
 

Staff Report - Council 

 
 
 
 
Agenda Item No.: 14 
Date:  May 23, 2012 

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 

FROM: Barbara J. Redlitz, Director of Community Development 
 
SUBJECT: A Comprehensive General Plan Update (excluding the Housing Element) and Final 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Case No.: PHG 09-0020; Documents are online 
at: http://www.escondido.org/general-plan-update.aspx 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the City Council:  

1) Adopt Resolution 2012-53 certifying a Final EIR*, and CEQA Findings of Significant Effects 
including significant and unavoidable air quality, biological resources, noise, vibration, housing, 
traffic, and utilities impacts, a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (refer to Final EIR under separate cover). 

2) Provide direction regarding a) reducing the density of the proposed Urban V residential land use 
classification from 45 units per acre to 30 units per acre; b) eliminating General Plan Community 
Character Policy 1.14 requiring the City Council to consider ordinances or policies intended to 
meet a maximum anticipated population of 150,000 to 165,000 with a maximum anticipated 
population of 155,000; and c) the number and format of ballot measures associated with the 
General Plan land use and text changes for voters to consider at the November election. 

3) Adopt Resolution 2012-52 approving a comprehensive update to the General Plan including 
Land Use & Community Form (with recommended modifications to the proposed SPA #13), 
Mobility & Infrastructure, Community Protection, Resource Conservation, Health & Services, 
Growth Management, Economic Prosperity Elements, and Implementation Program Chapters 
(excluding the Housing Element) (refer to General Plan document under separate cover). 

4) Adopt Resolution 2012-54 approving General Plan amendments for voter consideration at a 
future election. 

*Note: The Final EIR also assessed preparation of a Housing Element, Climate Action Plan and 
Downtown Specific Plan Update. These projects are not proposed for consideration at this time and 
will be scheduled for a public hearing(s) at a later date. 
 
FISCAL ANALYSIS: 
 
Contracts totaling $1,116,437 (including a $100,000 contingency) were executed with Atkins 
Consultants for planning technical studies, developing a Climate Action Plan (CAP) that promotes 
sustainability and reduces Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions in concert with Assembly Bill 32 
(funded by the federal Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) Program), and an 
EIR to assess these projects in concert with the General Plan Update. Sufficient funds remain 
available and unencumbered in the City’s Capital Account for the General Plan Update. More 
funding may be needed in next year’s Capital Improvement Program budget for General Plan 
Implementation efforts, the salary of the staff Project Manager and minor, incidental expenses. 

2012-52, 2012-53 
2012-54 
 

N/A 
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CORRELATION TO THE CITY COUNCIL ACTION PLAN: 
 
This item relates to the Council's Action Plan regarding Community Outreach; Economic 
Development and Image and Appearance.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: 
 
Five members of the Planning Commission reviewed the General Plan and Final EIR on May 7, 
2012 (See Attachment “B” Draft Planning Commission Minutes). Commissioner Spann was absent, 
and Commissioner Johns has not been officially sworn in. The Commission unanimously 
recommended approval of the General Plan chapters pertaining to Economic Prosperity, Growth 
Management, Resource Conservation, Community Protection, Community Health and Services, 
and Implementation Program without discussion. The Commission also unanimously 
recommended approval of two private General Plan land use amendments (refer to Planning 
Commission staff report pages 3, 17 – 23), as well as the deletion of Residential Clustering Policy 
5.11 without discussion (refer to Planning Commission staff report page 4). Most of the discussion 
focused on the Land Use and Community Form Element involving several proposed General Plan 
amendments subject to voter approval: 
 
Imperial Oakes Corporate Center SPA #13 (General Plan page II-59) 
Areas along Iris Lane are established with single family residential homes, while portions to the 
west are less developed. The Specific Plan proposes retaining the residential development along 
the west side of Iris Lane and transitioning to employment land uses in the western portion of the 
site. The proposed SPA is encumbered by a SDGE utility easement that traverses the area in a 
north-south direction. Several members of the public opposed the proposed SPA. A majority of 
residents who spoke reside along Iris Lane and were concerned that the employment land uses 
would impact their neighborhood character. Other public concerns included potential loss of open 
space, traffic affecting emergency services, and the low demand for additional office uses given the 
current high vacancy rates. 
 
Staff noted that the SPA text accommodates residential development along Iris Lane (see #3 on 
page II-60). The General Plan calls for future employment development to include trails that 
integrate with Rod McLeod Park, which would add recreational opportunities. Staff also noted that 
the General Plan is intended to address long-term community needs and that current employment 
land vacancy rates should not be used as an indicator of future conditions. 
 
Commissioner Caster felt that the text and map should be further clarified to delineate residential 
and employment areas of the Specific Planning Area. Commission McQuead noted that such 
details could be established in the subsequent Specific Plan document that would implement the 
plan. Further discussion ensued regarding the merits of providing additional detail in the General 
Plan regarding the locations for residential and employment areas. Ultimately the Commission felt 
that providing such information in the General Plan would allow the residents to know the long term-
plans for their area and recommended that the text and map be modified to further clarify the 
boundary between residential and employment land uses, specifically retaining residential uses 
along the west side of Iris Lane (4-0-1; Watson abstained due to an ownership conflict of interest).  
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Nordahl Road Transit Station Target Area (General Plan pages II-79, II-80 and II-52, II-53) 
A portion of the Target Area involves unincorporated territory located northwest of the new Palomar 
Hospital proposed for a land use designation of Specific Plan #8. The area contains residences 
along the south side of Country Club Drive and along Ross Drive and Ginger Way, in addition to 
several large properties adjacent to the Escondido Research Technology Center. Residents 
submitted a petition opposing the proposed employment land use designation and expressed 
concern that either the City or hospital district would attempt to annex and/or condemn their 
properties for alternative land uses. Concern was also expressed that as county residents they 
could not vote on pending City land use changes affecting their properties.  
 
Staff noted that the property owners retain control regarding annexation to the City, and that there 
have been no applications received from developers or the hospital district for proposals in the 
area. Further, that the General Plan acknowledges the rights of property owners to continue the use 
of their property for residential purposes (page II-53). Adopted City ordinances would allow for the 
continued non-conforming residential uses indefinitely, and similar rights would be passed on to 
future buyers of the property. 
 
The Planning Commission noted concerns of the property. Commissioner Winton reiterated that the 
property owners control the annexation process, which would also provide them an opportunity to 
vote on City-related matters if they chose to annex to Escondido. He noted that annexation would 
also provide residents with the ability to connect to city sewer if they experienced failing septic 
systems. He further stated that the City’s non-conforming use ordinance would assure residents of 
their long-term preference of retaining their own homes in the area while allowing those who 
choose to transition their property to employment uses could do so in a manner that assures 
compatibility with surrounding areas. The Commission unanimously recommended approval of the 
proposed redesignation to this Target Area. 
 
Promenade Retail Center and Vicinity Target Area (General Plan page II-76) 
The discussion focused on the south side of Ninth Avenue where an existing multi-family apartment 
development would be amended to allow a commercial and office mixed use overlay, with no 
increase in residential density. Chairman Weber questioned the likelihood of the site redeveloping 
given the marginal success rate of mixed-use development in the region. The applicant commented 
on that the large site (26 acres) is under a single ownership and strategically located near Interstate 
15 between the Lexus dealership and Home Depot commercial center. While there are no pending 
plans for redeveloping the site at this time, it would be a strong candidate for a comprehensive 
integrated plan that incorporates a strong commercial / office presence along Ninth Avenue in the 
future. The Commission unanimously recommended approval of the proposed mixed-use overlay 
redesignation for this Target Area. 
 
Nutmeg Street redesignation from Estate II to Office (General Plan page II-3) 
This 7-acre site located at the juncture of Interstate 15, Centre City Parkway and Nutmeg Street 
was initiated for study by the City Council. There was discussion regarding the opportunity for 
alternative uses that could be approved under the existing residential designation with a conditional 
use permit (i.e. churches, schools, convalescent facilities, etc.). The applicant spoke regarding the 
site’s inappropriateness for a residential land use designation and the need for more flexibility. The 
Commission recommended approval of the proposed redesignation for Office (4-1-0; McQuead 
voted no without explanation).  
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South Escondido Boulevard / Centre City Parkway Target Area (General Plan page II-68) 
The Target Area involves residential properties currently designated Urban IV (multi-family up to 24 
units per acre) for redesignated as Urban V (multi-family up to 45 units per acre). The proposal to 
increase densities to 45 units per acre would allow development to take advantage of infrastructure 
investments (i.e. sewer, water, streets, transit, etc.) and provide urban housing opportunities for 
residents desiring to live close to services. Increased densities in this area could also serve as a 
catalyst to bolster commercial activity along Escondido Boulevard and support downtown. 
 
Staff noted that the General Plan designation for the subject area prior to 1990 allowed up to 30 
units per acre, and that non-conforming projects at that density currently exist in the neighborhood 
(refer to Planning Commission staff report page 15 for additional details). Staff also noted that while 
the General Plan Update’s employment-oriented land use changes had not experienced significant 
public opposition during community forums, many concerns had been expressed that the Urban V 
designation was too intense (refer to Planning Commission staff report page 11 for additional 
details). 
 
While there was no public testimony regarding the proposed Urban V land use change at the 
Planning Commission meeting, the Commissioners expressed reservations regarding the 
increased density. Commissioner Caster noted that a primary objective of the General Plan was to 
enhance the jobs / housing balance and to raise the community’s median income. He expressed 
concerns regarding the number of existing multifamily units in the community and questioned 
whether the Urban V residential would appeal to residents who were being paid the higher wages 
that the General Plan was aiming to attract. Commissioner McQuead noted that projects 
constructed at 24 units per acre can still accommodate detached units, but development at 45 units 
per acre typically involves attached, higher profile multi-story units with structured parking. He 
expressed concern that such intensities could impact community character. After further discussion 
the Commission unanimously recommended against designating the area as Urban V. 
 
Remaining General Plan map and text actions 
There were general questions pertaining to the refined Traffic Quality of Life Standard that identifies 
Level of Service “D” as the threshold for applying mitigation in the Mobility and Infrastructure 
Element (General Plan page III-2). Commissioner Caster expressed a concern regarding increased 
traffic associated with the General Plan build out and did not want the existing street system to 
experience further deterioration in Level of Service. Commissioner Winton expressed a concern 
regarding unintended consequences of establishing and maintaining vibrant and exciting places in 
the community and the potential associated impacts pertaining to traffic and congestion. The 
Planning Commission unanimously approved the Mobility and Infrastructure Element. 
 
The Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval of the remaining portions of the 
General Plan update including employment areas at Interstate 15 and Felicita Road (General Plan 
Page II-77), and the South Quince Street Target Area regarding a mixed-use overlay (General Plan 
page II-66) without discussion. In addition, a 22-acre site located along Gamble and Amanda Lanes 
that was initiated for study by the City Council for changing from Estate I (residential, up to 1 unit 
per acre) to Estate II (residential, up to 2 units per acre) was approved without discussion. No public 
testimony was provided regarding these land use changes. 
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Final Environmental Impact Report 
Details regarding the Final Environmental Impact Report, its organization, findings of significance 
and unavoidable impacts are provided on pages 9 and 10 of the Planning Commission staff report. 
Late comments were received from the Escondido Elementary School District after the EIR public 
review period concluded expressing concern regarding school finances, continuity of educational 
programs, growth, and traffic/safety (Planning Commission staff report page 80).  
 
The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) requested clarification and recommended amendments 
on General Plan policies related to open space preservation to which staff responded (Planning 
Commission staff report page 97). The Chamber of Citizens submitted a follow-up letter 
expressing concern about General Plan population and compliance with an existing policy that 
limits Escondido’s build-out population to 155,000 persons (See their letter in the Planning 
Commission staff report page 78 and staff’s response on page 14). No comments necessitated 
redrafting and re-circulating the DEIR. 
 
Commissioner McQuead commented on the Groundwater Supplies and Recharge section of the 
EIR and was concerned that the text appeared to preclude property owners from obtaining permits 
to drill for water on their properties. Staff noted that the EIR’s intent is to inform the reader that the 
General Plan does not rely on well water for its potable supplies and that property owners are able 
to drill for water provided appropriate permits are obtained. The Final EIR has been edited to clarify 
this provision (see underlined text on pages 4.9-27 and 4.9-47). 
 
Commissioner Caster noted that traffic mitigation measures Tra-5 and Tra-6 pertaining to 
Escondido Boulevard actually referred Lincoln Avenue. Staff noted the error and the Final EIR has 
been corrected (see underlined text on page 4.16-85). 
 
Several significant and unavoidable impacts will be associated with the build out of Escondido’s 
General Plan, which is not an unusual conclusion based on staff’s understanding of other General 
Plan updates conducted throughout the state. The significant and unavoidable impacts include air 
quality, biological resources, noise, population and housing, transportation and traffic, and utilities 
and service systems and are detailed in Resolution 2012-53. Certifying the EIR will require adoption 
of Overriding Findings concluding that the benefits of the projects outweigh the impacts associated 
with their implementation. The Final EIR includes a Mitigation and Monitoring Plan where staff has 
assigned responsibility and tracking for implementing the EIR Mitigation Measures. The 
Commission voted to unanimously certify the Final EIR. 
 
General Plan Ballot Initiative Discussion 
The Planning Commission provided input regarding the pending ballot measure(s) necessary for 
General Plan approval of specified land use and policy text changes. Commissioner Caster 
commented that separate ballot measures that distinguished between employment land use and 
residential Urban V land use changes (if the City Council chooses to include the Urban V in the 
General Plan update) would avoid linking a potentially unpopular feature of the General Plan. As 
the discussion ensued, there appeared consensus that fewer ballot measures would be potentially 
less confusing, and that a single ballot measure containing all General Plan land use and policy text 
changes would be the best option. No formal recommendation was made regarding this matter. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Imperial Oakes Corporate Center SPA #13 (General Plan page II-59) 
Staff supports the Planning Commission recommendation regarding Imperial Oakes Corporate 
Center SPA #13 to delineate employment and residential areas, and to modify the text clarifying the 
retention of single family detached residential uses along the west side of South Iris Lane. While the 
current General Plan designation is Suburban (single family up to 3.3 detached units per acre) for 
this area of the proposed SPA, the development across Iris Lane is Urban II (multi-family; up to 12 
units per acre). Staff proposes Urban I (single family up to 5.5 detached units per acre) for the 
residential portion of SPA #13 which: 

a) Retains the single family character in the area;  
b) Avoids establishing non-conforming land use with existing residential development; 
c) Provides a more typical transition of residential land use patterns with Urban II and 

employment land found elsewhere in the community; and, 
d) Retains opportunities for future upper-income suburban style housing.  

Staff has reviewed the property development patterns in the area and proposes a modification to 
the General Plan text as described in Attachment “A” (page 9).  
 
Nordahl Road Transit Station Target Area (General Plan pages II-79, II-80 and II-52, II-53) 
Staff supports the Planning Commission recommendation regarding the Nordahl Road Transit 
Station Target Area. Because the General Plan is a long-term document, it is appropriate to identify 
ultimate land use designations with the recognition that current land uses may remain for the 
foreseeable future. Staff recognizes that the current residential land uses may not be appropriate 
for recycling at this time for a variety of reasons. The General Plan does not propose any 
development or annexation of this area, and annexation requires property owner consent. Existing 
codes allow for residents to maintain their homes indefinitely. Designating this portion of the Target 
Area for employment uses would still allow property owners to sell their homes to other residential 
purchasers, or as employment land. Given the proximity to employment land, which surrounds the 
area on three sides, distance to major transportation features (major arterials, freeways and transit 
station) the long-term land use is suitable for employment uses. 
 
South Escondido Boulevard / Centre City Parkway Target Area (General Plan page II-68) 
As previously stated, Urban V densities of 45 units per acre would allow development to take 
advantage of infrastructure investments (i.e. sewer, water, streets, transit, etc.) and provide housing 
opportunities for residents desiring an urban environment close to services. Increased densities in 
this area could also serve as a catalyst to bolster commercial establishments along Escondido 
Boulevard. Staff acknowledges concerns expressed by residents and the Planning Commission 
regarding the type of development associated with 45-unit per acre development, which is more 
compact and high profile in nature, and the potential for impacting community character. 
 
As an alternative, staff recommends consideration of an Urban V accommodating up to 30 units per 
acre. Such a designation existed for this area prior to 1990 and some properties are currently 
developed at this density now considered non-conforming due to the existing 24-unit per acre 
designation established by the adopted General Plan. Development at 30 units per acre meets the 
state’s recommended threshold of affordability for entry-level home ownership and accommodates 
detached and attached residential dwelling types (as depicted on the following page). 
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An Urban V multi-family residential designation allowing up to 30 units per acre would be lower in 
scale and profile and potentially provide better compatibility with existing land uses: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
General Plan Community Character Policy 1.14 (General Plan page II-98) 
Although it was not discussed at the Planning Commission public hearing, the Planning 
Commission staff report includes a response to the Chamber of Citizen’s letter expressing concern 
that the General Plan Update’s build out will exceed the targeted population of 155,000 identified in 
the existing General Plan Population Policy F1.1 (Planning Commission staff report page 78). The 
original policy that was reaffirmed by the voters in 1998 states: 
 

The City Council will consider ordinances or policies intended to meet the maximum 
pollution objectives of 150,000 to 165,000 with a maximum anticipated population of 
155,000. (Amendment to this policy is subject to voter approval) 

 

The Planning Commission staff report provides information regarding the inability to meet this 
policy’s objective under the current General Plan based on community vision, demographic trends, 
and wholesale reductions to densities in the General Plan in 1990 that did not reflect developed 
land uses. It should be noted that Escondido’s General Plan population (including city limits and 
surrounding unincorporated areas) already exceeds 155,000. In an effort to retain the original policy 
text, staff proposes to delete the text ‘Demographic trends may affect these population objective’ 
from the draft policy on General Plan page II-98. The reference to demographic trends is proposed 
for inserting on page I-8 in Section E “Community Context and Vision” in the second paragraph, first 
sentence: 
 

With the land use designations, environmental policies, demographic trends, and growth 
management policies, it is anticipated that the number of residential units and non-
residential development associated with Escondido’s General Plan build-out (including 
city limits and surrounding unincorporated area) by the year 2035 will be consistent with 
the development capacities depicted in Figure II-5.  

 

Examples of detached and attached residential development constructed at 30 units per acre 
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However, The City Council may wish to consider eliminating this policy from the General Plan to 
avoid potential confusion in the future. Because the policy was readopted as part of the 1998 voter 
initiative, deleting the policy would require voter approval. 
 
General Plan Ballot Measures 
As the Council is aware, General Plan land use changes that intensify residential designations, or 
change residential designations to commercial and/or industrial land uses require a public vote. In 
addition, amendments to specified General Plan policies that were readopted in a 1998 voter-
approved initiative also require voter approval. Because the General Plan Update includes both of 
the actions described, those portions of the Plan will require voter approval to be implemented. The 
General Plan is silent regarding the format for structuring General Plan ballot measures. Prior 
discussions at City Council meetings, and at the Planning Commission meeting on May 7, 2012, 
indicate a consensus for fewer (and possibly a single) ballot measure that groups land use and 
policy changes together in order to simplify the process and reduce confusion. Staff is seeking 
direction regarding the number and potential grouping of General Plan ballot amendments for voter 
consideration in order to commence developing ballot language for the Registrar of Voters to 
include in the November election. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND NEXT STEPS IN THE PROCESS: 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council: 
1) Adopt Resolution 2012-53 certifying the Final EIR, Findings, Statement of Overriding 

Considerations, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program; 
2) Provide direction regarding the: 

a. Urban V land use designation; 
b. Population build out policy;  
c. Number and potential grouping of General Plan ballot amendments.  

3) Adopt Resolution 2012-52 approving the General Plan Update with noted modifications;  
4) Adopt Resolution 2012-54 approving General Plan amendments for voter consideration.  
 
In light of the pending ballot measure(s), public outreach remains an important component. Based 
on City Council approval of the various General Plan update actions, staff proposes to schedule a 
follow-up briefing with the Council regarding educational and outreach programs recommended for 
informing voters about the General Plan in anticipation of the November election. Staff is 
developing recommended wording proposed for the ballot for consideration by the Council in June 
in order to meet the Registrar of Voter’s timeframe for receiving the General Plan ballot measure 
language. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Barbara J. Redlitz        Jay Petrek 
Director of Community Development     Principal Planner 
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ATTACHMENT “A” 
 

Replacement map and text for Imperial Oakes Corporate Center SPA #13 
(General Plan pages II-59, 60) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3) Increased building heights and intensities shall be focused along Interstate 15 and in areas 
more distanced from the residential uses area to ensure compatibility. Employment uses 
shall integrate specific attention shall be given features to ensuring ensure compatibility with 
semi-rural the residential areas accessed from South along “edges” near Iris Lane by 
incorporating appropriate lower intensity land uses, building materials, heights, separation, 
orientation, colors, heights, screening, lighting and signage. Maximum densities in the 
residential area of the Specific Plan (identified in the map) shall be consistent with the Urban 
I single family land use designation. 
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ATTACHMENT “B” 
 

DRAFT PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
 

CITY OF ESCONDIDO 
 

DRAFT MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
ESCONDIDO PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
May 7, 2012 

 
The special meeting of the Escondido Planning Commission was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by 
Chairman Weber, in the City Council Chambers, 201 North Broadway, Escondido, California.  
  
Commissioners present: Guy Winton, Commissioner; Darol Caster, Commissioner; Jeffery 
Weber, Chairman; Merle Watson, Commissioner; and Bob McQuead, Vice-chairman.  
 
Commissioners absent: James Spann, Commissioner; and Gregory Johns, Commissioner (not 
sworn in to date).  
 
Staff present: Bill Martin, Principal Planner; Jay Petrek, Principal Planner; Barbara Redlitz, 
Director of Community Development; Owen Tunnell, Associate Engineer; Homi Namdari, Assistant 
City Engineer; Gary McCarthy, Senior Deputy City Attorney; and Ty Paulson, Minutes Clerk. 
 
MINUTES: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Caster, seconded by Commissioner Winton, to approve the minutes of 
the April 10, 2012, meeting.  Motion carried unanimously.  (5-0)  
 
WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS – None. 
 
FUTURE NEIGHBORHOOD MEETINGS – None.  
  
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS – None.  
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 
1. GENERAL PLAN UPDATE (EXCLUDING THE HOUSING ELEMENT), ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT – PHG 09-0020: 
 
REQUEST:  A comprehensive update to the General Plan including Land Use & Community Form, 
Mobility & Infrastructure, Community Protection, Resource Conservation, Health & Services, Growth 
Management, and Economic Prosperity Elements; Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR), CEQA 
Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations for significant and unavoidable air quality, biological 
resources, noise, vibration, housing, traffic, utilities impacts; and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program.  No development proposals are associated with this request.  
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The General Plan will guide the use of public and private lands and serve as a “blueprint” for 
Escondido’s build-out.  The plan proposes changing up to 458 acres from residential land to 
employment land, and up to 66 acres from 24 dwelling units (d.u.) /acre to 45 d.u./acre.  Policy 
changes include deleting one residential clustering policy, and establishing a new policy for a multi-
family residential category that allows up to 45 d.u./acre.  Voter approval is required for certain 
General Plan land use and policy changes. 

 
 LOCATION:  Citywide and adjacent unincorporated lands. 

 
Jay Petrek, Principal Planner, referenced the staff report and noted staff recommend adoption of 
the General Plan Update and certification of the Final EIR to the City Council prior to public vote on 
certain General Plan land use designations and policy amendments.     
 
Discussion on General Plan Elements except the Land Use Element pertaining to 
amendment areas. 
 
Commissioner Caster questioned whether the City had individuals with the job skills to do the 
higher end jobs and whether these individuals would reside in denser residential areas.  Mr. Petrek 
noted that part of the General Plan focused on fostering opportunities for educational based 
industries that would provide job training programs.    
 
Commissioner Caster referenced Chapter 1, Page 1-8 and Table 2-5 with regard to single-family 
and multi-family units, noting it appeared that the actual residential units were decreasing versus 
increasing. Mr. Petrek responded that if the voters approve the General Plan employment areas 
there would be a reduction of residential units because non-residential employment-oriented 
development will be constructed in its place. 
 
Commissioner Caster asked if any agreements between the high school districts for use of their 
fields had been instituted.  Mr. Petrek replied in the affirmative, noting they were available for 
community sports when needed.  He also noted that the fields were locked down when not in use.  
 
Commissioner Winton referenced the Healthy and Well Being section and asked if the words 
Fluoride or Fluoridation were used. Mr. Petrek replied in the negative.  
 
Commissioner Caster and staff discussed how traffic and intersections were evaluated.  Additional 
discussion ensued regarding a clarification of the City’s traffic signal coordination system.  
Chairman Weber asked if this system took into consideration pedestrian traffic.  Mr. Namdari 
replied in the affirmative.  
 
Chairman Weber questioned the impact on the City’s wastewater outfall from the County’s 
Harmony Grove Village project.  Mr. Petrek noted the Harmony Grove project will be developed in 
the unincorporated area and will utilize a self-contained wastewater package plant rather than the 
City’s outfall system. 
 
Chairman Weber and Mr. Petrek discussed Page 8-10. 
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Vice-chairman McQuead and staff discussed how the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) was calculated.  
 
Commissioner Watson asked if the FAR standards for commercial had been used to date.  Ms. 
Redlitz replied in the negative.  
 
Dave Ferguson, Chairman of the Citizens Committee, noted that the Committee had discussed 
major policies and visioning for the updated plan.  He stated that their basic direction was to 
revitalize the core of the City, to promote economic prosperity, and to update the quality of life 
standards.  He stated that as the Committee’s Chairman he found the red-line text consistent with 
the committee’s recommendation and felt it was consistent with the direction of City Council. 
  
Commissioner Caster mentioned the recommended change to language regarding traffic levels of 
service and expressed his concern with the City having issues with traffic congestion in the future.  
He also felt guidelines needed to be established for clustering.  
   
Commissioner Winton felt more flexibility was needed for future projects.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Winton, seconded by Chairman McQuead, to approve all General Plan 
Elements except the Land Use Element pertaining to amendment areas, and including deletion of 
the Residential Clustering Policy 5.11, and including two private General Plan land use 
amendments on a): 2120-2122 Mission Road and b) 812 W. Washington Avenue. Motion carried 
unanimously.  (5-0) 
 
Chairman Weber recessed the meeting at 8:22 p.m. and reconvened the meeting at 8:24 p.m.  
 
Discussion on General Plan Land Use Amendment and Text pertaining to SPA #13 (page II-
59).  
 
Commissioner Watson abstained from this item.  
 
Commissioner Caster asked if the residential land use would continue with the sale of a residence 
in areas of the SPA designated for employment uses.  Mr. Petrek replied in the affirmative. 
 
Michael Cutler, Escondido, stated that the commercial vacancy rate in the subject area was 
approximately 18%.  He questioned how the City could force the subject change without a vote of 
the people.  
 
Mr. Petrek noted that the City’s General Plan did not mandate annexation.  He stated that it 
identified the land use when and if individuals wanted to annex to the City.  He also stated that the 
subject plan was a long-term plan.   
 
Marc McCormick, Escondido, stated that the vacancy rate was high in many high tech areas.  He 
noted that the City needed to attract higher paying jobs.  He noted that the Escondido Unified High 
School District indicated that they would not be able to accommodate the proposed build out.  
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Linsey Miller, Escondido, expressed concern with the public notice not resembling a public 
notice.  She also expressed concern with the City focusing on providing more office buildings when 
the vacancy rate was very high.   
 
Omar Cabrera, Escondido, questioned whether consideration was given to the three train 
crossing stops, noting this impacted traffic on Nordahl and Mission.  He stated that any medical 
transport would have to wait for the train.  He noted that some of the schools were open for field 
play, but most were closed, feeling they should be open.  He also stated that the new hospital 
would employ over 3,000 individuals which would create more traffic problems in the Ross area.  
 
Griff Peters, Escondido, expressed concern with losing more open space in the City.  He 
requested that SPA 13 be removed from the General Plan update or redrawn to exclude the 
eastern residential area of Iris Lane.  
 
David McCloud, Escondido, expressed concern with the information concerning the subject areas 
being vague. 
  
Commissioner Winton provided some background for the Local Agency Formation Commission 
and noted that the City did not force anyone to annex into the City.  He stated that the intent of the 
plan was to provide for potential situations in the future. He felt portions west of Iris Lane were 
underdeveloped and suitable for employment land that would benefit the community. 
 
Commissioner McQuead and Mr. Petrek discussed the Specific Plan process.   
 
Chairman Weber questioned whether any future General Plan changes that increase residential 
densities or intensities, or change residential categories to commercial and/or industrial categories 
would be subject to a public vote.  Mr. Petrek replied in the affirmative.  
 
Commissioner Caster questioned whether the General Plan stated that buffers would be 
incorporated.  Mr. Petrek noted that the General Plan had language for the Specific Plan so that the 
area along Iris Lane was to remain residential and buffers were to be established.  
 
Commissioner Caster referenced Page II-60, Item 4 and expressed concern with the language 
referring to the integration of properties for the business park for the entire area of SPA 13. He 
questioned what was in place to protect the residents from being excluded from the subject plan.  
Mr. Petrek noted that there was no requirement of annexation in any part of the General Plan.  Ms. 
Redlitz noted that if the intent was for the subject properties to remain residential, then the 
language could be further refined. Commissioner Caster requested that language be added to 
buffer the area between the residential and employment land uses.  
 
Chairman Weber concurred with Commissioner Caster.  He felt it would be a challenge to create a 
Specific Plan for the subject area, noting that public input was a part of that process.  
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ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Caster, seconded by Commissioner McQuead, to approve the General 
Plan land use amendment and the text pertaining to SPA #13, and to modify the map and text to 
clarify the boundary between residential and employment land uses, specifically retaining 
residential uses along the west side of Iris Lane.  Motion carried.  Ayes:  Caster, Weber, Winton, 
and McQuead.  Noes:  None.  Abstained:  Watson.  (4-0-1) 
 
Discussion on the General Plan Land Use Amendment and Text pertaining to Area K 
Nordahl Road Transit Area (a portion of SPA #8) employment land use (page II-78). 
 
Mr. Petrek referenced the petition on this item.  
 
Michael Schofield, Escondido, expressed concern with the rural atmosphere of the subject area 
being compromised.  He asked that the area be kept rural.  
 
Tim Tomkins, Escondido, referenced a petition from the Ross Drive area with over 30 signatures 
opposed to being annexed or incorporated into the City, noting their concern for potential eminent 
domain.  He expressed his view that the public notice was inadequate. He then referenced the 
Fenton project, noting that due to this project not going forward the City now had a new hospital, 
Stone Brewery, and other quality businesses.  In conclusion, he asked that the subject area not be 
annexed into the City.  
 
Roze Wiebe, Escondido, stated that the school zones would change if the subject area was 
annexed into the City, to which she was opposed.  Mr. Petrek noted that school districts did not 
change upon annexation.  
 
William Reed, County of San Diego, noted that he had lived in the area for many years.  He 
asked that the area not be annexed into the City.  
 
Commissioner Winton questioned whether a residence annexed into the City could retain their 
residential status even though the property was prezoned to commercial.  Mr. Petrek replied in the 
affirmative, and that the home could even be bought and sold as a residence in the future. 
  
Chairman Weber asked if the hospital district had power of eminent domain and whether it trumped 
the power of the City.  Mr. McCarthy stated that he doubted this would occur.  Chairman Weber 
noted that the City’s policy was not to exercise the power of eminent domain.  He also stated that 
the subject area was grandfathered in with their current uses.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Winton, seconded by Commissioner Watson, to approve the General 
Plan land use amendment and text pertaining to Area K, Nordahl Road Transit Area (a portion of 
SPA #8) employment land use.  Motion carried unanimously.   (5-0)    
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Discussion on General Plan land use amendment and text pertaining to SPA #8 (page II-52). 
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Watson, seconded by Commissioner Winton, to approve General Plan 
land use amendment and text pertaining to SPA #8.  Motion carried unanimously. (5-0)    
 
Discussion of General Plan land use amendment pertaining to Area J. Felicita Corporate 
Office Target Area (page II-77). 
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner McQuead, seconded by Commissioner Caster, to approve General Plan 
land use amendment pertaining to Area J. Felicita Corporate Office Target Area. Motion carried 
unanimously. (5-0)    
 
Discussion on General Plan land use amendment and text pertaining to the Area I. 
Promenade Retail Center and Vicinity Target Area (page II-76). 
 
Commissioner Caster questioned whether the City had guidelines for mixed use projects with 
regard to the percentage of retail to residential.  Mr. Petrek noted that staff was in the process of 
looking at the guidelines which would come back for public and Commission review.  
 
Commissioner McQuead and staff discussed the status of Del Dios Middle School.  
 
Chairman Weber stated that the subject area was saturated with retail.  He questioned why the 
subject areas were targeted for mixed use.  
 
Commissioner Winton felt mixed use might be a possibility for the future. 
 
Commissioner Watson felt it would be difficult to provide parking for the retail aspect.  He noted 
concern with the mixed use not being very viable.  Mr. Petrek noted that the applicant’s 
representative was available to discuss this with the Commission. 
 
Dave Ferguson, Escondido, noted that the site was in close proximity to Interstate 15, between 
the Lexus Dealership and Home Depot. Further, that Ninth Street was becoming a 
commercial/designation corridor and the site might provide the opportunity for another major 
destination project. He stated that while there were no current plans to redevelop the site, it was an 
excellent candidate for commercial development in the future.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Caster, seconded by Commissioner McQuead, to approve the General 
Plan land use amendment and text pertaining to Area I. Promenade Retail Center and Vicinity 
Target Areas. Motion carried unanimously. (5-0)    
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Discussion on General Plan land use amendment and text pertaining to Area C. South 
Quince Street Target Area (page II-66). 
 
Mr. Petrek referenced a correction under the General Plan designation on Page II-66, which should 
delete a reference to Urban V.  
 
Commissioner McQuead and staff discussed opportunities for consolidating lots. 
  
Commissioner Watson was in favor of staff’s recommendation.  
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner McQuead, seconded by Commissioner Winton, to approve the General 
Plan land use amendment and text pertaining to Area C. South Quince Street Target Area. Motion 
carried unanimously. (5-0)    
  
Discussion on General Plan land use amendment pertaining to Area D. South Escondido 
Boulevard/Centre City Parkway Target Area (page II-68).  
 
Commissioner Caster expressed his view that the proposed density was too high.  
 
Commissioner Watson asked if projects at 45 units to the acre had been approved in the past in the 
subject area.  Mr. Petrek replied in the negative.   
 
Commissioner McQuead felt higher densities would require guidelines for better architecture.   
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Caster, seconded by Commissioner Winton, to deny the General Plan 
land use amendment pertaining to Area D. South Escondido Boulevard/Centre City Parkway 
Target Area proposing to increase residential densities on 44 acres from Urban IV (multi-family up 
to 24 units per acre) to Urban V (multi-family up to 45 units per acre).  Motion carried unanimously.  
(5-0)  
 
Discussion on the General Plan land use amendment pertaining to 22 acres addressed as 
2115, 2149, 2151, 2153, and 2155 Amanda Land and 1660 Gamble Lane, proposing to 
increase residential densities from Estate I (single family up to 1 unit per acre) to Estate II 
(single family up to 2 units per acre).  
 
Commissioner McQuead and Mr. Petrek discussed the proposed topography.  
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ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Caster, seconded by Commissioner Winton, to approve the General Plan 
land use amendment pertaining to 22 acres addressed as 2115, 2149, 2151, 2153, and 2155 
Amanda Land and 1660 Gamble Lane, proposing to increase residential densities from Estate I 
(single family up to 1 unit per acre) to Estate II (single family up to 2 units per acre).  Motion carried 
unanimously.  (5-0)    
 
Discussion on The General Plan land use amendment pertaining to 7 acres on Nutmeg 
Street between Centre City Parkway and Interstate 15 proposing to change the land use 
designation from Estate II (single family up to 2 units per acre) to O (office). 
 
Commissioner McQuead asked if Caltrans had any influence on this item since it was in the I-15 
corridor.  Mr. Petrek noted that the property in question was privately owned.  He also stated that 
Caltrans had not expressed any concerns.  Commissioner McQuead felt this site would be very 
difficult to develop.  
 
Rick Gittings, San Marcos, stated that he supported staff’s recommendation.   
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Watson, seconded by Commissioner Caster, to approve the General Plan 
land use amendment pertaining to 7 acres on Nutmeg Street between Centre City Parkway and 
Interstate 15 proposing to change the land use designation from Estate II (single family up to 2 
units per acre) to O (office).   Motion carried.  Ayes:  Watson, Caster, Winton, and Weber.  Noes:  
McQuead.  (4-1)  
 
 
Discussion on Final Environmental Impact Report for certification.  
 
Commissioner McQuead referenced Page 4.9-47 and asked whether this would negate the ability 
to drill a well for irrigation. Mr. Petrek replied in the negative, but that the Final EIR text would be 
further clarified for City Council approval.   
 
Commissioner McQuead requested that the language on Page 4.9-47 be revised so that drilling 
was allowed with proper approvals.  
 
Commissioner Caster noted a correction on Page 4.16-85. Mr. Petrek commented that the Final 
EIR text would be corrected for City Council approval.  
 
John Masson, Escondido, concurred with staff’s recommendation.  He felt the City needed to 
become the hub for North County.   
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner McQuead, seconded by Commissioner Caster, to recommend Council 
accept the Environmental Impact Report for certification.  Motion carried unanimously.  (5-0) 
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Discussion on Ballot Measures.  
 
Commissioner Caster questioned whether increasing the build out numbers of 155,000 individuals 
would be one of the ballot initiatives. Mr. Petrek noted that due to demographics, when considering 
the entire General Plan area that includes the City limits and surrounding unincorporated areas, the 
population build out objective identified in the current General Plan had already been attained. The 
City Council could decide to place the General Plan policy pertaining to the target population on the 
ballot for elimination. 
 
Commissioner Caster was in favor of limiting the number of ballot measures that involved 1) 450 
acres of employment areas, 2) increased residential areas, and 3) General Plan clustering policy 
text,  
 
Commissioner McQuead questioned whether staff had a visual illustration of what Urban V (up to 
45 units per acre) would resemble.  Mr. Petrek noted that Page II-22 had descriptive language for 
Urban 5.   
 
Commissioner McQuead suggested having more latitude with regard to clustering.   
 
Commissioner Watson felt a single ballot item would be beneficial. Chairman Weber and 
Commissioner Winton concurred.   
 
Chairman Weber noted that he had heard a lot of negative comments about Urban V from the 
community.   
 
CURRENT BUSINESS:  None.  
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:  None.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSIONERS:  None.    
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Chairman Caster adjourned the meeting at 10:33 p.m. The next meeting was scheduled for May 
22, 2012, at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 201 North Broadway, Escondido, California.  
 
 
_____________________________  ___________________________ 
Bill Martin, Secretary to the Escondido  Ty Paulson, Minutes Clerk 
Planning Commissioner 
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