 4.9.1.1, Groundwater Hydrology, and potenti al 
impacts to the basin are addressed in Draft  EIR Secti on 4.9.3.1, menti oned above, 
and in Secti on 4.9.3.2, Issue 2: Groundwater Supplies and Recharge.  Therefore, 
these resources are thoroughly discussed in the Draft  EIR.  

 The comment also requests that Hodges Reservoir and the San Pasqual 
Groundwater Basin be included on project maps.  Figure 4.9-1, Watersheds, is 
the fi gure relevant to this comment.  This fi gure identi fi es the three watersheds 
within the General Plan Update boundary.  It does not identi fy the individual 
surface water bodies within these watersheds, groundwater basins or water 
resources outside of the General Plan Update boundary.  The identi fi cati on of 
Hodges Reservoir and the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin would be inconsistent 
with the format of this fi gure; consequently, no revisions have been made to it. No 
other Draft  EIR fi gures are intended to identi fy water resources. Therefore, Hodges 
Reservoir and the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin were not added to any Draft  EIR 
fi gures.   

L1-6 This comment states that management of pollutant loading in the catchment is 
key to protecti ng water quality and that land modifi cati on and human acti viti es 
can alter stream functi on, disturb habitat, and contribute to non-point source 
polluti on.  The general statements identi fi ed in this comment do not specifi cally 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
However, the topics of drainage alterati on and non-point source polluti on are 
addressed in Secti on 4.9 of the Draft  EIR, while the potenti al for water quality to 
result in indirect impacts to biological resources is addressed in Drat EIR Secti on 
4.4, Biological Resources. Therefore, the topics identi fi ed in the comment have 
been addressed in the Draft  EIR. 

L1-7 This comment recommends that the Draft  EIR discuss and disclose how General 
Plan implementati on would aff ect water quality in the catchments of Hodges 
Reservoir and the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin.  The Draft  EIR already provides 
this informati on. Potenti al surface and ground water quality impacts of General 
Plan implementati on are addressed in Secti on 4.9.3.1, Issue 1: Water Quality 
Standards. As discussed in this secti on, existi ng federal, state, and local regulati ons 
are in place to ensure that future non-point source pollutants from land use 
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modifi cati on and human acti viti es would not result in signifi cant impacts to water 
quality, including potenti al discharges to the San Dieguito River Watershed, which 
includes Lake Hodges, and the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin.  These regulati ons 
include, but are not limited to, the regulati ons listed in response to comment L1-
4.  Additi onally, as discussed in response to comment L1-4, the proposed General 
Plan Update includes policies that would reduce the potenti al for surface and 
groundwater quality requirements to be violated.  Any land that is annexed into the 
City of Escondido would be required to comply with all City requirements and the 
City’s General Plan.  Therefore, this comment has been adequately addressed in the 
Draft  EIR.

L1-8 This comment requests the Multi ple Species Conservati on Program (MSCP) and the 
City of San Diego Subarea Plan be added to Table 4.0-2 in the Draft  EIR.  The MSCP is 
already listed in Table 4.0-2.  A reference to the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan has been 
added to the MSCP descripti on in response to this comment.

L1-9 This comment requests that the Draft  EIR include a reference to City of San Diego 
Cornerstone Land adjacent to the General Plan Update boundary.  Secti on 4.4.1 of 
the Draft  EIR, Existi ng Conditi ons, has been revised as follows: 

 The City of Escondido is located within the boundary of the MHCP for the Citi es of 
Carlsbad, Encinitas, Escondido, Oceanside, San Marcos, Solana Beach, and Vista, 
adopted in 2003 (SANDAG 2003).  The General Plan Update planning area outside of 
the City’s boundaries is located within the boundary of County of San Diego’s South 
County and North County MSCP areas, and adjacent to the City of San Diego’s MSCP 
Cornerstone Land at Hodges Reservoir and San Pasqual Valley.

L1-10 This comment requests that Figure 4.4-1 of the Draft  EIR, MHCP and MSCP Areas, 
be revised to include the Cornerstone Lands surrounding Lake Hodges and in 
San Pasqual Valley.  These resources are located enti rely outside of the General 
Plan Update planning area and would not be appropriate to include in this fi gure.  
Therefore, no revisions have been made to Figure 4.4-1.

L1-11 The discussion of San Pasqual Valley on page 4.4-5 of the Draft  EIR has been revised 
as follows in response to this comment:

 The porti on of San Pasqual Valley in the planning area is located just north of San 
Dieguito River Valley Regional Open Space Park, also known as the San Dieguito River 
Park, in the City of San Diego, which occurs on land owned and managed by the City 
of San Diego Public Uti liti es Department.  

L1-12 The discussion of Focused Planning Areas in Secti on 4.4.1.1 of the Draft  EIR has been 
revised as follows as requested by the commenter.  Additi onally, references to Lake 
Hodges throughout the Draft  EIR have been revised to Hodges Reservoir.
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 The areas surrounding Lake Hodges Reservoir and along the southern boundary 
of the General Plan Update planning area within the City of San Diego’s MSCP 
Subarea Plan are identi fi ed as Cornerstone Lands, a core biological area targeted for 
conservati on protected in perpetuity (City of San Diego 1997).  

L1-13 This comment requests that the City of San Diego’s MSCP Cornerstone Lands be 
added to the list of regional/local regulatory plans that apply to the General Plan 
Update.  The basis for this request is the inclusion of County of San Diego documents 
in the Draft  EIR.  The County of San Diego’s MSCP plans are included in the Draft  EIR 
because the General Plan Update boundary includes land within the unincorporated 
County that is subject to the County’s MSCP plans.  The General Plan Update 
boundary is adjacent to the City of San Diego’s MSCP area, but does not include 
any areas that are within the boundary of the City that are subject to the San Diego 
MSCP.  Therefore, this plan was not included in the list of regulati ons that directly 
pertain to implementati on of the General Plan Update. The revision requested in the 
comment has not been implemented. 
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L1-14.

L1-15.

L1-16.

L1-17.

L1-18.

L1-19.

L1-14 This comment requests that the Draft  EIR address potenti al biological resources 
impacts to the City of San Diego MSCP Cornerstone Lands adjacent to the General 
Plan Update boundary.  As discussed in response to comment L1-13, no City of San 
Diego MSCP land is located within the General Plan Update boundary; therefore, 
no direct impacts to City of San Diego MSCP Cornerstone Lands would occur.  
Indirect impacts to habitat supporti ng sensiti ve species are addressed in Draft  EIR 
Secti on 4.4.3.1, Issue 1: Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species.  As stated in this 
secti on, development that would occur outside of the study areas and the City’s 
developed downtown core, which would include areas within the General Plan 
Update boundary adjacent to the City of San Diego’s Cornerstone Lands, would 
have the potenti al to result in signifi cant indirect impacts to adjacent habitat 
supporti ng sensiti ve species.  However, existi ng regulati ons and proposed General 
Plan Update policies would reduce potenti al impacts to a less than signifi cant 
level.  For example, Biological and Open Space Resources Policies 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 
1.11, and 1.13 require the following: 1) preservati on and protecti on of signifi cant 
wetlands, riparian, and woodland habitats and rare, threatened or endangered 
plants and animals and their habitats;  2) miti gati on of resources either onsite or 
off site at rati os consistent with state and federal regulati ons; 3) preparati on of 
surveys for proposed development projects located in areas potenti ally containing 
signifi cant biological resources; 4) implementati on of appropriate measures to 
minimize potenti al adverse impacts on sensiti ve habitat areas, such as buff ering 
and setbacks; 5) constructi on of appropriate barriers to restrict access to areas 
containing sensiti ve biological resources; and 6) use of nati ve plants for public 
and private landscaping purposes within the City.  Therefore, potenti al impacts to 
City of San Diego MSCP Cornerstone Lands have been adequately addressed at a 
programmati c level in the Draft  EIR.

L1-15 This comment states that Secti on 4.9 of the Draft  EIR, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
falls short in addressing potenti al eff ect on Hodges Reservoir and the San Pasqual 
Groundwater Basin.  This comment summarizes comments L1-4 through L1-7.  
Please refer to the responses to these comments.

L1-16 This comment requests that the City of San Diego’s Groundwater Management 
Plan for the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin be discussed in the Draft  EIR.  The 
following discussion has been added to the list of local regulati ons in Secti on 4.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, for informati onal purposes because the San Pasqual 
Groundwater Basin is parti ally within the General Plan Update planning area 
boundary.  However, the Groundwater Management Plan only applies to the land 
within the jurisdicti on of the City of San Diego; therefore, future development 
consistent with the Escondido General Plan Update and within the jurisdicti on of 
the City of Escondido is not subject to this plan. 

 City of San Diego Groundwater Management Plan for the San Pasqual Valley
The Groundwater Management Plan (GMP) for the San Pasqual Valley 
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groundwater basin is an adapti ve management plan for the basin.  The purpose 
of the GMP is to serve as the initi al framework for coordinati ng the management 
acti viti es into a cohesive set of Basin Management Objecti ves (BMOs) and related 
acti ons to improve management of the groundwater resource in San Pasqual Valley.  
The goal of the GMP is to understand and enhance the long-term sustainability and 
quality of groundwater within the basin, and protect this groundwater resource for 
benefi cial uses including water supply, agriculture, and the environment.  This goal 
is anti cipated to be accomplished through fi ve management objecti ves and fi ve 
accompanying plan components. The management objecti ves are: 1) protect and 
enhance water quality; 2) sustain a safe, reliable, local groundwater supply; 3) reduce 
dependence on imported water; 4) improve understanding of groundwater elevati on, 
basin yield and hydrogeology; and 5) partner with the agricultural and residenti al 
communiti es to conti nue to improve implementati on of best management practi ces.  
The fi ve plan components that are outlined in detail in Chapter 3 of the GMP are 
stakeholder involvement, a monitoring program, groundwater resources protecti on, 
groundwater sustainability, and planning integrati on. The GMP only applies to the 
land within the jurisdicti on of the City of San Diego; therefore, future development 
consistent with the Escondido General Plan Update and within the jurisdicti on of the 
City of Escondido is not subject to this plan.

L1-17 This comment requests that the Draft  EIR address potenti al water quality eff ects 
on the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin.  This comment reiterates comments L1-4 
through L1-7.  Please refer to the responses to these comments.

L1-18 This comment requests that the State Water Resources Control Board Recycled 
Water Policy (Resoluti on No. 2009-0011) be included in the list of regulati ons that are 
applicable to the analysis of the hydrology and water quality impacts of the proposed 
project.  The Recycled Water Policy is intended to increase the use of recycled water 
from municipal wastewater sources by providing directi on regarding the appropriate 
criteria to be used in issuing permits for recycled water projects, prescribing criteria 
that apply to the majority of recycled water projects to maximize consistency, and 
streamline the process for permitti  ng recycled water faciliti es.  This policy applies 
specifi cally to recycled water projects and does not include policies related to the 
impacts of land development on hydrology and water quality.  The policy requires salt 
and nutrient management plans; however, no plans have been adopted for General 
Plan Update area, or adjacent areas.  Therefore, this policy is not relevant to the Draft  
EIR analysis and was not included in the Draft  EIR.

L1-19 This comment requests that Figure 4.9-1 of the Draft  EIR be revised to identi fy the 
San Pasqual Valley Groundwater Basin.  As discussed in response to comment L1-5, 
this revision would be inconsistent with the format and content of the fi gure. Refer to 
response to comment L1-5 for a more detailed response.
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L1-20.

L1-21.

L1-22.

L1-23.

L1-24.

L1-25.

L1-26.

L1-27.

L1-28.

L1-20 This comment states that the City of San Diego disagrees with the conclusion 
that impacts to water quality will be less than signifi cant because the 
proposed land uses will directly aff ect water quality, specifi cally as a result on 
non-point source polluti on.  Potenti al water quality impacts resulti ng from 
implementati on of the proposed project have been thoroughly addressed in 
the Draft  EIR, including impacts from non-point sources.  Project compliance 
with existi ng regulati ons would ensure that a signifi cant impact would not 
occur. Therefore, the City of Escondido maintains the Draft  EIR conclusion that 
impacts to water quality would be less than signifi cant. Refer to response to 
comment L1-7 for a more detailed response.  

L1-21 This comment states that non-point sources of nutrients, total dissolved solids, 
and organic carbon are of parti cular concern for Hodges Reservoir and the 
San Pasqual Groundwater Basin.   These pollutants are recognized as water 
quality issues in Secti on 4.9.1.5, Surface Water and Groundwater Quality, of 
the Draft  EIR and are listed as pollutants that would potenti ally result from land 
development under the proposed project in Secti on 4.9.3.1, Issue 1: Water 
Quality Standards and Requirements.  The potenti al water quality impacts 
resulti ng from implementati on of the proposed project have been thoroughly 
addressed in the Draft  EIR, including impacts from non-point sources.   Project 
compliance with existi ng regulati ons would ensure that a signifi cant impact 
would not occur. Refer to response to comment L1-7 for a more detailed 
response.  

L1-22 This comment states that three tributaries to Hodges Reservoir are located 
within the General Plan Update boundary and would have the potenti al to be 
degraded by additi onal non-point source polluti on.   The Draft  EIR recognizes 
that the San Dieguito River Watershed, which includes Hodges Reservoir and 
its tributaries, is parti ally within the General Plan Update boundary in Secti on 
4.9.1.2, Surface Water Hydrology.  Impacts to this watershed are addressed 
in Secti on 4.9.3.1, Issue 1: Water Quality Standards and Requirements.  
The potenti al water quality impacts resulti ng from implementati on of the 
proposed project have been thoroughly addressed in the Draft  EIR, including 
impacts from non-point sources.   Project compliance with existi ng regulati ons 
would ensure that a signifi cant impact would not occur. Refer to response to 
comment L1-7 for a more detailed response.  

L1-23 The fi rst part of this comment states that projects less than one acre in size 
do not require an NPDES permit.  The commenter does not specify what type 
of NPDES permit they are referring to, such as the MS4, General Industrial or 
General Constructi on Permits.  As discussed in EIR Secti on 4.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, although NPDES permits may not be required for constructi on 
or operati on of all projects, the City’s Standard Urban Stormwater Miti gati on 
Plan (SUSMP), which is required as part of its MS4 permit, establishes 
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stormwater requirements for development projects in the City.  The SUSMP includes 
Priority Development Projects that would disturb less than one acre but would sti ll 
potenti ally impact water quality, such as projects that would create 2,500 square 
feet or more of impervious surface on a site that discharges to receiving waters in 
an Environmentally Sensiti ve Area.  Draft  EIR Secti on 4.9 has also been updated to 
include the City of Escondido Hydromodifi cati on Management Plan which establishes 
hydromodifi cati on requirements for new development projects to reduce stormwater 
runoff , including requirements for Priority Development Projects less than one acre in 
size.  Project sites less than one acre in size are required to achieve hydromodifi cati on 
through low impact development (LID) faciliti es, or small detenti on faciliti es in 
combinati on with LID faciliti es.   Therefore, certain future development projects 
that would disturb less than one acre, but have the potenti al to adversely impact 
stormwater quality, would sti ll be subject to stormwater regulati ons.

 The second part of this comment states that stormwater regulati ons do not address 
salt and nutrient loading to the level needed to fully protect drinking water.  Refer to 
response to comment L1-3.  The NPDES permit program protects surface waters of 
the U.S. from discharges that would hurt water quality or public health, but are not 
intended to maintain water quality to potable water standards.  No regulati ons or 
water quality standards have been adopted that establish thresholds for non-point 
source pollutants to meet drinking water quality standards.   However, stormwater 
regulati ons protect drinking water resources by limiti ng or preventi ng polluted 
stormwater from leaving individual project sites.  Future development under the 
General Plan Update would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, 
and local regulati ons that are intended to ensure water quality meets adopted 
water quality standards such as the Clean Water Act (CWA).   The Draft  EIR includes 
a thorough analysis of the proposed project’s impacts related to applicable water 
quality standards.  Although these standards do not specifi cally address drinking 
water standards, the CWA standards are intended in part to protect public health, 
and include requirements for nutrients and TDS.  As a result, these regulati ons also 
protect water quality in drinking water resources by minimizing new non-point 
discharges of nutrients and TDS.  As discussed in Secti on 4.9.3.1, Issue 1: Water 
Quality Standards and Requirements, compliance with applicable non-point source 
pollutant requirements would reduce pollutant discharges from development under 
the General Plan Update, including nutrients and TDS, to a less than signifi cant level.  

L1-24 This comment states that the Draft  EIR should clarify how land use changes would 
aff ect water quality in catchments for drinking water sources, and salt and nutrient 
loading to Hodges Reservoir and the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin.  Refer to 
responses to comments L1-7, L1-21, and L1-23.  Potenti al surface and ground water 
quality impacts associated with implementati on of the proposed project, including 
TDS and nutrient discharges, are addressed in Secti on 4.9.3.1, Issue 1: Water Quality 
Standards. As discussed in this secti on, existi ng federal, state, and local regulati ons 
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are in place to ensure that future non-point source pollutants from land use 
modifi cati on and human acti viti es would not result in signifi cant impacts to surface 
water quality.  These regulati ons would indirectly protect drinking water sources, 
including Lake Hodges and the San Pasqual Groundwater Basin, because the existi ng 
standards ensure that non-point source discharges from development under the 
General Plan Update would meet applicable water quality standards to protect public 
health and water quality.  Stormwater regulati ons may not protect water quality 
to potable water quality standards; however, these regulati ons are not intended to 
protect water quality to this level and are the water quality standards applicable to 
land development.  Potenti al water quality impacts resulti ng from land use changes 
under the General Plan Update have been thoroughly addressed in the Draft  EIR, and 
no revisions are necessary as a result of this comment. 

L1-25 This comment requests that Secti on 4.10, Land Use, of the Draft  EIR include a 
discussion of the General Plan Update’s impacts on City of San Diego plans, programs, 
policies and regulati ons.  The General Plan Update boundary does not include any 
City of San Diego land; therefore, the City’s of San Diego’s plans and policies do not 
apply to the proposed project area.  The County of San Diego’s plans, programs, 
policies, and regulati ons are only included in the Draft  EIR analysis as they apply to 
unincorporated County land within the General Plan Update boundary.  No other 
neighboring jurisdicti ons’ plans, such as those adopted by the City of San Marcos, are 
included in the Draft  EIR. The proposed project’s potenti al regional impacts, including 
impacts to biological resources and water resources, are addressed in their respecti ve 
environmental topic secti ons of the Draft  EIR.   Indirect impacts to adjacent biological 
resources are addressed in Secti on 4.4, Biological Resources, and potenti al impacts 
to regional watersheds are addressed in Secti on 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
Therefore, no revisions to the Draft  EIR are warranted as a result of this comment. 

L1-26 This comment requests that Secti on 4.15, Recreati on, of the Draft  EIR include 
an expanded discussion of the San Dieguito River Park Joint Powers Authority 
(SDRPJPA) and potenti al recreati onal impacts to the City of San Diego’s MSCP land.  
The San Dieguito River Park is discussed in this secti on because existi ng Escondido 
recreati onal faciliti es connect to this park.  However, the Park itself is outside of 
the General Plan Update boundary and the SDRPJPA’s jurisdicti on does not apply 
to the proposed project area. Therefore, an expanded discussion of the SDRPJPA 
is not warranted.  Draft  EIR Secti on 4.15.3.1, Issue 1: Deteriorati on of Parks and 
Recreati onal Faciliti es, addresses the potenti al impacts of the proposed project on 
existi ng recreati onal faciliti es.  As discussed in this secti on, an increase in populati on 
in Escondido would increase the demand for and use of recreati onal faciliti es, 
which could lead to deteriorati on.  However, the proposed General Plan Update, 
Escondido Climate Acti on Plan (E-CAP), and Downtown Specifi c Plan Update policies 
would ensure that adequate recreati onal faciliti es are provided to serve the growing 
populati on in Escondido without overburdening existi ng recreati onal faciliti es.  
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Therefore, the proposed project’s potenti al impacts related to increased recreati onal 
use is adequately addressed in the Draft  EIR and additi onal discussion of City of San 
Diego’s recreati onal resources outside of the proposed project area is not warranted.

L1-27 This comment states that growth in Escondido will lead to a greater pressure for 
recreati on on River Park trails.  Refer to response to comment L1-26.  The proposed 
General Plan Update, E-CAP, and Downtown Specifi c Plan Update include policies 
that would ensure that adequate recreati onal faciliti es, including trails, are available 
to serve the growing Escondido populati on and that growth would not overburden 
existi ng faciliti es. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a signifi cant 
impact to trails within the San Dieguito River Park.

L1-28 This comment states that growth in Escondido near undeveloped areas will lead 
to unauthorized use of City of San Diego Public Uti liti es land, specifi cally Hodges 
Reservoir and San Pasqual Valley.  This comment is speculati ve and based on the 
City’s noti on that development close to undeveloped rural reservoir properti es 
leads to increased unauthorized access. However, the General Plan Update does not 
propose substanti al changes to future growth along the planning area’s southern 
border with land the City of San Diego’s public uti liti es lands, specifi cally Hodges 
Reservoir and San Pasqual Valley.   Under the General Plan Update, land adjacent 
to the City of San Diego would generally be designated for open space or low-
density residenti al development.  These designati ons are consistent with existi ng 
conditi ons and would not substanti ally change as a result of the proposed project. 
Several Specifi c Plan Areas are located adjacent to the City of San Diego; however, 
the plans for these areas have already been adopted and would not be aff ected 
or changed by implementati on of the General Plan Update.   The only land use 
intensifi cati on that would occur adjacent to City of San Diego land is at one existi ng 
commercial area (Westf ield Shoppingtown Target Area) and one proposed new 
commercial designati on along San Pasqual Valley Road. Because intensifi ed growth 
would be limited in the areas adjacent to the City of San Diego, the potenti al for 
new development as a result of the General Plan Update to result in increased 
unauthorized access to City of San Diego Public Uti liti es land would be minimal. 
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L1-28. 
cont.

L1-29.

L1-30.

L1-29 This comment requests an explanati on of how the Trail Network Policies will 
be implemented by the General Plan Update to reduce potenti al recreati onal 
impacts.  Similar to implementati on of the City of San Diego’s General Plan 
policies, the City of Escondido would review future development proposals for 
consistency with the General Plan Update.  Additi onally, the General Plan Update 
includes an Implementati on Program to ensure that the overall directi on set 
forth in the General Plan is translated from policy to acti on with ti meframes for 
implementati on. The purpose of the Implementati on Program is to describe the 
specifi c acti ons Escondido will require of new developments, or will undertake 
itself, to achieve the General Plan Update policies, including the Trail Network 
Policies.

L1-30 This comment requests Draft  EIR Secti on 5.1.2, Employment Growth, to be revised 
to include the City of San Diego in the list of jurisdicti ons located adjacent to 
commercial areas proposed for intensifi cati on under the General Plan Update.  
The EIR discussion has been revised as follows:

 The General Plan Update would accommodate new commercial, offi  ce, industrial, 
and other development that would create new sources of employment and 
therefore result in growth inducement in the proposed project planning area.  
Additi onally, intensifi ed non-residenti al land uses proposed in the Escondido 
Research Technology Park (ERTC) North and South SPAs, Nutmeg Street Study 
Area, Centre City Parkway/Brotherton Road Target Area, and the Westf ield 
Shoppingtown Target Area would be located in close proximity to adjacent 
jurisdicti ons (City of San Marcos, City of San Diego, and unincorporated San Diego 
County).  
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L2-1.

L2-2.

Lett er L2: County of San Diego

L2-1 This comment is an introducti on to the comments that are addressed in 
responses to comments L2-1 through L2-32.  Therefore, no further response is 
necessary.

L2-2 This comment requests that the County of San Diego’s Guidelines for 
determining signifi cance be used for potenti al impacts to land within the 
County’s jurisdicti on.  The proposed project study area includes areas currently 
within the unincorporated county; however, the only way that the City could 
approve future development in these areas is if the area is annexed into 
the City.  Upon annexati on, the City’s signifi cance thresholds would apply; 
therefore, the City’s thresholds are the correct thresholds to be used for 
analysis of the proposed project.  
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L2-2. 
cont.

L2-3.

L2-4.

L2-5.

L2-6.

L2-3 This comment concurs with informati on regarding fl ood control faciliti es 
presented in the Draft  EIR.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.

L2-4 This comment pertains only to policies within the proposed General Plan 
Update.  It does not address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on 
presented in the Draft  EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

L2-5 This comment is an introducti on to the comments that are addressed in 
responses to comments L2-5 through L2-14.  Please refer to the responses to 
these comments.

L2-6 This comment provides the context for the plan area discussed in comments 
L2-7 and L2-8.  Please refer to the responses to these comments.
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L2-7.

L2-8.

L2-9.

L2-10.

L2-7 This comment notes that the Valley View SPA is designated for a development 
density of one dwelling unit per 40 acres in the County’s General Plan and 
previous att empts to annex this area into the City of Escondido have been 
unsuccessful.  The Draft  EIR acknowledges that the existi ng County designati on for 
this area is one dwelling unit per 40 acres in Secti on 4.10.1.5, Sphere of Infl uence 
and Remaining Planning Area, and Table 4.10-2, Comparison of Planning Area 
Land Use Designati ons.  Secti on 4.10.3.2, Issue 2: Confl icts with Land Use Plans, 
Policies and Regulati ons, identi fi es that the City’s General Plan Update proposes 
residenti al densiti es for the Valley View SPA that are higher than those identi fi ed in 
the County’s General Plan. The Draft  EIR acknowledges that the proposed project 
would confl ict with the land use designati ons identi fi ed in the County’s General 
Plan; however, the City does not currently have land use jurisdicti on in these 
areas. The porti ons of the unincorporated area within the City’s General Plan 
Update boundary are included for planning purposes only, should these areas be 
annexed in the future. Therefore, the City’s land use designati on would not apply 
to these areas unless the unincorporated area was annexed into the City. In the 
event of annexati on, the City’s General Plan would be the applicable land use plan 
for the area. It should be noted that the existi ng General Plan Update (1990) also 
included these unincorporated areas within the General Plan Update boundary 
for planning purposes only. Further, the previous att empts to annex this area do 
not preclude the area from being annexed in the future.  Therefore, the applicable 
porti ons of this comment have already been addressed in the Draft  EIR.

L2-8 This comment states that the Escondido General Plan Update proposed land 
use designati on of Rural I in the unincorporated area referred to as Area A-2 in 
the comment is inconsistent with the adopted County General Plan land use 
designati on of RL-40 for this area.  The Draft  EIR acknowledges that the existi ng 
County and General Plan Update designati ons for this area are diff erent in Table 
4.10-2, Comparison of Planning Area Land Use Designati ons.   Secti on 4.10.3.2, 
Issue 2: Confl icts with Land Use Plans, Policies and Regulati ons, acknowledges 
that the proposed project would confl ict with the land use designati ons identi fi ed 
in the County’s General Plan and the community plan for North County Metro; 
however, the City does not currently have land use jurisdicti on in these areas. 
The porti ons of the unincorporated area within the City’s General Plan Update 
boundary are included for planning purposes only, should these areas be annexed 
in the future. Therefore, the City’s land use designati on would not apply to these 
areas unless the unincorporated area was annexed into the City. In the event of 
annexati on, the City’s General Plan would be the applicable land use plan for the 
area. It should be noted that the existi ng General Plan Update (1990) also included 
these unincorporated areas within the General Plan Update boundary for planning 
purposes only. Therefore, the applicable porti ons of this comment have already 
been addressed in the Draft  EIR. 
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 As discussed in Secti on 2.9 of the San Diego County General Plan Update EIR, Land 
Use, the County’s General Plan proposes land use designati ons in unincorporated 
areas within the Spheres of Infl uence (SOI) of adjacent jurisdicti ons that are 
substanti ally diff erent than those adopted in the general plans prepared by the 
citi es that may annex those SOI areas.  However, these areas are not yet under the 
jurisdicti on of the adjacent citi es.  Therefore, the County’s Draft  EIR determined 
that the proposed diff erences would not result in any confl icts with applicable land 
use plans2.  Similarly, the Escondido General Plan Update and County General Plan 
land use designati ons do not confl ict with each other because only one land use 
designati on would be applicable to future proposed development.  

L2-9 This comment provides the context for comments L2-10 through L2-12.  Please refer 
to the responses to these comments.

L2-10 This comment states that the Escondido General Plan Update proposed land use 
designati on of Rural I in the unincorporated area referred to as Area B-1 in the 
comment is inconsistent with the adopted County General Plan land use designati on 
of Open Space Conservati on in this area.  The Draft  EIR acknowledges that the 
adopted County General Plan and proposed Escondido General Plan Update 
designati ons for this area are diff erent in Table 4.10-2, Comparison of Planning Area 
Land Use Designati ons.   However, as discussed in detail in response to comment 
L2-8, the Escondido General Plan Update and County General Plan land use 
designati ons do not confl ict with each other because only one land use designati on 
would be applicable to future projects proposed in this area.  The City’s proposed 
land use designati on would not apply to this area unless it was annexed into the City.  
Additi onally, the Escondido General Plan Update does designate a porti on of Area B-1 
as Public Land/Open Space.

2 County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land Use. 2011. San Diego County General Plan Update, 
Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2002111067). August.
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L2-10. 
cont.

L2-11.

L2-12.

L2-13.

L2-14.

L2-11 This comment states that the Escondido General Plan Update proposed land 
use designati on of Rural I in the unincorporated area referred to as Area B-2 in 
the comment is inconsistent with the adopted County General Plan land use 
designati on of RL-40.  The Draft  EIR acknowledges that the adopted County 
General Plan and proposed Escondido General Plan Update land use designati ons 
for this area are diff erent in Table 4.10-2, Comparison of Planning Area Land Use 
Designati ons.   However, as discussed in detail in response to comment L2-8, the 
Escondido General Plan Update and County General Plan land use designati ons 
do not confl ict with each other because only one land use designati on would 
be applicable to future projects proposed in this area. The City’s proposed land 
use designati on would not apply to this area unless it was annexed into the 
City.  With regard to the porti on of the comment that states the area contains 
steep slopes and sensiti ve natural resources, it should be noted that Escondido’s 
Rural I designati on is slope dependent. Maximum densiti es are allowed on the 
following slope categories: 0-25 percent = 1 dwelling unit (du)/4 acres; 25-35 
percent = 1  du/8 acres; 35+ percent = 1 du/20 acres.  Additi onally, Draft  EIR 
Secti on 4.1.3.1, Issue 1: Scenic Vistas, identi fi es that future development would be 
required to comply with the City’s Grading and Erosion Ordinance, which includes 
requirements for development on steep slopes, and Draft  EIR Secti on 4.4.3.1, Issue 
1: Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species, future development would be required 
to comply with applicable federal, state and local regulati ons in place to protect 
special status species. Regarding the porti on of the comment that states that 
the area provides a buff er between Escondido and Valley Center, the proposed 
low-density Rural I designati on would accommodate low-density residenti al 
development and would maintain the buff er between high-intensity development 
in the City and the rural areas of the Valley Center community.  Therefore, no 
revisions to the Draft  EIR are necessary in response to this comment.

L2-12 This comment states that the proposed Escondido General Plan Update land 
use designati on of Rural I in the unincorporated area referred to as Area B-3 in 
the comment is inconsistent with the adopted County General Plan Designati on 
of RL-20.  The Draft  EIR acknowledges that the existi ng County General Plan 
and proposed Escondido General Plan Update land use designati ons for this 
area are diff erent in Table 4.10-2, Comparison of Planning Area Land Use 
Designati ons.   However, as discussed in detail in response to comment L2-8, the 
Escondido General Plan Update and County General Plan land use designati ons 
do not confl ict with each other because only one land use designati on would 
be applicable to future projects proposed in this area. The City’s proposed land 
use designati on would not apply to this area unless it was annexed into the City.  
Regarding the porti on of the comment that states that the area provides a buff er 
between Escondido and Valley Center, as discussed in response to comment L2-11, 
the proposed low-density Rural 1 designati on would accommodate low-density 
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residenti al development and would maintain the buff er between high-intensity 
development in the City and the more rural Valley Center community.  Therefore, no 
revisions to the Draft  EIR are necessary in response to this comment.

L2-13 This comment states that the proposed Escondido General Plan Update land use 
designati ons of Rural I and Estate II in the unincorporated area referred to as Area C 
in the comment is inconsistent with the adopted County General Plan designati ons 
of one dwelling unit per 10 or 20 acres, or open space.  The Draft  EIR acknowledges 
that the existi ng County General Plan and proposed Escondido General Plan Update 
land use designati ons for this area are diff erent in Table 4.10-2, Comparison of 
Planning Area Land Use Designati ons.   However, as discussed in detail in response to 
comment L2-8, the Escondido General Plan Update and County General Plan land use 
designati ons do not confl ict with each other because only one land use designati on 
would be applicable to future projects proposed in this area. The City’s proposed 
land use designati on would not apply to this area unless it was annexed into the City.  
Regarding the porti on of the comment that states that the area provides a buff er 
between Escondido and adjacent unincorporated communiti es, the proposed low-
density Rural I, Estate I, and Estate II designati ons would accommodate low-density 
residenti al development and would maintain the buff er between high-intensity 
development in the City and adjacent unincorporated communiti es. Therefore, no 
revisions to the Draft  EIR are warranted in response to this comment.

L2-14 This comment requests informati on regarding the City’s plans for annexati on and 
requests that unincorporated areas for which there are no foreseeable plans for 
annexati on be removed from the Escondido General Plan Update boundary.  This 
comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of informati on contained in 
the Draft  EIR.  The proposed project is a planning document and does not propose 
any specifi c future development projects for which annexati on would be required.  
The unincorporated areas within the General Plan Update boundary are included 
for planning and informati onal purposes only, and are considered areas that could 
be annexed into the City in the future. Much of the area within the Escondido 
General Plan Update is within the City’s Sphere of Infl uence (SOI) which provides 
parameters for the City’s ulti mate corporate boundaries. Establishing the City’s vision 
for these areas in the event of potenti al annexati on is an appropriate component 
of the General Plan process. Further, the porti on of the City’s General Plan Update 
boundary that lies outside the City’s SOI orients toward the City and has a bearing 
on the City’s planning eff orts. Therefore, it is appropriate to designate this porti on of 
Escondido’s General Plan Update in concert with the community’s vision for planning 
purposes.  

 This comment also requests that the City create a land use designati on that 
matches the County’s defi niti on of Rural Lands. This comment pertains only to the 
proposed General Plan Update and does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 
informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  However, as discussed in Secti on 4.1.3.3, 
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L2-14. 
cont.

L2-15.

L2-16.

L2-17.

L2-18.

L2-19.

L2-20.

Escondido General Plan, Downtown Sp

Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality, of the Draft  EIR, the proposed Rural and Estate 
General Plan Update land use designati ons are similar to existi ng conditi ons in 
the unincorporated areas and would accommodate only limited new residenti al 
development (a total of 500 homes throughout the City’s enti re SOI). Therefore, 
the City does not feel it is necessary to create a new land use designati on that 
matches the County’s defi niti on of Rural Lands. No revisions to the Draft  EIR have 
been made in response to this comment. 

L2-15 This comment requests that the unincorporated lands within the General Plan 
Update boundary, but outside of the City’s Sphere of Infl uence (SOI) be removed 
from City planning documents because the Draft  EIR does not disclose how the 
proposed land uses could be accommodated without aff ecti ng the County’s 
Pre-Approved Miti gati on Area (PAMA).  As discussed in Draft  EIR Secti on 4.4.1.1, 
General Biological Setti  ng, the southeastern area of the General Plan Update 
planning boundary near San Pasqual Valley includes an adopted PAMA under the 
County’s MSCP South County Subarea Plan.  Additi onally, this secti on states that 
the porti on of the North County MSCP within the General Plan Update planning 
boundary includes areas within the proposed PAMA within the Escondido Creek 
Watershed including areas to the east of the City boundary and most of the 
land surrounding Daley Ranch and along I-15.  The PAMA in the North County 
MSCP subarea is part of the draft  subarea plan and has not yet been adopted.  
Additi onally, as discussed in Draft  EIR Secti on 4.4.3.1, Issue 1: Special Status 
Plant and Wildlife Species, future development under the General Plan Update 
would be required to comply with adopted MHCPs.  The proposed project is a 
programmati c planning document and does not propose any specifi c development 
projects; therefore, the programmati c analysis provided in the Draft  EIR is 
adequate to address the issue and does not require a more detailed response. It 
should be noted that the County of San Diego’s General Plan also designates the 
southeastern area of the Escondido General Plan Update planning area near San 
Pasqual Valley and the area surrounding Daley Ranch for low-density residenti al 
development, similar to the Escondido General Plan Update3.  As discussed in 
response to comment L2-8, the unincorporated areas are included in the General 
Plan Update boundary for planning purposes only.  The proposed land uses 
designati ons would only apply if this land were someday annexed into the City.   
No change to the County’s land use designati ons or jurisdicti on would occur as 
a result of the proposed project. Therefore, no revisions have been made to the 
General Plan Update boundary or Draft  EIR in response to this comment.

3 County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land Use. 2011. San Diego County General Plan, Land 
Use Map Appendix. August.
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L2-16 This comment states that the North County MSCP is incorrectly referred to as a 
subarea plan in the Draft  EIR.  Secti on 4.5, Biological Resources, and Secti on 4.10, 
Land Use, of the Draft  EIR have been revised to remove any references to the North 
County MSCP as a subarea.

L2-17 This comment states that two open space parcels within the Escondido General Plan 
Update boundary should be designated as Public Lands/Open Space rather than 
Rural I (residenti al) in the General Plan Update. These parcels are located within 
the unincorporated area and are currently under the jurisdicti on of the County. 
As discussed in response to comment L2-8, the unincorporated areas are included 
in the General Plan Update boundary for planning purposes only.  The Escondido 
General Plan Update Open Space areas refl ect large areas of designated open space.  
Smaller, parcel-sized open space areas may be included in areas within another land 
use designati on. Regarding the open space parcels identi fi ed in the comment, the 
General Plan Update proposes land use densiti es of one dwelling unit per four to 20 
acres surrounding the parcels.  The proposed land use designati ons would only apply 
if the areas surrounding these parcels were annexed into the City in the future.  In 
the event of annexati on, the open space parcels would remain undeveloped but the 
areas surrounding the open space parcels would be allowed to develop consistent 
with the City’s land use designati on.  As existi ng, dedicated, open space land owned 
by the County, it is unlikely that the two open space parcels would be annexed, 
or proposed for annexati on, into the City.  Therefore, these parcels would remain 
open space land under the jurisdicti on of the County, regardless of surrounding 
development.  No revisions to the Draft  EIR are necessary in response to this 
comment.

L2-18 This comment states that the Secti on 4.15, Recreati on, of Draft  EIR should be revised 
to clarify that the City does not operate the San Diego County Open Space Area.  The 
discussion of Existi ng Parks in Secti on 4.15.1.1, Parks, has been revised as follows.

 All parks within the proposed project area are operated by the City, with the 
excepti on of Felicita County Park and the San Diego County Open Space Area, which 
is are owned and operated by the County of San Diego Department of Parks and 
Recreati on.

L2-19 This comment states that Figure 4.15-1, Parks and Recreati onal Faciliti es, should be 
revised to include two parcels as open space areas.  These are the same two parcels 
that are addressed in comment L2-17. Figure 4.15-1 depicts parks and recreati onal 
faciliti es within the General Plan Update boundary.  The recreati onal area of the Del 
Dios Highlands Preserve within the City’s jurisdicti onal boundary is included in this 
map as the San Diego County Open Space Area (#28).   Therefore, this recreati onal 
resource has been included in Figure 4.15-1.  APN 238-021-07 was acquired as 
part of the Del Dios Highlands Preserve; however, the General Plan Update is not 
intended to be parcel specifi c.  This parcel is located within the City’s SOI within a 
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larger area designated for rural residenti al development. APN 238-10-57 was 
acquired as part of the Escondido Creek Preserve, which is not open to the public4; 
therefore, it is not considered an existi ng public recreati onal resource and is not 
included in Figure 4.15-1.  Additi onally, APN 238-10-57 is located within a larger 
area designated for rural residenti al development. As discussed in response to 
comment L2-17, as dedicated open space land owned by the County of San Diego, 
it is unlikely that the two open space parcels would be annexed, or proposed for 
annexati on, into the City.  These parcels would remain open space land under the 
jurisdicti on of the County, regardless of the land use designati on identi fi ed in the 
City’s General Plan.  No revisions to the Draft  EIR have been implemented as a 
result of this comment. 

L2-20 This comment states that County of San Diego open space areas should be called 
out by name in Figure 4.15-1, Parks and Recreati onal Faciliti es.  Figure 4.15-1 has 
been revised to identi fy the Del Dios Highlands Preserve as a County open space 
area.   As discussed in response to comment L2-19, the Escondido Creek Preserve 
is not included on this fi gure because it is not open to the public; therefore, no 
revision to Figure 4.15-1 has been made with respect to this resource.

4 County of San Diego Parks and Recreati on. 2011. Resource Management Plan for Escondido Creek 
Preserve San Diego County. June.
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L2-21.

L2-22.

L2-23.

L2-24.

L2-21 This comment states that Table 4.15-1, Escondido Park Faciliti es, should be 
revised to include the Escondido Creek Preserve and Del Dios Highlands Preserve.  
Table 4.15-1 has been revised to include the Del Dios Highlands Preserve.  The 
Escondido Creek Preserve is not open to the public; it is not considered an existi ng 
recreati onal resource and was not included in the table.

L2-22 This comment states that the discussion of trails in Secti on 4.15.1.2, Trails, of the 
Draft  EIR should be revised to clarify that the City does not operate spur trails in 
unincorporated areas.  The referenced sentence has been revised as follows in 
response to this comment:

 All trails within the proposed project area are owned and operated by the City, 
with the excepti on of the spur trail that traverses the County of San Diego’s Del 
Dios Highlands Preserve.

L2-23 This comment requests three roadways to be added to the Traffi  c Impact Analysis 
prepared for the proposed project by LLG Engineers (2011).  It does not specify 
what segments of these roadways should be included.  Deer Springs Road, west 
of I-15 in the unincorporated County was included in the Traffi  c Impact Analysis, 
as well as Harmony Grove Road from Kuana Loa Drive to Country Club Lane.  The 
analysis determined that implementati on of the proposed project would not 
result in a signifi cant impact to these segments of Deer Springs Road and Harmony 
Grove Road.  Lake Wohlford Road is designated as a Collector Road in Escondido’s 
Mobility and Infrastructure Element for the segment between Valley Center Road 
and Foxley Drive, and as a Local Collector for porti ons east of Foxley Drive. In 
response to this comment, impacts to Lake Wohlford Road were analyzed and 
the results are provided in Table L2-23.  As shown in Table L2-23, Lake Wohlford 
Road would operate at an acceptable level of service with implementati on of the 
proposed project.

Table L2-23. Lake Wohlford Road Traffi  c Impact Analysis

Street Segment

Existi ng 
Capacity
(LOS E)a

Existi ng Existi ng + Project
Proposed Project 

(Year 2035)

ADT LOS V/C ADT LOS V/C ADT LOS V/C

Lake Wohlford Road

Valley Center to 
Foxley Road 15,000 6,300 B 0.42 10,800 C 0.72 10,800 A 0.32

Foxley Road to 
within the City of 
Escondido Sphere 
of Infl uence

15,000 6,300 B 0.42 10,800 C 0.72 10,800 C 0.72

a. Capaciti es based on City of Escondido Roadway Classifi cati on & LOS table 
(See Table 3–1 of the TIA [Draft  EIR Appendix I1).

ADT = Average Daily Traffi  c; LOS = Level of Service; V/C = Volume to Capacity rati o.
Source: LLG 2012. Memorandum Re: Escondido General Plan Update Response to 
Traffi  c Comments on DEIR dated January 12, 2012 (TIA 12/5/11). March 8. 
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L2-24. 
cont.

L2-25.

L2-26.

L2-27.

L2-24 This comment requests that the roadway classifi cati ons in the proposed Mobility 
and Circulati on Element be revised to be consistent with the County of San Diego’s 
Mobility Element Network.  The comment falsely identi fi es Lake Wohlford Road 
north of Guejito Road as a 4-lane Collector in the Escondido General Plan Update, 
when it is actually a 2-lane Local Collector. This is consistent with the County’s 
identi fi cati on of this roadway segment as a 2-lane Light Collector. Figure 3-6 in 
the EIR has been updated to identi fy this segment as a Local Collector.  Table 
4.16-2, Existi ng and Proposed Roadway Operati ons, has been revised to disclose 
the diff erences between the existi ng County of San Diego roadway classifi cati ons 
and the proposed Mobility and Circulati on Element classifi cati ons.  However, as 
discussed in response to comment L2-8, the unincorporated areas are included 
in the Escondido General Plan Update boundary for planning purposes only.  The 
roadway classifi cati ons identi fi ed in the Escondido General Plan Update would 
only apply if the area containing these roadways were annexed into the City; 
otherwise they would remain under the jurisdicti on of the County.   Therefore, 
the proposed roadway classifi cati ons and the County’s classifi cati ons do not 
confl ict because only one designati on would be applicable to future proposed 
development.  

L2-25 This comment states that the Draft  EIR should reference and use the County’s 
Guidelines for Determining Signifi cance for traffi  c impacts to roadways currently 
within the County’s jurisdicti on.  The proposed project study area includes areas 
of the unincorporated County for planning purposes only; in order for the City’s 
proposed land use designati ons and roadway classifi cati ons to be implemented, 
these areas would require annexati on.  Once annexed, the City’s signifi cance 
thresholds would apply; therefore, the City’s thresholds are the correct thresholds 
to use for the analysis of environmental impacts associated with implementati on 
of the proposed project.

L2-26 This comment requests that the County’s level of service thresholds be used in the 
Traffi  c Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed project.  Refer to response to 
comment L2-25 for the response to this comment.  

L2-27 This comment states that the Draft  EIR should note that future development 
projects should propose miti gati on for signifi cant traffi  c impacts to roadways 
within the unincorporated areas.   As discussed in Secti on 2.3, Intended Use of the 
EIR, the Draft  EIR is program EIR that addresses the potenti al future development 
in the General Plan Update area during the planning horizon (year 2035), including 
the Downtown Specifi c Plan Update and E-CAP.  While the EIR intends to identi fy 
potenti al impacts that would result from project implementati on, the level of 
analysis is not detailed to the level of site specifi city, nor is it intended to be 
accurate to this level of specifi city.  However, as noted in the Draft  EIR in Secti on 
2.3, future development projects would also be subject to CEQA. If is determined 
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L2-27. 
cont.

L2-28.

L2-29.

L2-30.

L2-31.

that the proposed development would have eff ects not examined in the EIR, 
a new Initi al Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a 
Negati ve Declarati on.  Future development projects with the potenti al to result 
in signifi cant traffi  c impacts, including impacts to County roadways, would be 
required as part of the CEQA process to determine the potenti al impacts and 
identi fy the appropriate miti gati on necessary to reduce traffi  c impacts to a 
less than signifi cant level.  The miti gati on measures suggested in this comment 
would be considered for incorporati on into project-specifi c miti gati on 
measures, if the City determines that these measures would miti gate the 
project’s potenti al impacts. 

L2-28 This comment requests that the tables in the Draft  EIR and Traffi  c Impact 
Analysis (LLG 2011) be revised to identi fy which roadway segments are within 
the County’s jurisdicti on.  Table 4.16-2 of the Draft  EIR, Existi ng and Proposed 
Roadway Operati ons, has been revised to add a footnote to identi fy the 
roadway segments within the County’s jurisdicti on.  No changes have been 
made to the Traffi  c Impact Analysis; however, Table L2-28 below provides a 
list of the roadway segments currently within the County’s jurisdicti on. It also 
identi fi es the secti on of the Traffi  c Impact Analysis where each segment is 
discussed and the study area of the General Plan Update that each segment is 
located within. 

Table L2-28. County of San Diego Roadways within the 
City of Escondido General Plan Sphere of Infl uence

Roadway Segment

Traffi  c Impact 
Analysis 
Secti on General Plan Update Area

Citracado Parkway - Kauana Loa Drive to Lariat Drive 11.0 ERTC South SPA #8

Harmony Grove Road - Kauana Loa Drive to Lariat Drive 11.0 ERTC South SPA #8

Harmony Grove Road - Lariat Drive to Country Club Lane 11.0 ERTC South SPA #8

Kauana Loa Drive - Country Club Lane to Harmony Grove 
Road a 11.0 ERTC South SPA #8

Lariat Drive - Country Club Lane to Harmony Grove Road 11.0 ERTC South SPA #8

Lariat Drive - Harmony Grove Road to Citracado Parkway a 11.0 ERTC South SPA #8

Citracado Parkway - Bernardo Avenue to I-15 Southbound 
Off -Ramp

12.0
I-15/Felicita Rd Corporate 
Offi  ce Target Area

Centre City Parkway - Ivy Dell Lane to Nutmeg Street 14.0 Nutmeg Street

Nutmeg Street - I-15 to Country Club a 14.0 Nutmeg Street

Via Rancho Parkway - Quiet Hills Rd to I-15 SB Ramps a 20.0
Westf ield Shopping Town 
Target Area
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Table L2-28 conti nued

Roadway Segment

Traffi  c Impact 
Analysis 
Secti on General Plan Update Area

Nutmeg Street - El Norte Pkwy to Rock Springs Road a 21.0 Northwest Quadrant

Deer Springs Road - West of I-15 Ramps 21.0 Northwest Quadrant

El Norte Parkway - Bennett  Avenue to Nutmeg St a 21.0 Northwest Quadrant

Rock Springs Road - Nordahl Road to Deodar Road a 21.0 Northwest Quadrant

Ash Street - Rincon Avenue to Stanley Avenue a 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Ash Street - Stanley Avenue to Vista Avenue 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Ash Street - Vista Avenue to Sheridan Avenue a 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Broadway - Mountain Meadow Road to North Avenue 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Centre City Parkway - Mountain Meadow Road to Jesmond Dene 
Road

22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Centre City Parkway - Jesmond Dene Road to Mesa Rock Road 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Centre City Parkway - Mesa Rock Road to Ivy Dell Lane 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Jesmond Dene Road - Centre City Parkway to Ivy Dell Lane 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Jesmond Dene Road - Ivy Dell Lane to Broadway a 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Ivy Dell Lane - Centre City Parkway to Jesmond Dene Road 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Mountain Meadow Road - Champagne Road to Broadway 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Mountain Meadow Road - Broadway to Valley Center Road 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

North Avenue - Broadway to Vista Verde Way a 22.0 Northeast Quadrant

Bernardo Avenue - 11th Ave to Citracado Parkway 23.0 Southwest Quadrant

Del Dios Highway - Via Rancho Parkway to Mount Israel Road a 23.0 Southwest Quadrant

Felicita Road - Hamilton Lane to Via Rancho Parkway 23.0 Southwest Quadrant

Citracado Parkway - Valley Parkway to Eucalyptus Avenue a 23.0 Southwest Quadrant

Clarence Lane - Felicita Road to Alexander Drive 23.0 Southwest Quadrant

Via Rancho Parkway - Valley Parkway to Eucalyptus Avenue 23.0 Southwest Quadrant

Via Rancho Parkway - Eucalyptus Avenue to Bernardo Avenue 23.0 Southwest Quadrant

Via Rancho Parkway - Bernardo Avenue to Felicita Road 23.0 Southwest Quadrant

Via Rancho Parkway - Felicita Road to Quiet Hills Road a 23.0 Southwest Quadrant

Bear Valley Parkway - Sunset Drive to San Pasqual Valley Road a 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Bear Valley Parkway - San Pasqual Valley Road to Idaho Avenue 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Bear Valley Parkway - Idaho Ave to Birch Avenue 24.0 Southeast Quadrant
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Table L2-28 conti nued

Roadway Segment

Traffi  c Impact 
Analysis 
Secti on General Plan Update Area

Bear Valley Parkway - Birch Avenue to Rose Street a 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Citrus Avenue - Mountain View Road to Birch Avenue a 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Citrus Avenue - Birch Avenue to Idaho Avenue 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Citrus Avenue - Idaho Avenue to San Pasqual Valley Road 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Cloverdale Road - Rockwood Road to San Pasqual Valley Road 
(SR-78)

24.0 Southeast Quadrant

San Pasqual Road - San Pasqual Valley Road (SR-78) to Ryan Drive a 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

San Pasqual Valley Road - Birch Avenue to Idaho Avenue 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

San Pasqual Valley Road - Idaho Avenue to 17th Avenue 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

San Pasqual Valley Road - 17th Avenue to Bear Valley Parkway 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

San Pasqual Valley Road - Bear Valley Parkway to Citrus Avenue 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

San Pasqual Valley Road - Citrus Avenue to Summit Drive 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

San Pasqual Valley Road - Summit Drive to Old San Pasqual Road 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

San Pasqual Valley Road - Old San Pasqual Road to Cloverdale 
Road

24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Sunset Drive - Juniper Street to Bear Valley Parkway 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Sunset Drive - Escondido Boulevard to Juniper Street a 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Sunset Drive - Juniper Street to Bear Valley Parkway 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

17th Avenue - Encino Dr to San Pasqual Valley Rd a 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Idaho Avenue - Encino Drive to San Pasqual Valley Road 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Idaho Avenue - San Pasqual Valley Road to Bear Valley Parkway 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Idaho Avenue - Bear Valley Parkway to Citrus Avenue 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

Idaho Avenue - East of Citrus Avenue 24.0 Southeast Quadrant

a.   Roadways located in both County of San Diego and City of Escondido jurisdicti ons.
Source: LLG 2012. Memorandum Re: Escondido General Plan Update Response to Traffi  c Comments on DEIR dated 
January 12, 2012 (TIA 12/5/11). March 8. 
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L2-31. 
cont.

L2-32.

L2-29 This comment identi fi es several inconsistencies between Figure 3-6, Proposed 
Circulati on System; Table 3-6, Mobility and Infrastructure Element Roadway 
Segment Classifi cati on Changes; and Table 4.16-2, Existi ng and Proposed Roadway 
Operati ons, within the Draft  EIR.  Figure 3-6 has been revised to include the 
Super Major classifi cati on and correctly label the segment of Via Rancho Parkway 
from Quiet Hills Drive to Del Dios Highway as a Collector Road.  This revision 
also addresses the inconsistency in the Del Dios Highway classifi cati on.  Bear 
Valley Parkway from Beethoven Drive to Sunset Drive is correctly identi fi ed as 
a Prime Arterial in Figure 3-6, consistent with the classifi cati on identi fi ed for 
this segment in Table 3-6, C  irculati on Element Roadway Segment Classifi cati on 
Changes. Therefore, no revisions were made to the Bear Valley Parkway roadway 
classifi cati on identi fi ed in Figure 3-6.

L2-30 This comment states that references to the Circulati on Element in the Draft  
EIR should be corrected to Mobility and Infrastructure Element.  Chapter 1.0, 
Executi ve Summary; Chapter 3.0, Project Descripti on; Secti on 4.12, Noise; Secti on 
4.13, Populati on and Housing; Secti on 4.16, Transportati on and Traffi  c; and 
Chapter 6.0, Alternati ves, of the Draft  EIR have been revised to correct references 
to the Mobility and Infrastructure Element.

L2-31 This comment states that the Harmony Grove Sewer Maintenance District should 
be included in the Draft  EIR.  Secti on 4.17.1.3 of the Draft  EIR, Wastewater 
Collecti on, Transmission and Disposal, has been updated to include the following 
discussion of the Harmony Grove Sewer Maintenance District.  Although this 
district was established in 2007, it currently does not have any constructed 
faciliti es and does not provide wastewater service5.

 Harmony Grove Sewer Maintenance District
The Harmony Grove Sewer Maintenance District was established in 2007 in 
response to the proposed development of the approved 468-acre Harmony Grove 
Village project, parti ally located within the General Plan Update boundary near 
the intersecti on of Harmony Grove Road and Country Club Drive.  The Harmony 
Grove Sewer Maintenance District is coterminous with the development project. 
However, Harmony Grove Village has not been developed and there are currently 
no wastewater faciliti es within the district. It is anti cipated that sewage fl ows from 
the future development will be conveyed to an on-site wastewater treatment 
facility; however, the facility has not been built (County of San Diego 2010, 2011).

L2-32 This comment concludes the lett er and provides contact informati on.  It does 
not address the accuracy or adequacy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

5  County of San Diego. 2010. County of San Diego Sewer System Management Plan. June.
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Figure 1: Escondido Proposed General Plan Outside SOI 
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L3-1.

L3-2.

Lett er L3: San Diego Associati on of Governments

L3-1 This comment is an introducti on to comment lett er and does not address the 
accuracy or adequacy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary.

L3-2 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
However, the following editorial revisions have been made to the Draft  EIR in 
response to this comment:

 The Draft  EIR has been revised to use all caps for references to the SPRINTER.

 Secti on 4.16 of the Draft  EIR, Transportati on and Traffi  c, and Figure 4.16-3, Rapid 
Bus and Rail Transit, have been revised to correct the reference to the Escondido 
Rapid bus service as a rapid bus service to be consistent with Appendix A of the 
2050 RTP.
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L3-2. 
cont.
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L3-2. 
cont.

L3-3.

L3-4.

L3-5.

L3-6.

L3-7.

L3-8.

L3-3 This comment requests Table ES-1, Summary of Project Impacts, to include an 
explanati on of   proposed project’s signifi cant and unavoidable impacts to two 
intersecti ons: I-15 Southbound (SB) Ramps/Valley Parkway and I-15 SB Ramps/
Via Rancho Parkway.  The Executi ve Summary of the Draft  EIR is meant to provide 
a brief overview of the conclusions of the impact analyses provided in Chapter 
4.0, Environmental Analysis.  It is not the appropriate place in the Draft  EIR to 
detail how the conclusions in Table ES-1 were reached.  Refer to Secti on 4.16, 
Transportati on and Traffi  c, for a detailed analysis of the proposed project’s impacts 
to the I-15 SB ramps/Valley Parkway and I-15 SB Ramps/Via Rancho Parkway 
intersecti ons.  This secti on of the Draft  EIR has been revised in response to this 
comment and comments L3-15 and L3-17. Miti gati on measures Tra-1 through 
Tra-9 identi fi ed in Draft  EIR Secti on 4.16.6, Miti gati on, Issue 1: Traffi  c and LOS 
Standards, have been renumbered as miti gati on measures Tra-3 through Tra-11. 
In additi on, the informati on provided in this Draft  EIR secti on has been clarifi ed in 
response to this comment.  A summary of text changes to Draft  EIR Secti on 4.16.6, 
Miti gati on, Issue 1: Traffi  c and LOS Standards, is provided below.

 Parti ally Miti gated Impacts
Implementati on of miti gati on measure Tra-1 would parti ally miti gate impacts to 
the four roadway segments and six intersecti ons listed in the measure.  However, 
even aft er implementi ng treatment and technology improvements, impacts 
to these street segments and intersecti ons would remain signifi cant because 
even aft er miti gati on the faciliti es would not operate at an acceptable LOS. 
Implementati on of miti gati on measure Tra-2 would fully miti gate the impact to 
Monti el Road between Nordahl Road and Deodar Road. However, the miti gati on 
for the proposed project’s impact to the segment of Monti el Road is considered to 
be infeasible because the ti ming and implementati on of the miti gati on measure 
is within the jurisdicti on of the City of San Marcos and cannot be guaranteed 
by the City of Escondido. If and when the City of San Marcos desires to miti gate 
the impact to this segment, the City of Escondido would coordinate with San 
Marcos when signifi cant traffi  c impacts to this segment are att ributed to specifi c 
projects being processed in the City of Escondido. These projects would be 
required to undertake miti gati on, such as a fair share contributi on, pursuant to city 
directi on.  However, because the City of Escondido cannot guarantee the ti ming of 
implementati on of the miti gati on measure for this segment impact, the impact is 
considered to be  Therefore, unti l the City of San Marcos decides to implement the 
improvements, impacts to the segment of Monti el Road between Nordahl Road 
and Deodar Road would remain signifi cant and unavoidable.

 Tra-1 The City of Escondido shall implement intersecti on improvement 
treatment and adapti ve traffi  c signal control technology along the following 
roadway segments and at the following intersecti ons.  Adapti ve signal control 
technologies shall use real-ti me traffi  c data to adjust signals to events that cannot 



Escondido General Plan, Downtown Specifi c Plan and Climate Action Plan EIR
Page RTC-61

Comments Responses

  COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

April 23, 2012

be anti cipated by traditi onal ti me-of-day plans, such as accidents and road constructi on. 
Implementati on of the General Plan Update would result in certain roadway segments 
and intersecti ons experiencing signifi cant and unavoidable traffi  c impacts. To off set the 
impacts, these segments and intersecti ons would undergo intersecti on improvement 
treatment and adapti ve traffi  c signal control technology to improve traffi  c fl ow. 
However, even aft er implementi ng such treatment/technology improvements, impacts 
to the following street segments and intersecti ons would remain signifi cant and 
unavoidable.

Roadway Segments
■ Mission Road between Barham Drive and Auto Park Way (LOS E)
■ Valley Parkway between Hickory Street and Fig Street (LOS F)
■ Valley Parkway between Fig Street and Date Street (LOS F)
■ Valley Parkway between Date Street and Ash Street (LOSF)

 Intersecti ons
■ Nordahl Road/Auto Park Way/Mission Road  (LOS E, PM peak hour)
■ I-15 SB Ramps/Valley Parkway (LOS F, PM peak hour)
■ Centre City Parkway/Felicita Avenue (LOS F, PM peak hour)
■ Escondido Boulevard/Felicita Avenue (LOS E/F, AM/PM peak hours, respecti vely)
■ Ash Street/Valley Parkway (LOS E, both AM/PM peak hours)
■ I-15 SB Ramps/Via Rancho Parkway (LOS E/F, AM/PM peak hours, respecti vely)
■ El Norte Parkway/Centre City Parkway (LOS E/F, AM/PM peak hours, respecti vely)

 In additi on, the proposed project would result in a roadway segment impact to Monti el 
Road between Nordahl Road and Deodar Road, which is located within the City of San 
Marcos. The miti gati on for the proposed project’s impact to this segment is considered 
to be infeasible because the ti ming and implementati on of the miti gati on measure 
is within the jurisdicti on of another city and cannot be guaranteed by the City of 
Escondido. The following miti gati on measure would reduce this impact to a less than 
signifi cant level. 

 Tra-2 Monti el Road between Nordahl Road and Deodar Road. The City of 
Escondido shall implement adapti ve traffi  c signal control technology along Monti el Road 
between Nordahl Road and Deodar Road prior to the segment reaching an LOS of E or 
F. Adapti ve traffi  c signal control technologies shall use real-ti me traffi  c data to adjust 
signals to events that cannot be anti cipated by traditi onal ti me-of-day plans, such as 
accidents and road constructi on.

 As discussed in Secti on 4.16.6, Miti gati on, Issue 1: Traffi  c and LOS Standards, 
implementati on of the General Plan Update would result in the I-15 Southbound 
(SB) Ramps/Valley Parkway and I-15 SB Ramps/Via Rancho Parkway intersecti ons 
experiencing signifi cant traffi  c impacts. To off set the proposed project’s impact 
to the I-15 SB Ramps/Via Rancho Parkway intersecti on, this intersecti on would 
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undergo improvement treatment and adapti ve traffi  c signal control technology 
to improve traffi  c fl ow (see miti gati on measure Tra-1 above). However, even aft er 
implementati on of miti gati on measure Tra-1 , the impact to the I-15 SB Ramps/Via 
Rancho Parkway intersecti on would remain signifi cant and unavoidable because the 
intersecti on would conti nue to operate at an unacceptable LOS at this intersecti on. 
Based on Caltrans comment lett er on the Draft  EIR dated February 27, 2012, a more 
specifi c miti gati on measure has been identi fi ed for the I-15 SB Ramps/Valley Parkway 
intersecti on that would fully miti gate the impact to below a level of signifi cance. The 
measure reads as follows: 

 Tra-12 Interstate 15 Southbound Ramps/Valley Parkway Intersecti on. The City 
of Escondido shall provide a second right turn lane at the I-15 Northbound ramps to 
parti ally miti gate the impacts at this intersecti on.  Future land developments would 
be required to contribute a fair share towards this improvement as well as any other 
improvements that may needed in the future to miti gate this impact to below a level 
of signifi cance.

 Table ES-1 in the Executi ve Summary and Secti on 4.16.6, Miti gati on, Issue 1: Traffi  c 
and LOS Standards, in Secti on 4.16, Transportati on and Traffi  c, have been updated 
to refl ect that the proposed project’s impact to the I-15 SB Ramps/Valley Parkway 
intersecti on would be reduced to a less than signifi cant level with implementati on 
of miti gati on measure Tra-12. This miti gati on measure merely clarifi es and amplifi es 
the miti gati on previously identi fi ed for this intersecti on in the Draft  EIR. Therefore, 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Secti on 15088.5, it does not represent new informati on 
that would require recirculati on of the Draft  EIR.

L3-4 This comment requests that the 2050 RTP and Complete Streets policies be included 
in the Draft  EIR discussion of Quality of Life Standard 1: Traffi  c and Transportati on, 
in Chapter 3.0, Project Descripti on.  This comment is based on the commenter’s 
requested revisions to the proposed General Plan Update in comment L3-2.  The 
Draft  EIR Project Descripti on summarizes key informati on about the proposed project 
from the proposed General Plan Update.  The Draft  EIR is not the appropriate place 
to make changes to the proposed project.  No changes were made to Quality of Life 
Standard 1 as a result of comment L3-2; therefore, no changes were made to the 
Draft  EIR Project Descripti on in response to this comment.

L3-5 This comment states that Figure 4.16-3, Rapid Bus and Rail Transit, should be revised 
based on response to comment L3-2.  Refer to response to comment L3-2. The 
requested revisions have been incorporated into the Draft  EIR.

L3-6 This comment states that Figure 4.16-3, Rapid Bus and Rail Transit, should be revised 
to show the future Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route.  
Figure 4.16-3, Rapid Bus and Rail Transit, has been updated to add the future MTS 
Interstate (I) 15 BRT route. 
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L3-7 This comment states that the descripti on of Valley Parkway under the Existi ng 
Roadway and Intersecti on Conditi ons discussion in Secti on 4.16.1.1, Roadways and 
Traffi  c, of the Draft  EIR, should be revised to add that an existi ng Transit Queue Jump 
lane is located along Valley Parkway.  The discussion of Valley Parkway on page 4.16-9 
of the Draft  EIR has been revised as follows.

 Valley Parkway. Valley Parkway is currently built as a three-lane, one-way roadway 
between Grand Avenue and Centre City Parkway, and as a fi ve-lane, one-way 
roadway between Centre City Parkway and Broadway within the Downtown SPA. 
Bike lanes are not provided and parking is permitt ed intermitt ently along both sides 
of the roadway. Sidewalks, curbs and gutt ers are provided and the posted speed 
limit is 35 mph. A Transit Queue Jump lane exists on Valley Parkway, east of Centre 
City Parkway, which allows buses to bypass traffi  c congesti on at the Valley Parkway/
Centre City Parkway intersecti on.

L3-8 This comment requests MTS be included in the discussion of bus service in Secti on 
4.16.1.2, Alternati ve Transportati on Faciliti es, of the Draft  EIR.  Page 4.16-45 of the 
Draft  EIR has been revised as follows in response to this comment:

 North County Transit District (NCTD) and Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) provides 
bus service to the proposed project area. Service is generally provided along major 
circulati on corridors with a heavier concentrati on of bus routes in the downtown 
area. NCTD provides three types of bus services in the proposed project area, 
including local bus service, County transit service, and express bus service. Local bus 
service is generally provided at 30 to 60 minute intervals and provides local access 
within the City and surrounding communiti es. County transit service provides bus 
service along rural routes connecti ng Escondido to the unincorporated Valley Center 
community. MTS provides eExpress bus service is provided from the City’s downtown 
area to the City of San Diego, and local bus service from the Del Lago Transit Stati on 
to the City of San Diego.
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L3-9.

L3-10.

L3-11.

L3-12.

L3-13.

L3-14.

L3-15.

L3-16.

L3-17.

L3-18.

L3-19.

L3-9 This comment requests revisions to the Draft  EIR discussion of bus service in 
Secti on 4.16.1.2 of the Draft  EIR, Alternati ve Transportati on Faciliti es.  Page 4.16-
45 of the Draft  EIR has been revised as follows in response to this comment:

 SANDAG, in cooperati on with tThe City and NCTD, also operate a Bus Rapid Transit 
the Escondido Rapid bus service. that BRT provides a “rapid bus” connecti on 
along Escondido Boulevard between the Escondido Transit Center and Westf ield 
Shoppingtown TA. This service also connects to the SPRINTER passenger rail line 
at the Escondido Transit Center, existi ng Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) trolley 
and bus services, and to future I-15 BRT rapid bus services. Figure 4.16-3, Rapid 
Bus and Rail Transit, identi fi es existi ng NCTD BRT rapid bus routes within the 
proposed project area.

L3-10 This comment requests that SPRINTER be capitalized.  As stated in response to 
comment L3-2, this revision has been made throughout the EIR.

L3-11 This comment clarifi es bus transfers in the project area.  The discussion of bus 
service in Secti on 4.16.1.2 of the Draft  EIR, Alternati ve Transportati on Faciliti es, 
has been revised as follows in response to this comment:

 There are two major bus transfer points located within the proposed project 
area: Escondido Transit Center and Del Lago Transit Stati on Second Avenue. The 
Escondido Transit Center, located on Valley Parkway at Quince Street, provides 
bus transfers between 10 separate bus routes, the existi ng SPRINTER passenger 
rail line and taxi service. A park-and-ride lot is provided at the Escondido Transit 
Center. The Del Lago Transit Stati on Second Avenue bus transfer point is located 
at Westf ield Shoppingtown (North County Fair) on Via Rancho Parkway Del Lago 
Parkway at I-15.  This transit stati on connects Timed transfers between three 
diff erent bus routes, a park-and-ride lot, and transfers between NCTD Route 350 
and MTS Route 20 take place at Westf ield Shoppingtown (North County Fair).

L3-12 This comment states that SPRINTER, COASTER, and BREEZE should be capitalized.  
The Draft  EIR has been revised to use all caps for references to the SPRINTER, 
COASTER, and BREEZE in response to this comment.

L3-13 This comment requests revisions to the discussion of regulati ons in Secti on 4.16 
of the Draft  EIR, Transportati on and Traffi  c, to clarify that SANDAG has opted out 
of the state Congesti on Management Program.  In response to this comment, the 
Congesti on Management Program discussion has been removed from the Draft  
EIR and the discussion of Title 23, Code of Federal Regulati ons, in Secti on 4.16, 
Transportati on and Traffi  c, has been revised as follows:

 Revised in April 1, 2005, Secti on 450.220 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal 
Regulati ons (CFR), Highways in the Code of Federal Regulati ons, requires each 
state to carry out a conti nuing, comprehensive, and intermodal statewide 
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L3-19. 
cont.

transportati on planning process. This planning process must include the 
development of a statewide transportati on plan and transportati on improvement 
program that facilitates the effi  cient, economic movement of people and 
goods in all areas of the state.  Secti on 450.320 of Title 23 requires that each 
transportati on management area (TMA) address congesti on management 
through a process (Congesti on Management Process) involving an analysis of 
multi modal metropolitan-wide strategies that are cooperati vely developed to 
foster safety and integrated management of new and existi ng transportati on 
faciliti es eligible for federal funding.  

 SANDAG has been designated as the TMA for the San Diego region.  The 2050 
Regional Transportati on Plan (RTP) meets the requirements of the Congesti on 
Management Process by incorporati ng the following federal congesti on 
management process: performance monitoring and measurement of the regional 
transportati on system, multi modal alternati ves and non-single occupant vehicle 
analysis, land use impact analysis, the provision of congesti on management tools, 
and integrati on with the regional transportati on improvement program process 
(SANDAG 2012).

L3-14 This comment states that the Pedestrian Master Plan should be addressed in the 
Draft  EIR.  It is unclear what Pedestrian Master Plan the commenter is referring 
to.  Pedestrian Network Policy 3.1 in the proposed Mobility and Infrastructure 
Element requires the preparati on of a Pedestrian Master Plan; however, the 
City has not prepared the plan yet.  Secti on 4.16 of the Draft  EIR, Transportati on 
and Traffi  c, references this policy in the list of proposed policies related to 
potenti al alternati ve transportati on impacts (Secti on 4.16.3.5, Issue 5: Alternati ve 
Transportati on). The plan has not yet been prepared; therefore, it has already 
been included in the Draft  EIR in Secti on 4.16, Transportati on and Traffi  c, to the 
extent it is applicable at this ti me.

L3-15 This comment requests an explanati on of the proposed project’s signifi cant and 
unavoidable impacts to two intersecti ons: I-15 Southbound (SB) Ramps/Valley 
Parkway and I-15 SB Ramps/Via Rancho Parkway.  Refer to response to comment 
L3-3 for a response to comment L3-15.  Revisions have been made to the Draft  
EIR regarding the project’s impacts and miti gati on measures associated with 
these intersecti ons. 

L3-16 This comment states that the improvements on I-15 north of State Route (SR) 
78 to the Riverside County line include four toll lanes, not managed lanes.  The 
Methodology for Traffi  c Impact Analysis discussion in Secti on 4.16.3.1, Issue 
1: Traffi  c and LOS Standards, has been revised as follows.  This change does 
not aff ect the fi ndings or conclusions of the Traffi  c Impact Analysis, which are 
summarized in the Draft  EIR.  This revision was also made to Secti on 5.0, Future 
Volumes Traffi  c Mode, of the Traffi  c Impact Analysis (LLG 2011).
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L3-19. 
cont.

 Additi onally, the following regional transportati on improvements were assumed 
in the future forecast modeling: 1) SPRINTER light rail extension to Westf ield 
Shoppingtown (North County Fair); and I-15 north of SR-78 as an eight-lane 
freeway with four toll managed lanes to the Riverside County border.

 This change does not aff ect the fi ndings or conclusions of the Traffi  c Impact 
Analysis, which are summarized in the Draft  EIR.  This revision was also made 
to Secti on 5.0, Future Volumes Traffi  c Mode, of the Traffi  c Impact Analysis (LLG 
2011).

L3-17 This comment requests an explanati on and miti gati on for impacts to the I-15 SB 
Ramps/Valley Parkway and I-15 SB Ramps/Via Rancho Parkway intersecti ons listed 
in the Executi ve Summary as having signifi cant and unavoidable impacts.  Please 
refer to response to comment L3-3 for a response to comment L3-17. Revisions 
have been made to the Draft  EIR regarding the project’s impacts and miti gati on 
measures associated with these intersecti ons. 

L3-18 This comment requests that the existi ng and planned transit service impact 
informati on from the Complete Streets Assessment (Appendix I3) be incorporated 
into Appendix I1, the Traffi  c Impact Analysis (LLG 2011).   The Complete Streets 
Assessment (LLG 2011) was completed to ensure that complete streets were 
incorporated into the proposed General Plan Update transportati on network to 
provide a multi -model transportati on network in compliance with the Complete 
Streets Act.  The purpose of the Traffi  c Impact Analysis was to determine the 
potenti al impacts to vehicular traffi  c that would occur as a result of proposed 
project implementati on.  The Traffi  c Impact Analysis assumed buildout of the 
proposed transportati on network; therefore, complete streets were incorporated 
into the analysis to the extent necessary to assess potenti al vehicular traffi  c 
impacts.  Both the Traffi  c Impact Analysis and the Complete Streets Assessment 
are incorporated into the Draft  EIR analysis in Secti on 4.16, Transportati on and 
Traffi  c.  No revision to the Traffi  c Impact Analysis is necessary as a result of this 
comment.

L3-19 This comment pertains only to the proposed Escondido Climate Acti on Plan 
(E-CAP).  It does not address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in 
the Draft  EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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L3-19. 
cont.

L3-20.

L3-21.

L3-22.

L3-23.

L3-24.

L3-20 This comment expresses appreciati on for the help SANDAG received from City 
staff  on the eight Smart Growth Planning Areas in the City and the incorporati on 
of Smart Growth principles into Escondido’s planning documents.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

L3-21 This comment recommends that the Traffi  c Impact Analysis (LLG 2011) for the 
Draft  EIR strive to balance the needs of motorists, transit riders, pedestrians, 
and bicyclists.  However, it is the opinion of the City that the Draft  EIR is not the 
appropriate document to address circulati on network planning.   The Mobility 
and Circulati on Element of the proposed General Plan Update includes a multi -
modal transportati on network for the General Plan Update planning area.  
Secti on 4.16.3.5, Alternati ve Transportati on, of the Draft  EIR includes an analysis 
of the proposed project’s impacts on alternati ve transportati on.   As discussed 
in this secti on, implementati on of the proposed project would create provisions 
for alternati ve modes of transportati on and promote alternati ve transportati on 
within the proposed project area. Many policies proposed in the General 
Plan Update would require coordinati on between the City and the agencies 
responsible for public transportati on planning, including SANDAG. Compliance 
with existi ng regulati ons, in additi on to implementati on of the proposed General 
Plan Update and Downtown Specifi c Plan Update policies and Escondido Climate 
Acti on Plan reducti on measures would ensure impacts related to alternati ve 
transportati on would be less than signifi cant.  This comment also suggests use 
of the Regional Multi modal Transportati on Analysis for development projects 
where transit, bicycle, and/or pedestrian use is anti cipated.  As a programmati c 
analysis, this model is not appropriate for the proposed project’s analysis of 
traffi  c and transit impacts because this model is intended for use in determining 
the potenti al impacts of a specifi c development project.  The City notes that this 
resource is available for the analysis of traffi  c and transit impacts associated with 
future proposed development projects.

L3-22 This comment suggests that development of the Draft  EIR be coordinated 
with the 2050 RTP and its Sustainable Communiti es Strategies, as well as the 
recently approved Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA).  The Draft  
EIR addressed the proposed project’s compliance with the RTP and the RHNA. 
The proposed project’s consistency with the 2050 RTP is addressed in Secti on 
4.10.3.2, Issue 2: Confl icts with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulati ons, of 
the Draft  EIR.  As discussed in this secti on, the General Plan Update implements 
the RTP guidelines and is consistent with the 2050 RTP, including coordinati on 
for regional transportati on planning and encouraging multi -modal transportati on 
though complete streets, pedestrian network, bicycle network, transit system, 
street network, and traffi  c calming policies that ensure safe and effi  cient circulati on.   
The proposed project would not result in a confl ict with the 2050 RTP.  The 
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proposed project’s consistency with the RHNA is addressed in Secti on 4.13.3.2, Issue 
2: Displacement of Housing.  As discussed in this secti on, the City’s RHNA allocati on, 
as established by SANDAG, is a total of 4,175 new units for the January 1, 2010 to 
December 31, 2020 period.  Consistent with state law, the General Plan Update’s land 
use plan provides adequate capacity to exceed its RHNA allocati on by accommodati ng 
an additi onal 9,924 dwelling units by 2035; or an additi onal 4,367 dwelling units by 
December 31, 2020. Therefore, the issues raised in the comment are adequately 
addressed in the Draft  EIR. No revisions to the Draft  EIR are necessary.

L3-23 This comment suggests that the Draft  EIR be evaluated for consistency with the 2050 
RTP.  The proposed project’s consistency with the 2050 RTP is addressed in Secti on 
4.10.3.2, Issue 2: Confl icts with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulati ons, of the Draft  
EIR.  As a programmati c document, the appropriate level of analysis for the proposed 
project is a comparison of the project’s goals with the goals of the 2050 RTP.  As 
discussed in response to comment L3-22, the proposed project is consistent with the 
2050 RTP.  Therefore, no changes to the Draft  EIR have been made in response to this 
comment.

L3-24 This comment suggests that the City develop a Transportati on Demand Management 
(TDM) plan to help miti gate regional transportati on impacts.  As discussed in Secti on 
4.16.3.1, Issue 1: Traffi  c and LOS Standards, the proposed Mobility and Infrastructure 
Element of the General Plan Update includes Transportati on Demand Management 
(TDM) policies for future development.  TDM Policies 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 require 
implementati on of a TDM and complete streets program; employers to promote 
alternati ve transportati on methods; and a TDM program for City employees. The TDM 
for City employees would promote carpooling, transit use, and use of other alternati ve 
modes.  Therefore, this suggesti on has already been incorporated into the General 
Plan Update and Draft  EIR.
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L3-25.

L3-26.

L3-27.

L3-28.

L3-25 This comment suggests that the City consult with NCTD, transit service providers 
within the project area, and Caltrans to coordinate planned transit and/or highway 
improvements.  The City will consider this suggesti on; however, the comment does 
not address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

L3-26 This comment summarizes a Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) objecti ve pertaining 
to the preservati on of natural areas in urban neighborhoods and requests the criteria 
be considered for the proposed projects, if applicable.  An analysis of the proposed 
project’s consistency with the goals of the RCP is included in Draft  EIR Secti on 
4.10.3.2, Issue 2: Confl icts with Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulati ons. This secti on 
addressed the RCP goal to achieve a land use patt ern that channels much of the 
region’s future growth into existi ng urban communiti es, preserving and protecti ng 
the lifestyle and sensiti ve environment of the rural unincorporated area.  The General 
Plan Update would be consistent with the land use patt ern identi fi ed in this goal by 
concentrati ng new development within study areas near and within the City’s urban 
core and along existi ng transportati on corridors. Therefore, no revisions to the Draft  
EIR are warranted in response to this comment. 

L3-27 This comment requests that the following regulati ons be considered when developing 
the Draft  EIR: Assembly Bill (AB) 32, Senate Bill (SB) 375, SB 97, and Executi ve Order 
S-13-08.  All four of these regulati ons are addressed in Secti on 4.7, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, of the Draft  EIR which provides an analysis of the greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions associated with the proposed project.  The proposed project was 
compared for consistency with AB 32 reducti on targets to determine signifi cance 
in Secti on 4.7.3.1, Issue 1: Compliance with AB 32, of the Draft  EIR.  As discussed in 
this secti on, the purpose of the Escondido Climate Acti on Plan (E-CAP) is to reduce 
the City’s GHG emissions to a level that is in compliance with the AB 32 reducti on 
target for 2020. The E-CAP demonstrates that implementati on  of the GHG-reducti on 
policies identi fi ed in the proposed General Plan Update and the E-CAP GHG reducti on 
measures, the City would reduce emissions to a level that is below the AB 32 2020 
reducti on target. The proposed project’s impact to GHG emissions would be reduced 
to a less than signifi cant level.  This comment has already been addressed in the Draft  
EIR.

L3-28 This comment lists several SANDAG publicati ons and encourages the City to evaluate 
the proposed project based on these plans.  These publicati ons are guidance 
documents; not regional plans or regulati ons.  Therefore, a consistency evaluati on 
is not required in the Draft  EIR.  The General Plan Update has incorporated Smart 
Growth principles into the planning document and the Designing for Smart Growth, 
Creati ng Great Places in the San Diego Region document is referenced in the Land 
Use and Community Form Element. The City will consider implementati on of the 
guidelines identi fi ed in the referenced publicati ons as future development projects 
are proposed.  However, no revisions to the Draft  EIR are necessary as a result of this 
comment. 
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L4-1.

L4-2.

L4-3.

L4-4.

L4-5.

Lett er L4: San Diego County Regional Airport Authority

L4-1 This comment is an introducti on to the comments addressed in response to 
comments L4-2 through L4-6.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.

L4-2 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

L4-3 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  
The informati on presented in the Draft  EIR related to the McClelland Palomar 
Airport is accurate; however, Secti on 4.8.3.5, Issue 5: Airports, of the Draft  EIR 
has been revised as follows to clarify that the project area is outside of the 
airport’s overfl ight noti fi cati on area.  

 The McClellan-Palomar Airport is located approximately 10 miles to the west 
of the proposed project area.  Porti ons of the proposed project area, west of 
I-15, are within the McClellan-Palomar Airport’s AIA Review Area 2, which has 
the same height restricti ons as identi fi ed above for the Ramona AIA Review 
Area 2; however, the General Plan Update area is located enti rely outside of 
the airport’s overfl ight noti fi cati on area. The General Plan Update proposes low 
density residenti al land uses (Estate I, Estate II, Rural I, and Rural II) or public 
land/open space within the AIA for the McClellan-Palomar Airport.

L4-4 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

L4-5 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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L4-5. 
cont.

L4-6.

L4-6 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.  
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L5-1.

Lett er L5: Valley Center Municipal Water District

L5-1 This comment states that the Valley Center Municipal Water District has 
reviewed the Draft  EIR and concurs with the land use planning informati on 
provided in the document.  No further response is necessary.
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O1-1.

O1-2.

O1-3.

O1-4.

February 27, 2012     Patricia Borchmann 
      1141 Carrotwood Glen 
      Escondido, Ca  92026 
      760 580-7046  

Jay Petrek, Principal Plannner 
City of Escondido 
Planning Division 
201 N. Broadway 
Escondido, Ca 92025

RE:  Public Comments on General Plan/Downtown Specific Plan  Update – Draft EIR – 
       (SCH 201 007 1064)

Dear Jay,

Thank you for opportunity to participate in process with public comments on the draft 
EIR prepared for the General Plan, and Downtown Specific Plan update.

1.  Visual Resources, Community Character, Historic Resources

The impact analysis of the Downtown SPA indicates development under the 
proposed Downtown SPA would not have potentially significant impacts to existing 
visual resources, community character, and historic resources.   As an observant 
concerned citizen, I disagree with that conclusion because it appears to understate, 
or underestimate the actual extent of visual impact which proposed changes will likely 
cause, based on the proposed drastic increase in building height (up to 85’), producing 
a high-rise urban profile, and extreme density increases in the retail core area of 
Downtown’s Specific Plan Area..  

In Section 4.1.3.3., Issue : Visual Character or Quality,  Community Character:  The 
draft General Plan update reflects:   “the implementation of the proposed General 
Plan update would have the potential to change but would not substantially degrade 
the existing visual character or quality in the General Plan update area.  The City has 
existing regulations in place, and the General Plan update and Downtown Specific Plan 
update propose new policies to ensure future projects would be cohesive, high quality 
development that would not degrade existing visual character or quality.”

The analysis seems to fail to fully recognize the actual extent of disparity and contrast 
which will result between the size, scale and mass of an existing 1-2 story building 
profile currently predominant in the Downtown Retail Core/Historical Downtown 
District, with the dramatically more massive size, scale and mass of a more high-rise 
urban profile,  resulting from the proposed land use, building height changes and 
density increases proposed under the General Plan/Downtown SPA  update.  The 
analysis fails to fully recognize that the existing  1-2 story buildings (many of which 

Letter O1: Patricia Borchmann

O1-1 This comment is an introduction to the comment letter and does not address 
the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the Draft EIR. Therefore, 
no further response is necessary.

O1-2 This comment states that the commenter disagrees with the conclusion 
that visual resources, community character, and historic resources impacts 
would be less than significant because an increase in allowable building 
height to 85 feet would produce a high-rise urban profile and because of 
extreme density increases in the Downtown Specific Plan Area (SPA) retail 
core area.   Building heights of 85 feet are currently allowable throughout 
the Downtown SPA, including adjacent to the retail core area; therefore, the 
Downtown Specific Plan Update does not propose a drastic height increase 
compared to the existing plan.  In areas where the Downtown SPA boundaries 
are proposed for expansion (north of Washington Avenue, east of Palomar 
Hospital, south of Fifth Avenue, and west of Pine Street) the current zoning 
standards include either no height restrictions, or limits of 75 feet.  However, 
the Draft EIR acknowledges in Section 4.1.3.2, Issue 2: Scenic Resources, that 
the proposed General Plan Update would accommodate increased building 
heights in the Historic Downtown District.   Therefore, it was concluded that 
growth accommodated by the proposed land use designations would have the 
potential to adversely affect the historic exterior appearance of the existing 
historic buildings and the district as a whole.  However, the development 
standards proposed in the Downtown Specific Plan Update would protect 
scenic historic buildings from adverse impacts associated with building 
height increases through increased front setback requirements proposed 
in the Specific Plan and other means that encourage compatibility between 
buildings.   Therefore, the proposed project’s impact related to adverse 
changes to a historic district would be less than significant.  Increased building 
heights surrounding Grape Day Park are addressed in Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 
3: Community Character or Quality.  The proposed development pattern 
and park extension in this area would provide additional focus on Grape Day 
Park as a visual resource, which would enhance the existing character of the 
area.  Additionally, the building height limit of 85 feet would only be allowable 
outside of the historic Grand Avenue retail core area.  The maximum height in 
the retail core area of the Downtown SPA would remain 45 feet along Grand 
Avenue and 55 feet along the south side of Valley Parkway and north side of 2nd 
Avenue between Centre City Parkway and Palomar Hospital, as shown in Figure 
III-6, Building Height Limits, of the Downtown Specific Plan Update.  Multi-
story buildings are currently located in this area and comprise the existing 
condition of the area.  Additionally, the historic retail core is currently built-
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out, which means that some of the existing, low-intensity commercial developments 
may be redeveloped as more intensified commercial uses; however,  extreme density 
increases would not be accommodated in this area.  As discussed in Section 4.1.3.1 
of the Draft EIR, a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) would continue to be required 
for any physical changes to buildings in the Historic Downtown District.   The purpose 
of the COA is to ensure that the historical character of the area is not adversely 
affected by new development.  Therefore, the increases in building height and density 
that would be allowable in the historic retail core area with implementation of the 
proposed project would be appropriate for the area. 

O1-3 This comment provides several quotes from Draft EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics. This 
comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the 
Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

O1-4 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not fully recognize the extent to which 
proposed increases in allowable building heights in the Downtown Specific Plan 
Update would affect the visual character of the existing 1-2 story building profile in 
the retail core area and historical downtown district.   This comment is based on the 
statements that 85 foot building heights would be allowable in areas with existing 1-2 
story buildings, little transition would be provided, and building heights up to 75 feet 
are proposed in the Historic Downtown District.  Building heights of up to 85 feet are 
currently allowable north of Valley Parkway, adjacent to the retail core area.  Buildings 
up to 60 and 75 feet are also currently allowable in the Historic Downtown District and 
adjacent area, including an area within the retail core with a 60-foot allowable building 
height.  The proposed Downtown Specific Plan Update would provide additional 
transition between building heights by limiting building heights along Grand Avenue 
to 45 feet, surrounded by a 55-foot height limit along Valley Parkway and 2nd Avenue 
before transitioning to taller building heights.  Therefore, the historic core retail area, 
located along Grand Avenue, would be located adjacent to mid rise, not high rise, 
structures.  The commenter incorrectly states that the Downtown Specific Plan Update 
would increase the currently allowable building height limit up to 75 feet in the historic 
downtown district.  As previously stated in this response, buildings heights up to 75 
feet are currently allowable in the Historic Downtown District, although no buildings 
this tall have been built.  Under the proposed General Plan Update, building heights 
would be limited to 45 feet in the historic retail core, and 55 feet on surrounding 
Downtown Historic District streets as currently stipulated in the adopted Specific Plan 
text.  Building heights up to 85 feet would only be allowable in the Historic Downtown 
District outside of the historic retail core, to the east of the existing nine-story, 
high—rise hospital tower.  These buildings would be separated from the rest of the 
downtown area by the existing nine-story hospital tower.  

 As discussed in response to comment O1-2, the Draft EIR acknowledges that increases 
in building height would occur in the Historic Downtown District, although building 
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are historically significant), will become dwarfed, diminished,  overpowered, and 
sometimes shadowed in darkness,  in contrast to new  oversized high rise structures 
in close proximity .  

As understood, high-rise residential buildings up to 85’ high, (w/100 du/acre density)  
may be located in a peripheral area surrounding the existing  1-2 story buildings in 
the retail core, with little transitional, or intermediate treatment.    In the Downtown 
Retail Core Area/Historic Downtown District, high rise buildings up to 75’, (w/75.du/
acre density ) are proposed.  

The analysis seems to overly minimize the extent of actual change in the character 
of this area ,and falsely leads one to believe the proposed building height increase 
is relatively minor.  In the Downtown Specific Plan’s retail core, there are only two 
existing high rise buildings (AT&T/Pac Bell facility, and Palomar Hospital).  Otherwise, 
the typical existing building profile is low-rise (1-2 story building streetscape) in 
Escondido’s Downtown Retail Core/Historic District.   

Based on the extent of change from an existing predominantly low-rise urban 
profile to a high-rise urban profile,  I strongly feel the Visual Character or Quality 
will be significantly changed, and that the changes could degrade the existing visual 
character or historic quality in the Historic Downtown District.   That is why I think a 
reasonable person might disagree with consultant’s conclusions that changes are 
not expected to “substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality in 
the General Plan update area”.  I also feel the consultant’s analysis of the area’s 
existing community character fails to reflect the extremely high intrinsic value 
which surveyed residents and downtown merchants place on the City’s existing 
historic resources.  

In a quantitative analysis prepared in 2011 for “Escondido’s Future”, the value of 
Escondido’s historic resources in Downtown and Old Escondido Neighborhood 
were identified by residents  who were surveyed, as one of the top three (3) 
existing amenities in the City, which are considered ‘Escondido’s treasures’. (1)

In 2011, streets in a segment of the Historic Downtown District were closed, so 
the area could be used for film production purposes, because Escondido was 
specifically chosen by film-makers because of the existing unique ambience 
and historic charm.  In 2011, another area in Old Escondido Neighborhood was 
specifically chosen in a nation-wide search, to be photographed for an automobile 
commercial, because of the unique charm and historical authenticity unfound 
elsewhere for winter photos on a residential street shaded by large trees.   The 
visual value of historic resources are an irreplaceable existing amenity, which 
draws the film  industry, and advertisers marketing products with commercial 
photography in prime locations with desirable backgrounds.   This is an asset which 
deserves more emphasis and importance.
(1)	Escondido’s Future – Survey 2011 Results Summary – source – Mel Takahara

O1-4. 
cont.

O1-5.

O1-6.

O1-7.

O1-8.

heights up to 45 feet would not result in a drastic height increase compared to 
the existing multi-story buildings in the area.  Additionally, the Downtown Specific 
Plan Update includes design guidelines for the Historic Downtown District and 
a Certificate of Appropriateness would continue to be required for any physical 
changes to buildings in the historic downtown district.  These guidelines and 
regulations would ensure that the historical character of the area is not adversely 
affected by new development.  Additionally, future development projects would 
be subject to design review by City staff and/or Planning Commission, as required 
by Section 33-1357 of the Zoning Ordinance, Design Review Standards.  Section 
33-344 of the Zoning Ordinance also requires design approval and establishes 
development standards to ensure that new development does not have a negative 
impact on the physical or visual character of the area in which it is located.  If 
a future proposed project in the Downtown SPA would adversely impact the 
visual character or quality of an area surrounding the project site, modifications 
would be required prior to project approval.  Therefore, with implementation of 
existing City policies and regulations, and the Downtown Specific Plan Update, the 
proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to visual character 
or quality.  Therefore, the Draft EIR does not fail to fully recognize the extent of 
visual contrast that would occur in the downtown area.  

O1-5 This comment states that the Draft EIR minimizes the actual change in character 
that would occur in the downtown retail core as a result of building height 
increases because there are only two existing high rise buildings in the retail 
core.  Refer to response to comment O1-4.  The allowable heights proposed 
in the Downtown Specific Plan Update in the Historic Downtown District and 
surrounding area are not substantially different than the existing plan and more 
accurately reflect existing conditions.  Under the proposed General Plan Update, 
building heights would be limited to 45 in the historic retail core, and 55 feet 
on surrounding Downtown Historic District streets as currently adopted.   The 
proposed Downtown Specific Plan Update would provide a height transition 
between the historic Grand Avenue retail core and allowable taller buildings 
outside the district that is not identified in the existing plan but is envisioned in 
the adopted Downtown Specific Plan purpose statement which calls for taller 
structures, and buildings constructed along the street edge.  The provision of 
a height transition would allow for gradual height increases along this corridor 
and minimize the visual change to the area. Therefore, the Draft EIR does not 
misrepresent information regarding building heights.

O1-6 This comment reiterates the commenter’s opinion that visual character and 
quality in the Historic Downtown District would be significantly impacted by future 
development allowed under the proposed Downtown Specific Plan Update, based 
on the reasons given in comments O1-2 through O1-5.  Refer to the responses to 
these comments.  Impacts would not occur as outlined in these comments and the 
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Draft EIR analysis does not fail to disclose any information that would change the 
less than significant conclusion related to visual character and quality impacts.

O1-7 This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to reflect the value that Escondido 
residents and merchants place on the City’s existing historic resources.  The City 
disagrees with this conclusion.  The Old Escondido Historic District and historic 
downtown are recognized as significant visual resources in Draft EIR Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, and as significant historic resources in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources.  
In addition, building heights are limited to 35 feet in the southeastern portion 
of the Downtown Specific Plan adjacent to the Old Escondido Neighborhood to 
provide an appropriate transition for this historic single-family area. Therefore, the 
Draft EIR recognizes the value of the City’s historic resources as appropriate in the 
context of the environmental impact analysis. 

O1-8 This comment provides additional information supporting the Historic Downtown 
District and states that it is an asset which deserves more emphasis.  Refer to 
response to comment O1-7.   The Draft EIR recognizes the value of the City’s 
historic resources as appropriate in the context of the environmental impact 
analysis. No further response is necessary.
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It is an understood, and supported premise that the basis of the General Plan update 
follows strategies promoting “smart growth” and higher densities in the urban core, 
and discourages urban sprawl into rural peripheral areas. 

 It is an unfair assessment however,  to conclude the proposed General Plan update’s 
impacts on visual resources and community character will not be degraded.  I think 
it might be appropriate to more fully reassess the General Plan updates’ actual 
impacts on Visual Resources and Community Character (and Historic Resources).   
If necessary, potentially significant impacts could be overridden by Findings of 
Overriding Considerations, but that process would provide a more authentic 
impact analysis, and a more authentic effort to determine if additional mitigation 
measures are feasible.   Possible mitigation measures might include additional 
design standards to provide transitional treatments, graduated roof height levels, 
variation in wall planes and materials to avoid a monotonous wall plane or surfaces.  
Encouragement of roof terraces, large balconies, and opportunities for open 
community garden spaces on roof surfaces, and specific design standards to promote 
solar energy in urban high rise buildings are also suggested.  

2.  Population

During Council’s discussion on Population, Jay you indicated how the City’s most 
recent data on unit occupancy increased from the former rate of 2.44 persons per 
unit to over 3 persons per unit.  Your discussion indicated how the forecast changes 
population, and will affect targets for affordable housing and other components 
most linked to Housing Element.  It was noted that any negative impacts resulting 
from increased unit occupancy rates could be overridden by Findings by Council, that 
Overriding Considerations would Outweigh certain negative impacts.   I suggest that 
the applicable draft EIR sections be reevaluated and possibly revised to reflect these 
findings.

Although it may be true that Findings of Overriding Considerations may allow 
Council to approve the EIR despite negative impacts, this issue made me wonder 
about how this specific increased occupancy rate was evaluated in the assessment 
of other important sections of the EIR analyses.    This would likely be relevant in 
assessment of impacts on traffic generation rates, demand for all public services 
and infrastructure (public services from schools, to increased service demand for 
police, fire and emergency service, to other major infrastructure systems).    Unless 
the same increased unit occupancy rate (over 3.0 persons per unit) were applied 
in the impact analysis in other sections of the EIR, such analysis would result in an 
underestimated project impact from development under the General Plan.  How was 
this increased unit occupancy treated by consultants in the various impact analyses 
prepared for this General Plan update?  If not already fully assessed, a reassessment 
is recommended for purposes of accuracy in various technical studies, by reflecting 
the current occupancy rates.

O1-9.

O1-10.

O1-11.

O1-12.

O1-9 This comment states that the General Plan Update follows strategies supporting 
smart growth.  It does not address the adequacy or accuracy of information 
presented in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

O1-10 This comment states that it is unfair to conclude that the General Plan Update will 
not degrade visual resources or community character with the inclusion of smart 
growth strategies and suggests that impacts be reassessed.  This comment does 
not include a specific reason or example of inadequacy in the Draft EIR.  However, 
this comment lists several measures that the commenter feels would reduce the 
potential for impacts to visual character and quality including design standards 
to provide transitional treatments, graduated roof height levels, variations in 
wall planes and materials to avoid monotonous surfaces; and encouragement of 
roof terraces, balconies, community gardens on roofs, and solar panels.  These 
measures have already been incorporated into the Downtown Specific Plan 
Update, General Plan Update, and existing regulations, as identified in Table O1-
10, below.  Therefore, consistent with the conclusion implied in this comment, the 
Draft EIR determined that visual resource and community character impacts would 
be less than significant with implementation of the General Plan Update and 
Downtown Specific Plan policies, and existing regulations.

Table O1-10. Suggested Measures and Corresponding Proposed Policies

Measures 
Suggested in 
Comment O1-10

Corresponding Location in General Plan Update, Downtown Specific Plan Update, 
Escondido Climate Action Plan, or Existing Regulations

Design 
regulations

1. General Plan Update Land Use and Community Form Element – Recommended 
Urban Form Characteristics

2. Downtown Specific Plan Update Chapter III, Design Principals, Guidelines, and 
Standards; and Chapter IV, Historic Preservation Standards and Guidelines

3. Design Guidelines for Homeowners of Historic Resources

Transitional 
treatments

1. General Plan Update Land Use and Community Form Element – Recommended 
Urban Form Characteristics, Target Area Guiding Principles, Community Character 
Policy 1.2, Residential Development Policy 3.9, and Office Land Use Policy 9.4

2. Downtown Specific Plan Update Chapter III, Design Principals, Guidelines, and 
Standards 

3. Design Guidelines for Homeowners of Historic Resources: Section II-E, Infill 
Development; Section III, Industrial/Packing House Design Guidelines

4. Zoning Ordinance Section 33-1357, Design Review Standards

Graduated roof 
height levels

1. General Plan Update Land Use and Community Form Element – Target Area 
Guiding Principles

2. Downtown Specific Plan Update Chapter III, Design Principals, Guidelines, and 
Standards

3. Design Guidelines for Homeowners of Historic Resources: Section II, Residential 
Design Guidelines
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Measures 
Suggested in 
Comment O1-10

Corresponding Location in General Plan Update, Downtown Specific Plan Update, 
Escondido Climate Action Plan, or Existing Regulations

Variations in 
wall planes and 
materials to avoid 
monotonous 
surfaces

1. General Plan Update Land Use and Community Form Element –Residential 
Development Policy 3.10 and Planned Development Policy 6.3

2. Downtown Specific Plan Update Chapter III, Design Principals, Guidelines, and 
Standards

3. Zoning Ordinance Section 33-1357, Design Review Standards

Encourage 
terraces and 
balconies

1. Downtown Specific Plan Update Chapter III, Design Principals, Guidelines, and 
Standards

2. Design Guidelines for Homeowners of Historic Resources: Section II, Residential 
Design Guidelines

Encourage 
community 
gardens on roofs

1. General Plan Update Resource Conservation Element - Agricultural Resources 
Policy 4.6

2. General Plan Update Community Health and Services Element – Health and 
Wellness Policy 1.7

Promote Solar 
Energy

Escondido Climate Action Plan Measures R2-E1 (New Residential Energy Efficiency 
Requirements), R2-E2 (New Commercial Energy Efficiency Requirements), R2-E3 ( New 
Residential Renewable Energy Requirements), R2-E4 (New Commercial Renewable 
Energy Requirements), R2-E5 (Existing Residential Energy Retrofits), and R2-E6 
(Existing Commercial Energy Retrofits)

O1-11 This comment states that the Draft EIR should be revised using a unit occupancy rate 
of over three persons per unit to forecast population changes.  The Draft EIR impact 
analyses related to aesthetics, agriculture, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, land use, mineral resources, noise, recreation, and traffic 
are based on the amount of physical development that would occur under the buildout 
of the proposed General Plan Update rather than the increase in population that the Plan 
would accommodate.  Any changes in unit occupancy would not affect these analyses 
because they would not affect the buildout of the General Plan Update.  The population-
based analyses in Section 4.13, Population and Housing; Section 4.14, Public Services; and 
Section 4.17, Utilities and Service Systems, are based on an increase of 9,924 dwelling 
units within the project area by year 2035, and an additional 40,000 to 50,000 persons, 
which is a unit occupancy rate between 4 and 5 persons per unit.  Therefore, these Draft 
EIR analyses are conservative and do not need to be revised. 

O1-12 Refer to response to comment O1-11.  The Draft EIR fully assessed the potential impacts 
of population growth that would occur under the proposed General Plan Update.

Table O1-10 continued
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3. Traffic

Although the draft General Plan EIR recognizes that during peak hours, projected 
service levels will be reduced to Levels C, D, and E in the Urban Core, the extent 
of negative impacts on traffic patterns caused by the increased densities and an 
urban high-rise profile seems to have been overly minimized in the analysis.  By 
emphasizing these degraded service levels are only projected during peak hours, 
the limited occurrences supposedly indicates that negative impacts are otherwise 
acceptable?   I assert that that the anticipated reduction in service levels during 
peak hours is an unacceptable significant negative impact, and should be treated as 
such.  

One could reasonably expect that degraded service levels during peak hour in 
the urban core would likely also cause other offsite impacts, and cause increased 
congestion and traffic impacts on other peripheral transportation routes.  Drivers will 
likely seek alternative ways to travel more quickly across town, or to-from freeway 
interchanges on I-15 and SR 78.  Therefore, I believe actual development under the 
General Plan update may cause a greater traffic impact than the extent specifically 
evaluated in this draft EIR traffic analysis.  If not already fully addressed, the full 
traffic impact analysis in the General Plan update should be undertaken, including 
offsite impacts.

Additionally, the issue of increased traffic congestion and reduced service levels 
Downtown are likely to create a more negative impression of the City.  This is critical 
especially for visitors, or potential customers trying to travel to the City using various 
freeway interchanges, to destinations, or for businesses with anyone touring the City 
as a potential employer.   Actual Service levels during peak hour conditions often play 
an important, and major role in the image projected by the City, and may have an 
adverse effect on any type of an improved future employment base the City tries to 
form.   
 
5.  Grading, Landform Alteration

The draft General Plan EIR reflects a series of policies which, with adherence, appear  
to form the basis of mitigation measures to assure potentially significant impacts 
would be averted.    

While the collective intent of conformance with these policies ‘sounds good’ on a 
macro-level,   at a micro-level, this alone is an ineffective method.   As explained 
subsequently in further detail, some of the policies are internally inconsistent, which 
often makes policy implementation overly confusing, difficult, and overly complex.

For instance, policies in the General Plan’s new Prosperity Element promote 
processes which are business-,  and user-friendly, simple to apply without ‘hidden 
requirements’ or surprises.  This observation is not presented as a criticism of 

O1-13.

O1-14.

O1-15.

O1-16.

O1-17.

O1-13 This comment misinterprets use of the peak hour traffic levels in the Traffic Impact 
Analysis prepared by LLG Engineers (2011) as an indication that unacceptable LOS 
levels outside of peak hours are acceptable.  Peak hour traffic levels are used in 
the traffic analysis because they represent the worst-case traffic volume scenario.  
If projected service levels are acceptable during peak traffic hours, it is reasonable 
to assume traffic levels would be acceptable during off-peak hours, which typically 
have lower traffic volumes than peak hours.  Likewise, if a project would result in 
a significant impact during the peak hour, mitigation of peak hour conditions to a 
less than significant level would also reduce off-peak hour impacts to a level less 
than significant.  Use of peak hour conditions represents a conservative analysis. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR does not understate potential traffic impacts and no 
revisions to the Traffic Impact Analysis or Draft EIR are warranted.

O1-14 This comment suggests that the Draft EIR may not fully address traffic impacts 
because drivers will seek alternative travel routes due to congestion in the urban 
core.   The methodology used in the Traffic Impact Analysis (LLG Engineers, 
2011) is described in detail in Appendix L1.  The traffic impact study area 
encompasses the entire City of Escondido as well as adjacent areas in the City’s 
Sphere of Influence, and includes the analysis of over 300 street segments and 
40 intersections.  The discussion of traffic impacts is separated into areas to 
best present the results of the analysis; however, the circulation system was 
analyzed as a whole.  Therefore, impacts in the urban core were not isolated from 
surrounding roadways.  The Traffic Impact Analysis fully evaluates the potential 
impacts of the proposed project using the SANDAG Series 11 Regional Traffic 
Model, which has been fully approved by the SANDAG Board of Directors.  Analysis 
of alternative traffic distributions based on this comment would be speculative.  
Additionally, a Downtown Core Analysis was prepared for the proposed project 
by LLG Engineers (2011), and was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix L2. The 
Downtown Core Analysis specifically addresses potential traffic impacts within 
the historic downtown core.  As discussed in this analysis, the City is proposing 
through the General Plan Update to accept LOS E as the minimum threshold of 
acceptance for vehicular operations in the downtown retail core, which constitutes 
Valley Parkway, Grand Avenue, and 2nd Avenue and intervening side streets 
between Palomar Hospital and the North County Transit District Transit Station.  
This is one letter-grade lower than would be acceptable elsewhere throughout 
the City, because of the anticipated enhanced economic vitality in this area and is 
consistent with LOS provisions applied to similar downtown urban environments. 
This would result in increases in traffic volumes and density; however, the City 
would at the same time be investing in infrastructure improvements that enhance 
the transit, pedestrian, and bicycle operations within the downtown core area. 
When viewed from a “Complete Streets” perspective addressing all users, a 
reduction in vehicular-only LOS would be off-set by a corresponding increase in 
non-vehicular activity.   Nevertheless, for the purposes of the Draft EIR traffic level 



Escondido General Plan, Downtown Specific Plan and Climate Action Plan EIR
Page RTC-80

Comments Responses

	 	 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

April 23, 2012

of service (LOS) analysis in Section 4.16.3.1, Issue 1: Traffic and LOS Standards, LOS D 
or better operations were considered acceptable for intersection and street segment 
operations, while LOS E and F operations were considered unacceptable, regardless 
of location. No revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment.

O1-15 This comment states that reduced traffic levels of service may have a negative effect 
on the City’s future employment base.  This comment is speculative and does not 
pertain to an environmental issue under CEQA.  Refer to the response to comment 
O1-14.  The Draft EIR adequately determines potential future traffic levels of service 
in the project area in accordance with adopted traffic models.   No further response 
is necessary. 

O1-16 This comment states that the General Plan Update policies form the basis of 
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR.  This is not accurate.  The Draft EIR analyzes 
the potential environmental impacts of the General Plan Update, including 
implementation of the General Plan Update policies, which are part of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, as part of the proposed project, the General Plan Update 
policies are considered to be project features that would reduce the potential for 
environmental impacts to occur from future development projects consistent with 
the proposed General Plan Update.  

O1-17 The first part of this comment states that conformance with the proposed General 
Plan Update policies would be ineffective at the micro-level.  As a programmatic 
document, the Draft EIR cannot determine the precise impacts that would occur from 
future development projects, because they are currently unknown and such analysis 
would be speculative (Section 15064 of the CEQA Guidelines).  Therefore, it is not 
appropriate for the Draft Program EIR to propose mitigation at project-specific level.  
The Draft EIR addresses the proposed General Plan Update land use designations 
as a whole and identifies proposed policies that, at the programmatic level, would 
reduce potential impacts, in some cases to a less than significant level.   As discussed 
in Section 2.3, Intended Use of the EIR, any proposal for future development within 
the City’s jurisdiction must be reviewed pursuant to the terms of the General Plan 
Update, E-CAP, implementing entitlements, and, if applicable, the Downtown Specific 
Plan.  As addressed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), if a later activity would 
have effects not examined in the EIR, a new Initial Study would need to be prepared 
leading to the preparation of a future CEQA document.  Therefore, mitigation for 
“micro-level” impacts would be addressed in the environmental analyses completed 
for future development projects.

 The second part of this comment suggests that the General Plan Update policies are 
internally inconsistent; however, the commenter does not provide an example of 
two policies within the proposed General Plan Update that would conflict with each 
other. The proposed General Plan is a separate document from the Zoning Ordinance, 
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the draft EIR prepared for the General Plan Update.  Instead, this observation is 
presented to indicate the current complexity which exists, because development 
standards, guidelines and policies controlling property development are currently 
not cohesively described in a single, stand-alone document, or in a single handout for 
use by the public, or use by consultants.    

Instead, for instance, the requirements for property development are described  
in multiple sections of the underlying zone in the Zoning Ordinance, or grading 
standards which are described in the Grading Ordinance.   Beyond those, the General 
Plan’s policies for Resource Conservation (Chapter 6) ,  are treated separately, as 
are Guidelines for Hillside Development,  ridgeline protection, scenic vistas,  view 
corridors (I-15), or sensitive habitats (such as wetlands, streamcourses, sensitive 
habitat, steep slopes).

Because these extremely important supplemental policies and guidelines seem to 
be treated almost as if they are ‘afterthoughts’, separate, or subordinate to explicit 
standards defined in the Zoning Ordinance or Grading Ordinance, they are often 
overlooked, often misunderstood, or are unclear as to whether standards are 
absolute, mandatory, optional, required, or recommended.   As often as this Council 
directs staff to ‘simplify’ processes, a more thorough method to develop a stand-
alone comprehensive hand-out document is highly recommended.  This effort would 
provide a major benefit by avoiding instances where user’s don’t inadvertently 
overlook important development constraints which otherwise often become surprise 
obstacles at later stages in the development process.  I would expect this type of 
effort would hopefully occur in the not-so-distant future, perhaps concurrently with 
the City’s subsequent comprehensive update of the Zoning Ordinance.    Until a more 
comprehensive method to implement General Plan policies with a subsequent, more 
comprehensive single- source handout to fully describe  development standards is 
prepared,  the need for, the intent,  and commitment  for  follow-up actions would at 
least be appropriate to explain in this Draft EIR for the General Plan Update.  

6.  Environmental Review

The General Plan Update’s Section 18 identifies a series of Goals pertaining to 
Environmental Review Policies 18.1 – 18.4.   Under  Policy 18.1, the draft EIR 
indicates the requirement to maintain Environmental Quality Regulations (EQR) in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

Since the City routinely utilizes federal funds under Community Development Block 
Grants on an annual basis, (sometimes for City-projects, or to subsidize valuable 
services performed by local non-profit organizations), or possibly other federal  grant 
sources, it is suggested this section of the General Plan Update EIR be expanded, 
to also include requirements  to maintain EQR in conformance with National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),  when necessary.

O1-17.  
cont.

O1-18.

O1-19.

Grading Ordinance, and other City regulations.  The General Plan is a planning 
document that guides future City-wide development, while other City regulations, 
such as the Zoning and Grading Ordinances, direct specific development actions.   
It would be inappropriate to combine planning guidelines and regulations into 
one comprehensive document. Future development would be subject to both the 
General Plan Update policies and other applicable City regulations.  The General 
Plan ensures that future development is consistent with the overall vision for the 
City, and the City’s ordinances would ensure that specific adverse effects would 
not occur as a result of a development action, such as impacts to hillsides as a 
result of a proposed grading plan.  Chapter X of the General Plan Update is the 
Implementation Program for the policies identified within the General Plan.  The 
Implementation Program ensures that the overall direction set forth in the General 
Plan is translated from policy to action with timeframes for implementation. 
The purpose of the Implementation Program is to describe the specific actions 
the City will require of new developments, and will undertake itself, to achieve 
the community’s vision for its future as expressed in the General Plan goals, 
objectives, and policies.   Therefore, a comprehensive program to implement the 
General Plan Update policies has been prepared and is available to the public.   
The inclusion of both General Plan Update policies and City regulations in the Draft 
EIR environmental impact analyses is not contradictory because both would apply 
to future development under the proposed project.  Therefore, no revisions to the 
Draft EIR or General Plan Update are necessary as result of this comment.

O1-18 This comment correctly summarizes Environmental Review Policy 18.1 in the Land 
Use and Community Form Element of the proposed General Plan Update.  It does 
not address the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the Draft EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

O1-19 This comment requests a change to Environmental Review Policy 18.1 in the 
General Plan Update.  This comment suggests a change to the Draft EIR; however, 
it pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not address 
the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the Draft EIR.  Future 
development projects proposed under the General Plan Update would be required 
to undergo environmental review as part of the project approval process, and 
would continue to be required to comply with NEPA requirements, if applicable.  
Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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It seems the section 18 pertaining to Environmental Review would be an ideal 
location to reflect the intent of CEQA’s  mandate, to promote development which 
reflects efforts to first avoid, or minimize project-related impacts to the maximum 
extent feasible, and provide full  mitigation to offset negative impacts to valuable 
natural resources and amenities, when impacts cannot be avoided.  

In separate sections of the General Plan Update EIR, there are numerous examples 
where the text describes processes, with language which would probably be 
appropriate in a summary under the Environmental Review section 18.  For instance, 
under the Mobility and Infrastructure Element’s policies require use of best practices 
to maintain the highest possible energy efficiencies in water treatment system 
and infrastructure system to reduce costs and greenhouse emissions (Policy 12.9).  
Or, for example, Policy 14.6 requires new development to minimize alterations to 
natural landforms and the amount of impervious surfaces to minimize erosion while 
encouraging implementation of low impact development measures, and maximum 
use of natural drainage ways consistent w/sound engineering and best management 
practices.

On page 4.4-30, under Federal, State, and Local Requirements, the draft EIR refers to 
the City’s Environmental Quality Regulations (EQR), as follows:

“Additionally, the City’s EQR require reporting programs to ensure that all required 
mitigation measures for development projects are properly and fully implemented 
with regards to impacts to biological resources, including habitat fragmentation and 
habitat that supports sensitive species.” 
 
This level of detail, and type of description also belongs in the draft EIR Section 
pertaining to Environmental Review in Section 18.  

7.  Description of Environmental Setting 

Under Section 3.3, the general description for Environmental Setting describes:

“The City’s geographic setting is characterized by hills, and mountains surrounding an 
open valley bisected by Escondido Creek……..”.

I feel this general description should be expanded to also specifically identify the 
existence of Reidy Creek under the Description of Environmental Setting.  Reidy 
Creek is another important drainage feature which is recognized in other sections 
of the Draft EIR prepared for the General Plan Update, and was identified in the 
Notice of Preparation, and Notice of Completion.   Reidy Creek is partially a natural 
drainage channel in it’s upper reaches (approximately 3 miles in length?) adjacent 
to Broadway flowing from  a north to south direction, until the creek reaches 
the channelized segment (approximately 2 miles? In length).   From there, the 

O1-20.

O1-21.

O1-22.

O1-23.

O1-20 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the Draft EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

O1-21 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the Draft EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

O1-22 This comment requests that the Draft EIR repeat details about the City’s 
Environmental Quality Regulations (EQR) in the discussion of proposed General 
Plan Update policies.  The EQRs are not a General Plan policy; therefore this is 
not the appropriate location for this information.  No revision to the Draft EIR is 
necessary in response to this comment.

O1-23 The discussion in Section 3.3 Environmental Setting, of the Draft EIR has been 
updated as follows in response to this comment:

 The City of Escondido’s geographic setting is characterized by hills and mountains 
surrounding an open valley bisected by Escondido Creek.  Reidy Creek traverses 
the planning area from north to south and combines with Escondido Creek west 
of the Transit Station Target Area.  The City includes a historic downtown and 
urban core area.  Escondido’s prominent public facilities are located downtown, 
providing convenient access for the community.  City Hall, the performing arts 
and conference center, a central library, the multi-modal transit center, museums, 
theaters, Palomar Hospital’s downtown campus, and an office, financial, and 
commercial employment base combine to establish the downtown area. 
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channelized portion of Reidy Creek combines with Escondido Creek channel at 
Mission Avenue between Centre City Parkway and Quince Street.?

An expanded description for “Environmental Setting” to include Reidy Creek 
would be consistent with the description of Riparian Vegetation (page 4.4-9) under 
Biological Resources, and the Riparian Forest category displayed on the Vegetation 
Classes (Figure 4.4.2).   Due to the relative rareness, sensitivity, and high level of 
biological habitat value usually associated with rural segments of natural drainage 
channels supporting riparian vegetation, the current superficial description under 
the draft EIR’s summary  of the Existing Setting on page 3.3 seems incomplete, and 
overlooks an important element.

It is hoped that at some future point in time, it may become possible to perhaps 
assemble a series of parcel acquisitions for purposes of forming a linear park, 
or a contiguous open space system adjacent to Reidy Creek Golf Course, when 
undeveloped portions of Reidy Creek are developed.   Or a preserve system could be 
assembled to function as a mitigation bank area.  In order to protect that option to 
possibly preserve and protect portions of Reidy Creek’s unchannelized section in the 
future, it is important to identify this natural streamcourse as a feature under the 
description of the City’s Environmental Setting.

8.  Escondido Creek Master Plan

Since the City Council recently adopted the final Escondido Creek Master Plan 
(January 25, 2012), it may be suitable to more extensively reflect components of this 
adopted Master Plan in the draft EIR and General Plan, than is currently described in 
the document(s).  

 I was extremely glad to see that the draft General Plan/Downtown Specific Plan 
Update generally reflects the City’s “vision” for Escondido Creek.    On page 1-11, the 
Draft General Plan Update (Section 5)  for Parks, Trails and Open Space, (paragraph 
2), states:

“Escondido Creek is enhanced as a shaded rail system that connects to other regional 
trails and open space systems, and includes recreational improvements with exercise 
stations, seating areas, and mini-playgrounds.”

It seems that the discussion about the Escondido Creek Master Plan should be 
expanded, to more comprehensively describe specific elements of the adopted 
Master Plan.   For instance, it should more fully reflect excerpts from the actual 
Master Plan recently adopted for Escondido Creek, to function as a Class II bikepath/
pedestrian path.  The current document could easily be expanded to further reflect 
a  future Zoning  Overlay district for Escondido Creek, and specify  design standards 
for shade structures, furniture features, fencing design guidelines, identify themes, 
various design elements and signage, street crossings, security and safety features 
which will be constructed in future phases.     

O1-23. 
cont.

O1-24.

O1-25.

O1-26.

O1-27.

O1-24 This comment expresses the commenter’s hope that someday a park or open 
space system may be developed adjacent to Reidy Creek Golf Course.  This 
comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of information presented 
in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  This comment also 
requests a reference to Reidy Creek be added to the description of the Setting for 
the proposed project.  Refer to response to comment O1-23.  This revision to the 
Draft EIR has been made.

O1-25 This comment states that it may be suitable to add additional information 
about the components of the Escondido Creek Master Plan to the Draft EIR.  
The comment does not specify what information should be included, or the 
appropriate place in the Draft EIR to include this information.   The Escondido 
Creek Master Plan was adopted during the public review period for the Draft 
EIR; therefore, it is not appropriate to include this plan in the baseline conditions 
for the Draft EIR.  It is acknowledged in this response that the Escondido Creek 
Master Plan has been adopted by the City.  The purpose of the Master Plan is to 
provide guidelines for the future development of a trail along a seven mile stretch 
of Escondido Creek from Beven Drive to the transit center and Quince Street.  
However, no revisions to the information provided in the Draft EIR are necessary in 
response to this comment.

O1-26 This comment expresses approval for text in the General Plan Update and 
Downtown Specific Plan Update.  It does not address the adequacy or accuracy 
of information presented in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is 
necessary.

O1-27 This comment requests that the Draft EIR be expanded based on the recently 
adopted Escondido Creek Master Plan to reflect a future zoning overlay, specify 
design standards, and identify theme and features to be constructed in future 
phases.  The Draft EIR addresses the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed General Plan Update, Downtown Specific Plan Update, and Escondido 
Climate Action Plan.  The Draft EIR is not an appropriate document in which to 
outline the planning goals or specify design guidelines for Escondido Creek as 
requested in this comment, which would be more appropriately directed toward 
specific implementation measures and City Council Action Plans.  As stated in 
response to comment O1-25, the Escondido Creek Master Plan was adopted 
during the public review period for the Draft EIR; therefore, it is not appropriate to 
include in the baseline conditions discussion for the Draft EIR.  No revision to the 
Draft EIR is necessary in response to this comment.
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Since the draft General Plan Update EIR and Downtown Specific Plan are still at a point 
where minor revisions are still possible, it seems this might prove to be a worthwhile 
and valuable undertaking.  If the General Plan Update and EIR were expanded at this 
point to more consistently and comprehensively reflect subsequent plans for phased 
construction for the Escondido Creek Master Plan, the undertaking would greatly 
simplify subsequent efforts to obtain grant funding from various sources if the 
General Plan were structured in such a way.

At the recent Strategy Session meeting (February 21, 2012), there was discussion 
among members of The Escondido Creek Conservancy (TECC) and Reveal the Creek 
(REC) groups to explore the possibility that future portions for phased improvements in 
the Escondido Creek Master Plan area might be suitable for use as an off-site mitigation 
bank area for other important projects proposed in other areas of the City, (such as off-
site mitigation for extension of Citracado Parkway for instance).  These options would 
be easier to implement in the future, if such possibilities were specifically anticipated 
and generally described in the draft EIR prepared for the General Plan Update.   

 As an interested citizen/unaffiliated member of  Reveal Escondido Creek , I think 
there would be distinct advantages for the City to reflect possible opportunities to 
focus on future construction phases for segments of the Escondido Creek Master Plan.   
The draft General Plan EIR could also reflect the possibility to utilize portions of the 
Escondido Creek Master Plan as an Overlay area, as a potential off-site mitigation 
bank area, to offset future impacts of City projects, or street extensions pursuant 
to the Circulation Element, or street widening .   Use of this method for  future 
mitigation banking  opportunities would simultaneously accelerate, simplify, and 
speed-up the ultimate construction of Escondido Creek Master Plan’s features, so the 
City’s residents, citizens, students, bicycling enthusiasts, recreational users,  members 
of the public and visitors could more immediately begin to enjoy the multiple benefits 
resulting from the implementation of the Escondido Creek Master Plan.  

Thank you for your patience, and that of your consultants, in evaluating public 
comments on the Draft EIR prepared for the General Plan and Downtown Specific 
Plan Update.  It is an exciting process, to play a small but active part as a member 
of the public, in the development of the City’s future, and master plans for future 
development in Escondido until 2035.  

I was impressed the Climate Action Plan was made part of the General Plan update, 
and that the Plan reflects some of the previous public comments generated during 
earlier public outreach efforts.  

Respectfully,

Patricia Borchmann

 
 
  

O1-27. 
cont.

O1-28.

O1-29.

O1-28 This comment requests that the Draft EIR explore the option of using portions of 
the Escondido Creek Master Plan area as a mitigation bank.  The Draft EIR is not a 
planning document that outlines future options for development or improvements 
in the City.   The Draft EIR is an informational document that addresses the 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed General Plan Update, Downtown 
Specific Plan Update, and Escondido Climate Action Plan.  The Escondido Creek 
Master Plan is not part of the proposed project.  Therefore, the Draft EIR is not 
an appropriate place to explore options for implementation of the Escondido 
Creek Master Plan.  No revision to the Draft EIR is necessary in response to this 
comment.

 Please note that future development projects proposed under the General Plan 
Update would be responsible for mitigating environmental impacts associated 
with their development. Mitigation for biological resources impacts may include 
the use of mitigation banks to offset impacts to sensitive habitat or species.  If 
appropriate, and approved by the City and the resource agencies, use of the 
area covered in the Escondido Creek Master Plan may be reviewed for use as a 
potential mitigation bank to mitigate for the loss of biological resources associated 
with future development projects. 

O1-29 This comment concludes the letter and does not address the adequacy or accuracy 
of information presented in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is 
necessary.
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O2-1.

O2-2.

O2-3.

Lett er O2: Escondido Chamber of Citi zens

O2-1 These comments pertain only to the proposed General Plan Update.  They  do 
not address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

O2-2 This comment asks if the General Plan ensures that buildout of the land uses 
identi fi ed in the plan will not impede the fi re department doing its job.  The 
potenti al environmental impacts of the proposed General Plan Update related to 
fi re protecti on are addressed in Secti on 4.14.3.1, Issue 1: Fire Protecti on Services, 
of the Draft  EIR.   The Draft  EIR concluded that the increase in development 
within the proposed project planning boundary would increase demand for fi re 
protecti on services.  To maintain or achieve acceptable travel ti me standards for 
fi re protecti on, the provision of new or physically altered fi re faciliti es would be 
required.  The purpose the Draft  EIR is to determine whether or not the provision 
of new faciliti es to maintain acceptable service rati os and response ti mes would 
cause signifi cant environmental impacts.  The General Plan Update includes Fire 
Protecti on Policies 2.1 to 2.13 that are intended to ensure adequate fi re service is 
available for future development. Therefore, the Draft  EIR adequately addresses 
the proposed project’s potenti al impacts related to fi re protecti on. 

O2-3 These comments pertain only to the proposed General Plan Update.  They do 
not address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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O2-3. 
cont.

O2-4.

O2-5.

O2-4 This comment correctly states the end date of the public review period for the 
Draft  EIR (February 27, 2012).  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Secti on 15105, the 
Draft  EIR public review period establishes a formal 45-day period for review and 
comment on the Draft  EIR, which is required when a Draft  EIR is submitt ed to the 
State Clearinghouse for review by State Agencies.  The City will conti nue to receive 
and consider public input regarding the General Plan Update beyond the Draft  EIR 
review period, including at any public meeti ngs or hearings. However, the dates 
of the Draft  EIR public review period have not been formally extended. No further 
response is necessary.

O2-5 This comment pertains only to the proposed General Plan Update.  It does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on presented in the Draft  EIR. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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From: Jo Ann Greenberg  
Sent: Thursday, February 09, 2012 12:23 PM 
To: Jay Petrek 
Subject: EIR report 

Hi, Jay 

I was going through the EIR draft, 4.14.1.4 , and read the following: “The East Valley 
Branch Library is located in the East Valley Community Center on East Valley Parkway 
and is a source for: up-to-date books, videos, books on tape, and CDs; state-of-the 
art technology and resources; free programs for children and adults; and literacy 
tutoring for adults.” We should take that out since we no longer have a branch. 

Jo Ann 

Jo Ann Greenberg 
City Librarian 
Escondido Public Library 
239 S. Kalmia Street 
Escondido, Ca 92025 
jgreenberg@escondido.org 
760.839.4834 

O3-1.

Letter O3: Jo Ann Greenberg

O3-1 This comment requests that references to the East Valley Branch Library be 
removed from the Draft EIR because this branch is no longer in operation.  Section 
4.14, Public Services, of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to remove 
references to the East Valley Branch Library from the description of existing 
conditions.

Founded in 1898, the Escondido Public Library Department serves residents with 
a Main Library, an East Valley Library Branch, and the Escondido Pioneer Room. 
The Main Library is located at 239 South Kalmia Street, Escondido, CA 92025 and 
offers library services, microfilm, movies, video tapes, community programs, 
and meeting rooms. The Main Library provides residents with a source for over 
300,000 books, videos, books on tape and CDs (including electronic books and 
electronic audiobooks); technology and resources; free programs for adults and 
children; literacy tutoring; and low cost meeting places (EGP 1990).The East Valley 
Branch Library is located in the East Valley Community Center on East Valley 
Parkway and is a source for: up-to-date books, videos, books on tape, and CDs; 
state-of-the art technology and resources; free programs for children and adults; 
and literacy tutoring for adults.  The Escondido Pioneer Room is located at 247 
South Kalmia Street and provides the community with a research room for non-
circulating reference material (EPL 2010).
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	 	 	 	 	 	 February	27,	2012
Jay	Petrek	AICP,	Principal	Planner	
City	of	Escondido	Planning	Division	
201	N.	Broadway,	Escondido,	CA	92025

RE:	GENERAL	PLAN	UPDATE	AND	C.A.P.	DRAFT	EIR	PHG	09	0020,	PHG	
10	0016,	SCH	#2010071064	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	this	Draft	EIR	for	the	City’s	
General	Plan	Update	and	Climate	Action	Plan.	Eden	Valley	has	recently	
been	granted	the	opportunity	to	be	represented	by	the	San	Dieguito	
Planning	Boards,	due	to	the	actions	of	a	core	group	of	active	community	
members	who	have	worked	hard	with	the	County	of	San	Diego	to	develop	
a	vision	for	our	community	as	part	of	the	Sand	Diego	County	General	Plan	
Update.	

In	particular	we	have	comments	on	General	Plan	Area	EL	5	(Eden	Valley)	
and	the	proposal	to	replan	and	rezone	a	portion	of	this	area	to	Industrial	
Office	(IO)	with	GP	Policy	to	establish	a	Medical	Overlay	Area	Plan	in	the	
proposed	Escondido	General	Plan	Update.	Specifically	the	portion	of	EL	5,	
which	does	NOT	lie	within	the	City	Limits,	and	is	currently	zoned	Rural	and	
Agricultural	in	nature.	

Eden	Valley	Community	Character:	Located	in	unincorporated	Escondido,	
Eden	Valley	is	rural	in	nature,	extremely	quiet,	peaceful,	and	generally	
remains	in	its	natural	state.	The	area	is	single	family	rural	residential	and	
agricultural	in	usage,	with	large	lots,	residential	livestock	keeping;	equestrian	
trails,	and	the	dark	night	sky	is	an	important	aesthetic	resource.	There	is	one	
main	roadway	in	Eden	Valley:	Country	Club	Drive,	which	is	a	2	lane,	tree	lined	
residential	street	with	commercial	weight	limits	and	is	designated	as	a	traffic	
calming	area.	The	roadside	is	often	used	as	a	multi	use	equestrian	trail	by	the	
residents.	There	is	no	commercial	development;	no	sewer,	no	street	lights,	
no	traffic	lights,	no	lighted	signs,	no	traffic	signals,	no	curbs,	no	sidewalks,	
no	extractive	land	uses,	and	no	commercial	or	non	agricultural	industry	in	
Eden	Valley.	Residents	here	value	open	space,	quiet,	dark	nighttime	skies,	
low	traffic	volume,	equestrian	trails	and	access	to	the	abundant	wildlife	that	
flourishes	in	this	beautiful	rural	environment.	

We	ask	that	the	Escondido	General	Plan	Update	and	EIR	remove	any	
County	land	within	the	area	of	EL	5	from	the	planning	area.	Should	the	City	of	
Escondido	choose	to	move	forward	with	including	current	County	land	within	

O4-1.

O4-2.

O4-3.

O4-4.

Letter O4: Janean Huston

O4-1 This comment is an introduction to the comment letter and does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of information presented in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no 
further response is necessary.

O4-2 This comment introduces and provides a context for comments O4-3 through O4-
8. No further response is necessary.

O4-3 This comment describes the existing community character of the Eden Valley 
neighborhood through the eyes of the commenter, who is also a resident of Eden 
Valley.  It does not address the adequacy or accuracy of information presented in 
the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

O4-4 This comment requests that the General Plan Update remove any unincorporated 
areas within the Escondido Research Technology Center (ERTC) North Specific 
Planning Area (SPA) #8 from the General Plan Update planning area, or that the 
Draft EIR detail how increasing residential densities in areas such as the ERTC 
North SPA #8 would affect the community character of rural neighborhoods 
such as Eden Valley.   Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality, of 
the Draft EIR addresses the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
General Plan Update land use designations on community character, including 
the land uses proposed for ERTC North SPA #8. As discussed in this section under 
the ERTC North SPA heading, the SPA is currently developed with industrial and 
commercial uses, an SDG&E power plant, the new Palomar Medical Center West 
hospital campus, and a SPRINTER station.  New high-intensity development in 
this SPA would be focused along Citracado Parkway, Auto Park Way, and in areas 
more distanced from residences west of the SPA, which would include Eden 
Valley, to ensure compatibility.  Specific attention would be given to achieving 
compatibility with semi-rural residential areas to the west, such as Eden Valley, by 
incorporating lower intensity land uses, building materials, heights, orientation, 
colors, screening, lighting and signage along the edge of the SPA to create a buffer 
between the two land use types.  The General Plan Update envisions high-quality 
architecture and landscaping and transit-focused pedestrian-friendly development 
in this area.  Therefore, implementation of the General Plan Update would not 
significantly impact Eden Valley’s community character.  Similar analyses are 
included in this section for the other General Plan Target Areas and remaining 
area with the planning area boundary.  Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately 
details the potential for implementation of the General Plan Update to impact 
community character.  No revisions to the Draft EIR in response to this comment 
are necessary. 
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the	area	of	EL	5,	we	ask	that	the	General	Plan	EIR’s	detail	how	increasing	
residential	densities	and	intensities	in	“Smart	Growth”	areas	such	as	EL	5	
which	are	in	close	proximity	to	transit,	will	not	compromise	the	character	of	
adjacent	single	family	neighborhoods	such	as	Eden	Valley.	
An	alternative	may	be	to	purchase	mitigation	lands	within Eden Valley as	
a	permanent	Open	Space	Reserve	to	offset	the	losses.	This	may	also	be	in	
keeping	with	the	General	Plan’s	goal	of	establishing	“Smart	Growth”	and	
“Healthy	Community	Concepts”	which	enhance	accessibility	to	recreational	
and	open	space	opportunities.	

Furthermore,	since	most	of	the	EL	5	area	is	within	the	City	limits,	we	ask	
the	City	of	Escondido	to	create	a	buffer	zone	and	graduate	the	FAR	with	
lower	intensities	adjacent	to	the	existing	County	areas,	while	increasing	the	
FAR	intensities	to	the	North	and	East	areas	of	EL	5.

This	project	does	NOT	blend	with	our	existing	community	character	and	
will	have	an	adverse	visual	and	environment	impact	on	all	of	Eden	Valley	
by	sitting	buildings	that	may	project	above	the	ridge	line	and	resulting	in	a	
scale	of	development	that	is	incompatible	with	the	existing	setting.	

We	ask	that	the	Escondido	General	Plan	Update	and	EIR	recognize	and	
support	the	proposed	planning	for	all	of	Eden	Valley,	which	is	currently	with	
the	County	of	San	Diego’s	General	Plan	Update.	The	City	of	Escondido	new	
General	Plan	should	accept	and	adopt	all	of	the	provisions	which	exist	in	the	
Eden	Valley	Community	Plan.	This	should	include	an	agricultural/equestrian	
district	overlay	that	would	allow	durable	special	animal	and	livestock	keeping	
and	breeding,	a	trail	system	suitable	for	equestrian	use,	and	low	density	
zoning	to	encourage	small	family	owned	organic	farms.	

As	neighbors,	we	hope	that	the	City	of	Escondido	will	continue	to	help	
keep	our	rural	community	true	to	it’s	name	sake	of	Eden	Valley	

Janean	Huston	(and	neighbors)	
Escondido,	CA	92029	

cc:	San	Dieguito	Planning	Group	
Elfin	Forest/Harmony	Grove	Town	Council	
Residents	of	the	Eden	Valley	Bugle	
Devon	Muto,	County	of	San	Diego	DPLU	

O4-4. 
cont.

O4-5.

O4-6.

O4-7.

O4-8.

O4-5 This comment suggests that land within Eden Valley may be purchased for 
permanent open space to offset losses and enhance recreational and open space 
opportunities.  It is unclear as to what specific losses the commenter is referring.  
Based on the previous comment (O4-4), it is assumed the commenter is referring 
to impacts to community character.  The analysis of impacts to community 
character in Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality, of the Draft EIR 
concluded that with implementation of existing City policies and regulations, 
the proposed General Plan Update would result in a less than significant impact 
to visual character or quality.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
The suggestion to purchase land within Eden Valley for a permanent open space 
reserve is not necessary to address the proposed project’s impact to visual 
character or quality. Therefore, this suggestion was not incorporated into the 
Draft EIR.  Additionally, the proposed project would result in less than significant 
impacts to Biological Resources (Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR) and Recreation, 
including open space resources (Section 4.15 of the Draft EIR); therefore, no 
mitigation was identified for these issues.  If future environmental review of 
a proposed project determines that potential environmental impacts require 
mitigation for open space or sensitive species, and if those impacts can be 
mitigated off site, the wildlife agencies may require that such mitigation occur in 
a pre-approved mitigation bank and that the type(s) of habitat be comparable. If 
areas within Eden Valley are part of a pre-approved mitigation bank with similar 
habitat types as the impacted area, it may be an appropriate location for off-site 
mitigation in the future.   As discussed in Section 2.3, Intended Use of the EIR, 
while the EIR intends to identify potential impacts that would result from project 
implementation, the level of analysis is not detailed to the level of site specificity, 
nor is it intended to be accurate to this level of specificity.  As a programmatic 
EIR, the Draft EIR cannot determine the precise impacts that would occur from 
individual actions that would occur under the General Plan Update because future 
projects are unknown and such analysis would be speculative.  Therefore, the 
commenter’s suggestion was not incorporated into the Draft EIR.

O4-6 This comment requests that the City create a buffer zone where higher intensity 
uses in the ERTC North SPA #8 are located closer to the northern and eastern 
areas of the SPA, and lower intensity uses are located near the unincorporated 
areas of this SPA. Refer to response to comment O4-4.  This suggestion has already 
been incorporated into the General Plan Update, and is reflected in the Draft EIR 
analysis in Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality.

O4-7 This comment states that the land uses proposed in the ERTC North SPA #8 would 
be incompatible with the existing visual environment of Eden Valley.  Refer to 
responses to comments O4-4 and O4-6.  The commenter’s suggestions of a buffer 
zone and graduated FAR to provide compatibility between the ERTC North SPA #8 
and the Eden Valley community has already been incorporated into the General 
Plan Update and is addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character 
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or Quality.  Additionally, specific attention would be given to achieving compatibility 
with semi-rural residential areas outside of ERTC North SPA #8 to the west by 
incorporating lower intensity land uses, building materials, heights, orientation, 
colors, screening, lighting and signage along the edge of the SPA to create a buffer 
between the two land use types.  Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded that the 
proposed project would result in a less than significant impact to the unincorporated 
neighborhoods surrounding ERTC North SPA #8, including Eden Valley.

O4-8 This comment requests that the City of Escondido adopt into the General Plan 
Update all of the provisions of the Eden Valley Community Plan, including an 
agricultural/equestrian district overlay for animal and livestock breeding, equestrian 
trails, and small farms.  A portion of the Eden Valley area within the unincorporated 
County is included in the General Plan Update boundary for planning purposes 
only.  The land use designations proposed in the General Plan Update provide 
information for property owners in areas that may be annexed into the City.   Unless 
annexation is approved, proposed development in the unincorporated area would 
be subject to the County’s land use plans, such as the Eden Valley Community Plan 
and County General Plan.  If an area has been annexed, proposed development 
would be subject to the City’s land use plans, such as ERTC North SPA #8 and the 
City’s General Plan Update.  General Plan Community Character Policy 1.15 calls for 
the City to “Recognize Community Plans approved by the Board of Supervisors within 
Escondido’s General Planning Area and coordinate land use and design guidelines to 
minimize impacts in areas where city/county lands transition. Collaborate with annexing 
property owners to retain desired components of their Community Plans by considering 
appropriate zoning overlay designations in the event of annexation.” The General Plan 
Update does not include the requested agricultural/equestrian district overlay for 
the Eden Valley area; however, this area is proposed for Estate I and Estate II land 
uses under the General Plan Update, which could include agricultural properties. The 
low residential densities allowed by the Estate I and II land use designations could 
also accommodate animal and livestock facilities and small farms.  Additionally, the 
General Plan Update encourages trails throughout the planning area and would 
not preclude the establishment of new equestrian trails in the Eden Valley area. No 
revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary as a result of this comment.
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From: Kevin	Johnson	[mailto:kevin@johnsonlawaplc.com]		
Sent: Monday,	February	27,	2012	10:26	AM	
To:	Jay	Petrek	
Subject:	General	Plan	Update	EIR--Comments	
Importance:	High	

Hi	Jay:

	I	have	been	asked	by	the	Escondido	Chamber	of	Citizens	to	review	and	
comment	upon	the	General	Plan	Update	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report.	
Following	are	a	number	of	comments	addressing	issues	related	to	Proposition	
“S”.	

1)	The	DEIR	fails	to	fully	and	clearly	inform	the	public	as	to	what	specific	
zoning	amendments	and	GP	policy	text	amendments	will	need	to	be	
voted	upon	under	Proposition	“S”.	

2)	The	criteria	for	deciding	what	amendments	will	require	a	public	vote	should	
be	specifically	explained	and	expressly	applied	to	each	amendment.	Are	there	
for	example	any	“close	cases”	where	a	vote	may	or	may	not	be	required?	If	
so,	why?	

3)	A	map	of	the	properties	to	be	rezoned	should	be	provided	and	a	standard	
figure/chart	listing	the	properties	in	one	place	with	a	brief	explanation	about	
why	or	why	not	a	public	vote	will	be	needed	should	be	provided.	

4)	There	should	be	clear	explanation	of	how	the	vote	on	the	properties	will	
be	handled.	Proposition	“S”	requires	separate	votes	on	each	property,	not	a	
vote	on	a	block	of	several	properties.	The	City	has	stated	it	has	not	decided	
whether	there	will	be	individual	property	votes	or	a	block	vote.	The	decision	
should	however	be	made	now	and	not	sometime	in	the	future	otherwise	the	
DEIR	fails	as	an	informational	document.	The	decision	factors	in	this	regard	
need	to	be	detailed	in	the	FEIR.	

5)	The	issue	of	GP	inconsistency	should	be	addressed	in	the	context	of	
potential	“no”	votes	on	the	subject	properties.	What	amendments	to	the	
rest	of	the	GP	update	will	be	required	if	certain	zoning	changes	are	not	
approved	by	the	voters?	What	will	be	the	ripple	effect	on	the	balance	of	
the	GP	of	various	combinations	of	no	votes?	

6)	There	needs	to	be	a	clear	statement	that	the	proposed	update	will	
not	change	or	alter	any	part	of	Proposition	“S”--other	than	specifically	
identified	GP	policy	provisions	to	be	amended--	and	how	it	has	been	
applied	since	1998.		

O5-1.

O5-2.

O5-3.

O5-4.

O5-5.

O5-6.

O5-7.

Letter O5: Kevin Johnson

O5-1 This comment is an introduction to the comment letter.  It does not addresses 
the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the Draft EIR.  No further 
response is necessary.

O5-2 This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to inform that public as to what 
specific zoning amendments and General Plan text amendments would need to be 
voted upon under Proposition S.  As discussed in Draft EIR Section 2.1, Purpose of 
the EIR and Legal Authority, the Draft EIR was prepared for the following purposes:

■	 To satisfy the requirements of CEQA, pursuant to Public Resource Code 
Section 21080; 

■	 To inform the general public, local community, responsible trustee and 
federal public agencies, and others of the nature of the proposed project, its 
potential significant environmental effects, potentially feasible measures to 
mitigate those impacts and reasonable potentially feasible alternatives to the 
proposed project;

■	 To enable the City Council to consider the environmental consequences of 
approving the proposed project;

■	 For consideration by responsible agencies in issuing permits and approvals 
for the proposed project that would occur as part of proposed project 
implementation;

■	 To provide a basis for tiering subsequent environmental documents pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15152 and 15168(c).

 As noted in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, Discretionary Actions, Decisions and 
Approvals, a City-wide public vote pursuant to Proposition S is required for 
approval of portions of the General Plan Update and is scheduled for the 
November 6, 2012 election. However, the Draft EIR is an informational document 
related to the physical environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the 
General Plan Update, Downtown Specific Plan Update, and Escondido Climate 
Action Plan (E-CAP).  It is not intended to be a voter information document 
related to Proposition S.  The San Diego County Registrar of Voters will issue voter 
information guides to all City residents prior to the November 2012 election, 
which will include information related to approval of the General Plan Update. 
Whether or not portions of the proposed General Plan Update would require 
voter approval does not affect the analysis of the project’s environmental impacts 
identified in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, including additional voter information 
related to Proposition S is not necessary to include in the EIR.

O5-3 Refer to response to comment O5-2.  As noted in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, 
Discretionary Actions, Decisions and Approvals, a City-wide public vote pursuant to 
Proposition S is required for approval of portions of the General Plan Update and 
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is scheduled for the November 6, 2012 election. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to 
disclose the potential environmental impacts of the General Plan Update, Downtown 
Specific Plan Update, and E-CAP as proposed.  Including additional voter information 
related to Proposition S is not necessary to include in the EIR.

O5-4 Refer to response to comment O5-2.  As noted in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, 
Discretionary Actions, Decisions and Approvals, a City-wide public vote pursuant to 
Proposition S is required for approval of portions of the General Plan Update and 
is scheduled for the November 6, 2012 election. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to 
disclose the potential environmental impacts of the General Plan Update, Downtown 
Specific Plan Update, and E-CAP as proposed.  Including additional voter information 
related to Proposition S is not necessary to include in the EIR.

O5-5 This comment states that the Draft EIR should include an explanation of how the 
Proposition S vote will be handled or the Draft EIR fails as an information document.  
Refer to response to comment O5-2.  Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, Discretionary 
Actions, Decisions and Approvals, identifies that a City-wide public vote pursuant to 
Proposition S is required for approval of portions of the General Plan Update and 
is scheduled for the November 6, 2012 election. The purpose of the Draft EIR is to 
disclose the potential environmental impacts of the General Plan Update, Downtown 
Specific Plan Update, and E-CAP as proposed.  Including additional voter information 
related to Proposition S is not necessary to include in the EIR.

O5-6 This comment states that the Draft EIR should address impacts that would 
potentially occur as a result of combinations of voter disapproval of the General 
Plan Update. Section 15126 of the CEQA Guidelines, Consideration and Discussion 
of Environmental Impacts, requires that the Draft EIR discuss the potential 
environmental impacts of a proposed project that would occur if the project is 
implemented.  It does not require the Draft EIR to address potential impacts that 
would occur if portions of the project would not be implemented because such 
scenarios are not options under the proposed project and to anticipate voter 
outcome would be speculative.  However, Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR, Alternatives, 
does discuss potential impacts of alternatives to the proposed project compared 
to the potential impacts of the proposed project, as required by CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6.  CEQA requires that the alternative analysis cover a reasonable 
range of feasible alternatives that focuses on avoiding or substantially lessening 
any significant effects of the proposed project. It does not require an exhaustive 
list of alternatives, such as all possible election outcomes.  The Draft EIR analyzes 
the potential impacts of several alternatives that propose lower residential density 
compared to the Draft EIR. These include  the No Project Alternative, which assumes 
the proposed project would not be adopted or implemented and the currently 
adopted City of Escondido General Plan (1990) would be the applicable planning 
document for the proposed project area; the Reduced Residential Alternative 

Thank	you	for	your	attention	to	these	matters	and	please	confirm	receipt	of	
this	e-mail.	

Very	Truly	Yours,	

Kevin	

Kevin	K.	Johnson,	Esq.	
KEVIN	K.	JOHNSON,	APLC	
600	West	Broadway,	Suite	225	
San	Diego,	CA	92101	
Phone:	(619)	696-6211	
Fax:	(619)	696-7516	
E-mail:	Kevin@JohnsonLawAPLC.com	
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and Blended Reduce Downtown/Focuses Smart Growth and Employment 
Alternative, under which multiple areas identified for smart growth residential and 
employment land uses would be reduced or eliminated entirely; and the Nutmeg 
Street Alternative, under which the proposed residential land use designation 
for the Nutmeg Street Study Area would be eliminated and replaced with 
employment land uses.  Therefore, the intent of this comment has already been 
incorporated into the Draft EIR to the extent appropriate for an EIR and consistent 
with CEQA.

O5-7 Two General Plan policies related to Proposition S are subject to voter approval. 
They are: 1) the establishment of a residential Urban V designation (multi-family; 
up to 45 units per acre), and 2) the deletion of one residential clustering policy 
that eliminates the requirement of 50 percent of a project’s residences to back 
up to open space. No other changes to policies associated with Proposition S will 
require a public vote. The policies pertaining to the Urban V designation and the 
elimination of the single clustering policy are reflected in the draft General Plan 
as described above. The draft General Plan constitutes the “project” for which the 
Draft EIR analyzes and identifies environmental impacts, along with the Downtown 
Specific Plan Update and E-CAP.   As noted in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, 
Discretionary Actions, Decisions and Approvals, a City-wide public vote pursuant to 
Proposition S is required for approval of portions of the General Plan Update and 
is scheduled for the November 6, 2012 election.



Escondido General Plan, Downtown Specific Plan and Climate Action Plan EIR
Page RTC-94

Comments Responses

	 	 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

April 23, 2012

From: Christine Nava <christinenava@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2012 4:03 PM 
To: Jay Petrek 
Subject: DEIR comments 

Dear Mr. Petrek-

I am just under the deadline for DEIR comments (I went out-of-town right after the 
workshop) and this is my first opportunity to follow up on a couple of issues I raised 
at the workshop. First let me thank you, your staff and all who worked on this plan. 
It shows a tremendous amount of work and your efforts to draw the public into the 
discussion is greatly appreciated. 

Regarding the DEIR section entitled “significant and unavoidable impacts”, I notice 
that a number of factors are not included: 

1. Ground wind effect when tall buildings are clustered. 

2. Shading effects especially for other buildings. 

3. “Canyon effects” -trapping pollutants, thus reducing air quality at the street 
level 

4. Effects on light from obstruction of sun 

Other comments that refer in a general way to the downtown clustering: 

1. I am very concerned that apartments/condos planned in the higher density 
targeted areas will, in the long run, result in the creation of ghettos. I do 
not believe that these planned structures will draw the “high tech” or 
higher income level workers/families to residency to these apartments. 

2. I am concerned about the social impact for both pedestrians and nearby 
residents. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I may have others as I continue to study 
the documents. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Nava 

O6-1.

O6-2.

O6-3.

O6-4.

O6-5.

O6-6.

O6-7.

O6-8.

Letter O6: Chris Nava

O6-1 This comment is an introduction to the comment letter and does not address 
the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the Draft EIR. No further 
response is necessary.

O6-2 This comment is an introduction to a list of potential impacts the commenter 
feels should be included in Section 5.4, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, of 
the Draft EIR.  Section 5.4 summarizes the significant and unavoidable impacts 
identified in analysis Sections 4.1 through 4.17 of the Draft EIR. It does not provide 
analysis of issues that were not addressed in Sections 4.1 through 4.17. Therefore, 
the list of environmental issues addressed in responses to comments O6-3 through 
O6-6 is based on the analysis provided in Sections 4.1 through 4.17 of the Draft 
EIR, not Section 5.4, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts.

O6-3 This comment states that the Draft EIR is missing a discussion of ground wind 
effect when tall buildings are clustered.  Impacts to visual character and quality 
are addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality.  
As discussed in this section, implementation of the General Plan Update and 
Downtown Specific Plan Update would have the potential to increase building 
heights and densities throughout the General Plan Update planning area.  
However, compliance with existing regulations and the proposed General Plan 
Update policies would ensure that quality development is constructed which 
implements the City’s vision for a vibrant, walkable community with revitalized 
residential neighborhoods and attractive, sustainable, economically viable 
industrial and commercial areas.  In response to this comment, the discussion 
of visual character and quality impacts in areas that may experience substantial 
building height increases was revised to specifically state that ground winds are 
a potential adverse impact of clustered tall buildings. Additionally, the discussion 
was revised to clarify that the City would minimize adverse impacts such as 
ground winds. The revisions add clarification to the impact analysis, but do not 
change the Draft EIR conclusion that impacts to visual character and quality 
would be less than significant with compliance with the General Plan Update 
policies and existing regulations. Additionally, most high-rise future development 
projects would be subject to additional CEQA review.  If a future development 
project would have the potential to result in an adverse visual character and 
quality impact such as ground wind, mitigation would be required to reduce the 
impact, as applicable. An example of the revised Draft EIR discussion from Draft 
EIR Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality, is provided below for the 
South Escondido Boulevard/Felicita Road Target Area. This revision was made for 
all areas that would experience substantial building height increases. 
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 The South Escondido Boulevard/Felicita Road Target Area currently has a residential 
character and is developed with mid-range density multi-family residential 
development, low intensity suburban shopping, general retail, office, restaurant, 
and small scale services.  A portion of the Old Escondido Historic District is located 
adjacent to this study area.  The General Plan Update proposes similar retail, multi-
family residential, commercial, and office development in this area, but would also 
accommodate intensified commercial and residential development.  Therefore, the 
General Plan Update proposes land uses that would be compatible with the existing 
character of the area.  New urban development in this area would have the potential 
to substantially increase building heights in this target area and impact visual quality.  
Clusters of tall buildings have the potential to create ground winds, obscure access to 
sunlight, and create shading on adjacent buildings.  However, fFuture development 
would be required to comply with the General Plan Update development policies 
which would ensure construction of high quality development, as discussed below 
in the discussion of Proposed General Plan Update Goals and Policies.  The General 
Plan Update envisions high quality architecture and landscaping, pedestrian friendly 
streets, and access to transit and urban trails for the area.  Projects would be subject 
to design review by the City, which would ensure that adverse impacts such as 
ground winds, shading, and sunlight obstruction, would be minimized in order to 
maintain consistency with existing development and support the General Plan vision 
for this area.  Therefore, implementation of the General Plan Update would enhance 
the existing visual character of this study area and impacts would be less than 
significant.

O6-4 This comment states that shading effects are not considered in the Draft EIR.  Refer to 
response to comment O6-3.  Similar to impacts related to ground wind, the various 
discussions in Draft EIR Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality, have 
been revised to specifically state that shading is a potential adverse impact of tall 
buildings. Additionally, the discussions were revised to clarify that the City would 
require projects to minimize impacts such as adverse shading. These revisions add 
clarification to the impact analysis, but do not change the Draft EIR conclusion that 
impacts to visual character and quality would be less than significant with compliance 
with the General Plan Update policies and existing regulations. Additionally, most 
high-rise future development projects would be subject to additional CEQA review.  If 
a future development project would have the potential to result in an adverse visual 
character and quality impact such as shading, mitigation would be required to reduce 
the impact, as applicable. An example of the revised discussion in Draft EIR Section 
4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality, is provided in response to comment O6-
3.  

O6-5 This comment states that air quality at the street level as a result of trapped 
pollutants is not addressed in the Draft EIR.  Section 4.3.3.3, Issue 3: Sensitive 
Receptors, includes an analysis of the potential for carbon monoxide hot spots, 
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which are areas of trapped carbon monoxide (CO) pollution as a result of traffic 
congestion.   The analysis determined that no CO hot spots would occur as a result 
of implementation of the proposed project.  Therefore, this issue was adequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR.

O6-6 This comment states that effects of light from the obstruction of the sun are not 
addressed in the Draft EIR.  Refer to response to comment O6-3.  Similar to impacts 
related to ground wind and shading, the various discussions in Draft EIR Section 
4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality, have been revised to specifically state 
that sunlight obstruction is a potential adverse impact of tall buildings. Additionally, 
the discussions were revised to clarify that the City would require projects to 
minimize impacts such as sunlight obstruction. These revisions add clarification 
to the impact analysis, but do not change the Draft EIR conclusion that impacts to 
visual character and quality would be less than significant with compliance with the 
General Plan Update policies and existing regulations. Additionally, most high-rise 
future development projects would be subject to additional CEQA review.  If a future 
development project would have the potential to result in an adverse visual character 
and quality impact such as sunlight obstruction, mitigation would be required to 
reduce the impact, as applicable. An example of the revised discussion in Draft 
EIR Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality, is provided in response to 
comment O6-3.

O6-7 This comment expresses the commenter’s concern that higher density areas will 
result in the creation of ghettos [low income areas] and will not attract higher income 
level workers or families to the area.  This comment does not address the adequacy 
or accuracy of information provided in the Draft EIR.  The comment speculates 
as to the economic and social effects of future development. As stated in Section 
15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, potential economic or social effects of a project 
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  Blight resulting from 
the creation of a ghetto would be considered an adverse impact to community 
character.  However, impacts to community character and quality are addressed in 
the Draft EIR in Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality.  As discussed 
in this section, existing City policies and regulations such as the Zoning and Grading 
and Erosion Control Ordinances, proposed General Plan Update design principles 
and policies, and proposed Downtown Specific Plan Update goals and policies are 
intended to protect visual character and quality.  These policies establish guidelines 
for high-quality development consistent with existing visual character, and require 
design review of new development.  The General Plan Update includes development 
guidelines which would ensure that quality development is constructed.  For 
example, the Land Use and Community Form Element includes Neighborhood 
Maintenance and Preservation Policy 4.3, which encourages working with residents 
to enhance existing neighborhood character and aesthetics, and Cluster Policies 
D1.4 and D1.5, which require the City to ensure that the portion of the site to be 
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developed for clustered residential lots maintains the character of the surrounding 
area and does not block scenic views.  Mixed Use Overlay Policy 7.4 requires the 
review of proposed projects in mixed use overlay districts to ensure the project 
incorporates architectural elements or themes from the surrounding neighborhood; 
provides appropriate transitions between land use designations to minimize 
compatibility conflicts; and ensures quality architecture,  landscaping and onsite 
open space.  Impacts to visual character and quality would be less than significant.  
Therefore, the issue has been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. 

O6-8 This comment expresses concern about social impacts for pedestrians and nearby 
residents; however, it does not state a specific social concern.  This comment does 
not address the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in the Draft EIR.  As 
stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, potential economic or social effects 
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  The 
purpose of the Draft EIR is to disclose potential physical environmental changes.  No 
potential physical environmental impacts are identified in this comment; therefore, 
no further response is necessary.  
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From:  noreply-www@escondido.org [mailto:noreply-www@escondido.org] 
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 4:36 PM 
To: Jay Petrek 
Subject: [Comment on General Plan Update]: North East portion of Eden Valley 

Bill	Osborn	bill-osborn@sbcglobal.net	

My	understanding	is	that	a	portion	in	the	North	East	comer	of	Eden	Valley	is	to	be	
annexed	into	Escondido	as	part	of	the	GP	update.	The	land	is	to	be	used	for	potential	
hospital	infrastructure	such	as	Dr.	Offices	or	retirement	communities.	

Our	rural	valley	has	already	had	an	11	story	hospital	forced	upon	us	in	an	area	that	
was	promised	to	be	maximum	two	story	buildings	hidden	by	an	earthen	berm.	I	fear	
that	adding	additional	infrastructure	on	the	fringes	of	our	valley	will	be	detrimental	
to	our	rural	lifestyle	and	we	do	not	want	to	see	increased	density	here.	Why	is	it	that	
more	density	is	not	being	placed	on	the	freeway	corridors	and	near	the	Malls	where	it	
makes	more	sense?	

I	also	fear	that	the	any	new	office	space	on	that	property	will	increase	the	traffic.	The	
Eden	Valley	residents	are	already	feeling	the	effects	of	new	development	which	is	
making	it	more	and	more	difficult	to	exit	our	driveways.	I	would	like	to	ask	that	the	
annexation	of	the	land	be	mitigated	with	the	purchase	and	protection	of	the	30+	acres	
that	is	found	at	the	end	of	Surrey	Lane.	This	property	has	already	been	determined	to	
be	of	ecological	importance.	In	addition,	I	would	like	to	ask	that	the	speed	limit	on	
Country	Club	drive	be	reduced	from	its	current	45MPH	down	to	35MPH	or	less.	

Lastly,	I	respectfully	request	that	any	buildings	built	on	that	property	(North	East	
comer	of	Eden	Valley	North	of	the	hospital)	should	not	be	visible	from	our	valley	and	
that	all	lighting	be	kept	to	a	minimum	to	protect	our	dark	skies.	

Regards,	
Bill	Osborn	

O7-1.

O7-2.

O7-3.

O7-4.

Letter O7: Bill Osborn

O7-1 This comment indicates the commenter’s view that the proposed project would 
include annexation of the northeast portion of Eden Valley to be used for medical 
offices or retirement communities.  This statement is incorrect.  No portion of 
the Eden Valley community is proposed for annexation at this time.  The Eden 
Valley community in unincorporated San Diego County is included within the 
General Plan Update boundary for planning purposes only as an area that could 
be annexed in the future.  The proposed General Plan Update proposes a land use 
designation for the northeast corner of Eden Valley that would allow employment 
land uses to be developed in this location, including medical offices; however, 
this land uses designation would only apply if the area is annexed in the future.  
Otherwise, the area would continue to be part of the unincorporated area under 
the jurisdiction of the County and the County’s land use designations for the 
area would apply. The reason that the proposed General Plan Update identifies 
employment land in this area is due to its proximity to the new hospital, the 
Nordahl Transit Station, existing employment land, and State Route 78. 

O7-2 This comment expresses concern that additional medical facilities in the ERTC 
North SPA #8 on the edge of the Eden Valley community will be detrimental to 
the rural lifestyle of Eden Valley residents.  The comment requests that such 
development be placed closer to the freeway corridors and existing shopping 
areas.  This comment has already been incorporated into the General Plan Update.  
As shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-3, Study Areas, the Highway 78/Broadway Target 
Area, Transit Station Target Area, I-15/Felicita Road Corporate Office Target Area, 
Promenade Retail Center and Vicinity Target Area, Nutmeg Street Target Area, 
Downtown SPA #9,  East Valley Parkway Target Area, South Escondido Boulevard/
Felicita Road Target Area, Centre City Parkway/Brotherton Road Target Area, and 
Westfield Shoppingtown Target Area are located adjacent to freeway corridors and 
existing shopping areas.  The majority of growth that would be accommodated 
under the General Plan Update would occur in these areas.  Additionally, the 
potential community character impacts of the proposed land use designations 
identified for the ERTC North SPA #8, and other areas within the General Plan 
Update planning boundary, are discussed in Section 4.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual 
Character or Quality.   As identified in this section under the heading “Escondido 
Research Technology Center North SPA”, new high-intensity development in this 
SPA would be focused along Citracado Parkway, Auto Park Way, and in areas 
more distanced from residences west of the SPA to ensure compatibility.  Specific 
attention would be given to achieving compatibility with semi-rural residential 
areas outside of the SPA to the west by incorporating lower intensity land uses, 
building materials, heights, orientation, colors, heights, screening, lighting and 
signage along the edge of the SPA to create a buffer between the two land 
use types.  Therefore, implementation of the General Plan Update would not 



Escondido General Plan, Downtown Specific Plan and Climate Action Plan EIR
Page RTC-99

Comments Responses

	 	 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

April 23, 2012

significantly impact community character.   New higher intensity development 
would be focused along major roadways and existing developed areas, similar to the 
commenter’s suggestion.

O7-3 This comment expresses concern that office development in ERTC North SPA #8 
would increase traffic.  The potential for the proposed General Plan Update land uses 
to increase traffic is addressed in Section 4.16.3.1, Issue 1: Traffic and LOS Standards. 
The information in this EIR section is based on the Traffic Impact Analysis (LLG 2011) 
prepared for the project, which is included as Appendix I1 to the EIR.  Table 4.16-2, 
Existing and Proposed Roadway Operations, in the Draft EIR specifically shows the 
potential roadway segment impacts that would occur in the ERTC North SPA #8 area. 
As shown in this table, buildout of the General Plan Update land uses would result in 
a significant impact to the segment of Mission Road from Barham Drive to Auto Park 
Way.  Table 4.16-3, Existing and Proposed Intersection Operations, lists the potential 
intersection impacts that would occur in the ERTC North SPA #8.  As identified in 
this table, the Nordahl Road/Auto Park Way/Mission Road intersection would be 
significantly impacted by implementation of the proposed General Plan Update.  As 
discussed in Section 4.16.6, Mitigation, mitigation measure Tra-1 would partially 
mitigate the impacts of the proposed project by requiring intersection improvement 
treatment and adaptive traffic signal control technology to improve traffic flow on 
the roadway segment of Mission Road from Barham Drive to Auto Park Way and 
the Nordahl Road/Auto Park Way/Mission Road intersection. However, even after 
implementation of mitigation, this roadway segment and intersection would operate 
at an unacceptable LOS. Therefore, the potential traffic impacts of the proposed 
project, including development of land uses in ERTC North SPA #8, are thoroughly 
analyzed and disclosed in the Draft EIR.

 This comment also requests that annexation of Eden Valley be mitigated with the 
purchase and protection of land found at the end of Surrey Lane.  As discussed in 
response to comment O7-1, the proposed project does not propose any portions of 
Eden Valley for annexation at this time.  Further, annexation on its own would not 
result in an automatic significant impact requiring mitigation.  If future environmental 
review of a development project in this area determines that potential environmental 
impacts require mitigation for sensitive species, and if those impacts can be mitigated 
off site, the City and wildlife agencies may require that such mitigation occur in a pre-
approved mitigation bank and that the type(s) of habitat be comparable. If the area 
at the end of Surry Lane is part of a pre-approved mitigation bank with similar habitat 
types as the impacted area, it may be an appropriate location for off-site mitigation.   
As discussed in Section 2.3, Intended Use of the EIR, while the EIR intends to identify 
potential impacts that would result from project implementation, the level of analysis 
is not detailed to the level of site specificity, nor is it intended to be accurate to 
this level of specificity.  As a programmatic EIR, the Draft EIR cannot determine the 
precise impacts that would occur from individual actions that would occur under the 
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General Plan Update because future projects are unknown and such analysis would 
be speculative.  Therefore, the commenter’s suggestion was not incorporated into 
the Draft EIR.

 This comment also requests that the speed limit on Country Club drive be reduced 
from its current speed limit of 45 miles per hour (MPH) to 35 MPH or less.  The 
speed limits for County Club Road are determined by the County of San Diego. For 
information regarding speed limits on County designated roads, the commenter 
should contact the Traffic Advisory Committee at (858) 874-4030.

O7-4 This comment requests that any buildings built in the northeastern area of the Eden 
Valley community not be visible from Eden Valley and that all lighting be kept to 
a minimum.  As discussed in response to comment O7-2, specific attention would 
be given to proposed development in this area in order to achieve compatibility 
with semi-rural residential areas outside of the SPA to the west. This would be 
accomplished by incorporating lower intensity land uses, building materials, heights, 
orientation, colors, screening, lighting and signage along the edge of the SPA to 
create a buffer between the two land use types.  Additionally, potential impacts to 
dark skies are addressed in Section 4.1.3.4 of the Draft EIR, Issue 4: Light or Glare.   
The Draft EIR acknowledges that the unincorporated communities have identified 
dark skies are part of their community character.   Future development would be 
required to comply with the Escondido Outdoor Lighting Ordinance and proposed 
General Plan Update policies that would minimize unnecessary nighttime lighting.  
Compliance with all applicable regulations and policies would reduce proposed 
project impacts related to light and glare to below a level of significance.   
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From:  Mark	Rodriguez	<marknrodriguez@cox.net>	
Sent: 			Monday,	February	27,	2012	5:05	PM	
To:		Jay	Petrek;	Sam	Abed;	Marie	Waldron;	Olga	Diaz;	Ed	Gallo	
Subject: 		Re:	City	Council	General	Plan	Update	Workshop

Jay,	

I	hope	that	the	General	Plan	Update	addresses	issues	with	fire	protection/services	
especially	when	dealing	with	the	Palomar	Energy	Center.	The	transformer	fire	
identified	that	there	was	lack	of	proper	fire	suppression	services	not	only	on	the	
facility	but	with	the	fire	department.	The	fact	is	that	we	were	very	lucky	and	if	it	
had	spread	there	would	have	been	nothing	that	we	could	have	done	leaving	many	
questions	unanswered.	Documentation	I	have	obtained	indicates	that	without	the	
proper	equipment	that	the	temperature	of	the	fire	became	too	critical	and	prevented	
anyone	from	extinguishing	the	fire	quickly	if	it	had	become	critical.	

Also	of	notice	is	the	very	poor	level	of	circulation	that	will	still	be	in	place	even	with	
the	Nordahl	expansion	and	78	widening.	At	some	point	some	will	die	as	a	result	and	
city	continues	to	use	excuses	rather	than	addressing	the	problems.	With	Palomar	West	
becoming	a	critical	factor	in	the	development	of	Escondido	the	continued	failure	to	
address	existing	infrastructure	problems	will	only	put	another	black	eye	in	this	cities	
attempt	to	change	their	image.	

Mark	

O8-1.

O8-2.

Letter O8: Mark Rodriguez

O8-1 This comment requests that the Draft EIR address issues related to fire protection, 
specifically related to Palomar Energy Center.   As discussed in Section 2.1, 
Purpose of the EIR and Legal Authority, the purpose of the General Plan Update 
is to identify the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of 
implementation of the General Plan Update, Downtown Specific Plan Update, and 
Escondido Climate Action Plan.  No changes to the operation of the existing Palomar 
Energy Center facility are proposed as a result of the proposed project.  Therefore, 
potential fire risks associated with the Palomar Energy Center are not addressed in 
the Draft EIR, except to the extent that they contribute to existing conditions.  The 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed General Plan Update related to 
fire protection are addressed in Section 4.14.3.1, Issue 1: Fire Protection Services, 
of the Draft EIR.   The Draft EIR concluded that the increase in development within 
the planning area would increase demand for fire protection services.  To maintain 
or achieve acceptable travel time standards for fire protection, the provision of 
new or physically altered fire facilities would be required.  The purpose of the Draft 
EIR is to determine whether or not the provision of new fire facilities to maintain 
acceptable service ratios and response times would cause significant environmental 
impacts.  The General Plan Update includes Fire Protection Policies 2.1 to 2.13 that 
are intended to ensure adequate fire service is available for future development. 
Therefore, fire protection is adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. 

O8-2 This comment expresses the commenter’s concern that poor levels of circulation 
would occur in the ERTC North SPA #8 even with the implementation of proposed 
circulation improvements.  Refer to response to comment O6-3.  Potential traffic 
impacts as a result of implementation of the proposed project are addressed in 
Draft EIR Section 4.16.3.1, Issue 1: Traffic and LOS Standards.  This EIR section is 
based upon the Traffic Impact Analysis (LLG 2011) prepared for the project, which 
is included as Appendix I1 to the EIR.  Buildout of the General Plan Update land 
uses would result in a significant impact to the segment of Mission Road from 
Barham Drive to Auto Park Way and the Nordahl Road/Auto Park Way/Mission 
Road intersection in ERTC North SPA #8.   As discussed in Section 4.16.6, Mitigation, 
mitigation measure Tra-1 would partially mitigate the impacts of the proposed 
project by requiring intersection improvement treatment and adaptive traffic signal 
control technology to improve traffic flow on the segment of Mission Road from 
Barham Drive to Auto Park Way and the Nordahl Road/Auto Park Way/Mission Road 
intersection.  However, even after implementing such improvements, this roadway 
segment and intersection would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS.  
Therefore, the potential traffic impacts of the proposed project in the Nordahl Road/
SR-78 area are properly addressed and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and mitigation 
is proposed to reduce potential impacts to the extent feasible.  The City Council 
will consider this impact in its decision of whether or not to approve the proposed 
project.
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O9-1.

O9-2.

O9-3.

Lett er O9: San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

O9-1 This comment suggests that miti gati on measure Cul-3 be revised to include 
requirements for curati on.  Miti gati on measure Cul-3 in Secti on 4.5, Cultural 
Resources, of the Draft  EIR has been revised as follows in response to this 
comment:

 Cul-3 Require that signifi cant archaeological resources be preserve in-situ, 
as feasible. The incorporati on of resources into historical parks and multi ple 
use recreati on parks shall be encouraged.  When avoidance of impacts is not 
possible, data recovery miti gati on shall be required for all signifi cant resources. 
Any signifi cant arti facts recovered during excavati on, other than cultural 
material subject to repatriati on, shall be curated with its associated records 
at a curati on facility approved by the City.  Excavati on of deposits of Nati ve 
American origin shall be coordinated with and monitored by local Nati ve 
American representati ves.

O9-2 This comment suggests two properti es to be added to the list of historic 
properti es in Secti on 4.5 of the Draft  EIR, Cultural Resources, because these 
properti es have been landmarks by the County’s Historic Site Board.  The list of 
properti es in Table 4.5-2, Signifi cant Historical Sites, is not intended to be a list 
of all historic properti es in the General Plan Update area.  It is a list of historical 
sites that have been determined to be signifi cant and placed on the Nati onal 
Register of Historic Places or California Register of Historical Resources, or 
that have been designated a California Historic Landmark or California Point 
of Historical Interest.  Locally designated historic properti es are not listed in 
this table.  However, a reference to the County’s Historic Sites Board and the 
properti es listed in the comment has been added to the discussion of historic 
properti es in Secti on 4.5.1.1, Cultural Resources, of the Draft  EIR under the 
heading “Historic Buildings and Signifi cant Historical Sites,” as follows.

 Numerous buildings identi fi ed by the City of Escondido Historic Preservati on 
Surveys (Escondido 1984, 1990 and 2001), as well as through the 
environmental review process have been found eligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP, CRHR, and local registers.  The project area additi onally includes 
resources formally listed in the NRHP, CRHR and local registers, such as the 
Thomas House, Wohlford Ranch, A.H. Beach House, Bandy House, Hotel 
Charlott a, Howell House and the Mace House.  These signifi cant resources are 
outlined below in Table 4.5-2, Signifi cant Historical Sites, along with additi onal 
resources found within the project area listed as California Historic Landmarks 
(CHLs) and California Points of Historical Interest.  As noted in the table’s 
footnote, the Escondido History Center indicates that there are a total of 270 
properti es on the Local Register and nine properti es with Landmark status (EHC 
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2011).  These resources are not all included in Table 4.5-2, Significant Historical 
Sites; however, the entire historic property list is identified in the Local Register 
Landmark Historic Properties Table provided in Appendix D, Cultural Resources, of 
this EIR. It is also available from the City planning division, as outlined in Article 40, 
Section 33-792 of the City of Escondido Municipal Code.  These resources are also 
shown with reference to the Old Escondido Historic District, and the 15 General 
Plan Update Study Areas in Figure 4.5-1, Significant Historical Sites.  The County of 
San Diego’s Historic Sites Board is an advisory body that reviews historic resources 
for landmarking, participation in the Mills Act, and conformance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  The Historic Sites Board has identified two 
historic properties located in the General Plan Update area: King Ranch House, 
located at 1445 Navel Place, and Jessie C. Holmes Lemon Ranch Residence, located 
at 1106 Birch Avenue (County of San Diego Historic Site Board 2009, DPLU 2011).

O9-3 This comment states that San Pasqual Road is mislabeled on several Draft EIR 
figures.  The following figures have been revised in response to  this comment to 
correct the labeling of San Pasqual Road:

■	 Figure 3-2, Land Use Change Area
■	 Figure 3-3, Study Areas
■	 Figure 3-4, Proposed Land Uses
■	 Figure 3-5, Unincorporated Neighborhoods
■	 Figure 3-6, Proposed Circulation System
■	 Figure 4.2-1, FMMP Resources
■	 Figure 4.2-2, Prime Agricultural Soils
■	 Figure 4.2-3, Williamson Act Contract Lands
■	 Figure 4.2-4, Potential Forest Resources
■	 Figure 4.2-5, Agricultural Resources
■	 Figure 4.2-6, Sensitive Agricultural and Biological Resources
■	 Figure 4.4-1, MHCP and MSCP Areas
■	 Figure 4.4-2, Vegetation Classes
■	 Figure 4.5-1, Significant Historical Sites
■	 Figure 4.5-2, Geological Formations
■	 Figure 4.6-2, Soil Types
■	 Figure 4.6-3, Liquefaction Hazard Areas
■	 Figure 4.6-4, Landslide Hazard Areas
■	 Figure 4.6-5, Expansive Soils
■	 Figure 4.6-6, Unreinforced Masonry Buildings
■	 Figure 4.8-1, Existing Hazardous Materials Sites
■	 Figure 4.8-2, Wildfire Risk
■	 Figure 4.8-4, Emergency Evacuation Routes
■	 Figure 4.8-5, Land Uses within ¼ Mile of Schools
■	 Figure 4.8-6, Land Uses Near Airports
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■	 Figure 4.9-1, Watersheds
■	 Figure 4.9-2, Dam Inundation Areas
■	 Figure 4.9-3, Development in Flood Zones
■	 Figure 4.11-1, Existing and Past Extraction Facilities
■	 Figure 4.12-1, Existing Noise Contours
■	 Figure 4.12-2, Future (2035) Noise Contours
■	 Figure 4.12-3, Significantly Impacted Roadway Segments
■	 Figure 4.14-1, Fire Service Boundaries
■	 Figure 4.14-2, Police Service Boundaries
■	 Figure 4.14-3, School Service Boundaries
■	 Figure 4.15-1, Parks and Recreational Facilities
■	 Figure 4.15-2, Master Plan for Parks, Trails, and Open Space Trails
■	 Figure 4.16-2, Bicycle Paths
■	 Figure 4.16-3, Rapid Bus and Rail Transit
■	 Figure 4.17-1, Water Service Boundaries
■	 Figure 4.17-2, Wastewater Service Area
■	 Figure 4.17-3, Future Septic System Areas
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O10-1.

O10-2.

O10-3.

O10-4.

Lett er O10: Valley Center Community Planning Group

O10-1 This comment implies that development along Valley Center Road/Valley Parkway 
would result in increased traffi  c on this roadway.  The traffi  c analysis in Secti on 
4.16, Transportati on and Traffi  c, of the Draft  EIR addressed the segments of Valley 
Center Road from El Norte Parkway to Lake Wohlford Road, and north of Lake 
Wohlford Road within General Plan Update planning boundary.  As discussed in 
Draft  EIR Secti on 4.16.3.1, Issue 1: Traffi  c and LOS Standards, implementati on 
of the proposed project would not result in a signifi cant traffi  c impact on Valley 
Center Road or Valley Parkway outside of the downtown Escondido area.  
Therefore, the impacts of future development associated with the proposed 
project on Valley Center Road/Valley Parkway in the vicinity of the Valley Center 
community are adequately addressed in the Draft  EIR.

O10-2 This comment states that an area along I-15 which is designated for commercial 
development seems to be misplaced.  It is unclear what area this comment is 
referring to or why the development seems misplaced.  This comment does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of informati on provided in the Draft  EIR.  No 
further response is necessary.

O10-3 This comment notes fuzziness in the boundaries of the project area and suggests 
that an annexati on proposal may lead to further development along Valley Center 
Road in an area that is now designated for open space.  It is unclear what is meant 
by the comment, since the commenter does not clarify their concerns about the 
project area boundary or provide specifi c informati on regarding the annexati on 
proposal. No annexati ons are proposed as part of the proposed project. Any 
future annexati on would comply with the Local Agency Formati on Commission 
processing procedures, and be subject to separate environmental analysis. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary.

O10-4 This comment states that the Sager Ranch development should be subject to a 
higher traffi  c impact fee (TIF), or an equivalent fee should be applied in the City 
of Escondido because Mirar de Valle Road would have to be improved to provide 
a second exit.  A porti on of the Sager Ranch Specifi c Plan Area (Sager Ranch 
#2) is located within the General Plan Update planning area and the impacts of 
potenti al development in this area were addressed in the Draft  EIR, including 
the traffi  c analysis.  As discussed in Draft  EIR Secti on 4.16.3.1, Issue 1: Traffi  c and 
LOS Standards, implementati on of the proposed project would not result in a 
signifi cant traffi  c impact in the Valley Center area.  Adopti on of the specifi c plan 
detailing the project design for Sager Ranch would be required prior to future 
development in this area.  This plan would be required to undergo additi onal 
CEQA analysis, including an analysis of project-specifi c traffi  c impacts.  If, at this 
ti me, it is determined that implementati on of the Sager Ranch SPA would result 
in signifi cant impacts to Mirar de Valle Road, improvements to this road may be 
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proposed as mitigation or as part of the specific plan.  If necessary, payment of 
fees for mitigation of traffic impacts would be reviewed at that time. No revisions 
to the Draft EIR were made in response to this comment. 



 

Comments Received on the General 

Plan Update, Downtown Specific Plan 

Update and Escondido Climate Action 

Plan  

 



 



  
  
  
  
From: Bob [mailto:surfly007@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2012 3:50 AM 
To: Jay Petrek 
Subject: Re: General Plan Zoning Change Request 
  
Dear Mr Petrek, 
  
RE: APN 236-390-28-00 and 236-390-49-00 
  
I would formally like to request these 2 lots be rezoned back to commercial zoning as they were 
in the past.  How may this be included into the Escondido General Plan?  
  
Best Regards, 

Bob Berg 
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From: Jay Petrek <Jpetrek@ci.escondido.ca.us> 
To: Barbara Redlitz <Bredlitz@ci.escondido.ca.us>; Charles Grimm <Cgrimm@ci.escondido.ca.us>  
Cc: Clay Phillips <Cphillips@ci.escondido.ca.us>  
Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2012 5:57 PM 
Subject: General Plan Community Meetings 
 

COMMUNITY MEETINGS FOR THE 
ESCONDIDO GENERAL PLAN, 
DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN,  

AND CLIMATE ACTION PLAN  

Escondido is updating its General Plan and Downtown Specific Plan, as well as 
developing a Climate Action Plan. These documents will establish goals and policies 
regarding the city’s future. Public input continues to be a very important part of the 

process. Please join City staff at one of the following workshops and share with us your 
thoughts about the planning efforts to date. 

Dates: 
February 16, 2012 (Thursday) 

March 6, 2012 (Tuesday) 
  

Time: 
6:30 PM – 8:30 PM 

Place: 
City Hall Mitchell Room 

  
Address:  

201 N. Broadway 
Escondido, CA 92025 

  
If you can’t attend one of the workshops but would like to provide input, and/or to 
view the Draft General Plan, Draft Downtown Specific Plan, Draft Climate Action 
Plan, and Draft Environmental Impact Report, log on to the following website, or 

call Jay Petrek at (760) 839-4556. 
  

http://www.escondido.org/general-plan-update.aspx  
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Copies of these documents are also available at City Hall in the Planning Division and at the 
Escondido Public Library Reference Desk, 239 S. Kalmia Street, Escondido. 

   
If you need special assistance to participate in these meetings, please contact our ADA Coordinator at 
(760) 839-4869.  Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City to make reasonable 

arrangements to ensure accessibility.  
Si tiene alguna pregunta llame al (760) 839-4306. 

  







 









 





 



From: Mark Rodriguez [mailto:marknrodriguez@cox.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 2:56 PM 
To: Jay Petrek 
Subject: Re: General Plan Community Meetings 
 
Jay, 
 
First I'd like to thank you for any effort you put in communicating the bright lighting issue on the 
top of PPH West.  It appears that they have turned off the conference room lighting during the 
night these past couple of evenings. 
 
I would also like you to confirm our discussion we had on the phone about the county property 
on the northern part of the ERTC as not being part of the new General Plan and that it would 
require its own specific plan to be brought forward on its own in the future.  Can you also 
confirm that is also not part of the current ERTC Specific Plan? 
 
Thanks, 
Mark Rodriguez 
 
 
 



 



From: Bill [mailto:bilmar1999-bill@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2012 11:25 AM 
To: Jay Petrek 
Subject: Draft General Plan Update 
 
Hi Jay, 
We have been monitoring the discussions on the Escondido GP Update recently and would like to make 
our voice heard.  Unfortunately,  my wife and I work and have other evening commitments that 
preclude us from attending any of the public meetings to air our opinions.  So, we would like to do so 
here. 
 
We do not support the notion that a higher ratio of industrial/commercial acreage to residential acreage 
necessarily translates into better prosperity for the city.  Carlsbad has a high ratio and is a very 
prosperous community, but is prosperous because it is a desirable place to live.  Yes, they have a higher 
median income and a higher ratio of commercial vs. residential acreage, but then Rancho Santa Fe has 
an even higher median income and lower commercial vs. residential acreage ratio.  The point is that 
both these places are prosperous because they are great places to live. 
 
The City of Escondido should concentrate their efforts on making the City of Escondido a desirable place 
to live as the sole method of meeting their goal.  Adding more industry and non‐integrated commercial 
only adds more pollution, traffic and inevitably industrial blight.  Just look at some of the industrial areas 
in Escondido now that are dilapidated.  This is a short‐sighted solution and actually lowers the 
desirability of the area as a livable community, especially in the long run.  Besides, the workers that 
garner the higher incomes presumably created by this strategy won’t necessarily live and spend in the 
Escondido community.  How many Carlsbad residents actually work in Carlsbad.  Not many.  I have 
worked at three companies in Carlsbad and only knew a few people that didn’t commute from other 
areas. 
 
We support the idea of adding residential density to the City of Escondido to avoid sprawl and stimulate 
spending in the city and community.  We saw firsthand how this works when we lived in the City of Long 
Beach.  It was for years a transient city of office and industrial workers that commuted to the city for 
work by day and were gone by evening.  They spent very little of their wages in the city.  Once the City 
embarked on re‐developing a friendly living environment downtown the city flourished.  When we left it 
had a lively, prosperous downtown area with desirable living areas being constructed around it.  We 
think Escondido should look to this as their model, not just mimicking commercial/residential acreage 
ratios of other communities in the area. 
 
I will close by suggesting that city seems to be ignoring one of the buried (literally) treasures that could 
serve as the nucleus for any re‐development of the City of Escondido, and that is Escondido Creek.  
Although there was a recent study on restoring the creek to some level of attraction and use, it seems it 
is a minor consideration in any discussion on the future of Escondido.  We believe the creek can be a 
preeminent feature and attraction to those considering living in a future City of Escondido, rather than 
the dangerous blight and eye‐sore it is today.  Imagine a year round creek flowing through a wooded 
riparian path running right through the middle of the city with bike and walking paths, overlooks, sitting 
areas, and parks all interlinked with other paths running to the outer areas of the community.  Combine 
this with well planned, higher‐end condo and retail developments adjacent to this area and I think 
people would flock to the city, and pay a higher premium to do so.  
 



We feel the city planners should guide the development of the city by ignoring the short term benefit of 
more commercial and industrial development and move the vision of our future to one of a more livable 
community that attracts residents not businesses. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to voice our opinion and hope our comments reach those working on 
the plans for the future of the City of Escondido and surrounding communities. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Bill & Marilyn Morgan 
2472 Live Oak Road 
Escondido, CA  (2029 
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