
CITY OF ESCONDIDO 
 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
ESCONDIDO PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
September 22, 2009 

 
The meeting of the Escondido Planning Commission was called to order at 7:00 
p.m. by Chairman Caster, in the City Council Chambers, 201 North Broadway, 
Escondido, California.  
 
Commissioners present: Darol Caster, Chairman; Guy Winton, Commissioner; 
Jack Campbell, Commissioner; Edward Lehman, Commissioner; and Jeffery 
Weber, Commissioner. 
 
Commissioners absent:  Barry Newman, Vice-chairman; and Bob McQuead, 
Commissioner. 
 
Staff present: Jay Paul, Associate Planner; Bill Martin, Principal Planner; Jay 
Petrek, Principal Planner; Owen Tunnell, Associate Engineer; Corrine Neuffer, 
Deputy City Attorney; and Ty Paulson, Minutes Clerk. 
 
MINUTES: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Commissioner Winton, to approve 
the minutes of the August 25, 2009, meeting. Motion carried. Ayes:  Winton, Weber, 
Caster, and Campbell.  Noes: None.  Abstained:  Lehman.  (4-0-1) 
 
WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS – Received.  
 
NEIGHBORHOOD MEETINGS – None. 
  
CITY COUNCIL UPDATE – None.    
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS – None.  
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 
1.  TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP AND MODIFICATION TO PLANNED 
 DEVELOPMENT - SUB 08-0014 (Continued from 8/25/09): 
 REQUEST: One-lot tentative subdivision map in conjunction with a 
 modification to the Master Development Plan for the conversion of a 128-
 unit apartment complex (Summit Apartments) to airspace condominium 
 units. 
 



LOCATION: Approximately 4.2 acres of land generally located on the 
northwestern corner of Hickory Street and Fourth Ave, addressed as 225 S. 
Hickory Street and 444 East Fourth Avenue (APN 229-480-09). 
 
Jay Paul, Associate Planner, referenced the staff report and noted staff issues 
were whether the development met the requirements of the Zoning Code and 
Condominium Ordinance including parking, open space, design, and 
development standards for the conversion of condominium units.  Staff 
recommended approval based on the following:  1) The proposed units were in 
substantial conformance with the intent of the Condominium Ordinance and 
Housing Element since all design review, washer and dryer hookups, storage, 
and other relevant requirements of the Condominium Ordinance had been met.  
All requirements for tenant notification had been met.  The project also was in 
conformance with the approved Planned Development requirements for parking, 
open space, building height and setbacks.  The deviation from the one-bedroom 
unit size was relatively minor and would not result in an unsuitable unit for 
conversion; 2) The units were appropriate for conversion because the 
development included amenities which would be found in a typical condominium 
development, including individual washer/dryer hookups, balconies/patios and a 
recreation building and swimming pool.  The interiors of the units would be 
replaced, including all mechanical units.  The exterior of the buildings and 
garages would be renovated, and all improvements, upgrades and repairs to the 
structures or the site, as determined by a licensed engineer to be necessary 
within five years, or determined necessary by the Planning Division, would be 
required to be completed prior to conversion.   
 
Commissioner Winton and staff discussed what constituted an upgrade for 
condominium conversions. 
 
Commissioner Lehman referenced the analysis on Page 87 of the staff report 
regarding most of the heating pumps being original.  Mr. Paul noted that the 
conditions of approval required that all mechanical equipment be replaced with 
new equipment.   
 
Commissioner Winton and staff discussed the minimum unit requirements in 
relationship to one- and two-bedroom size limits.  
 
Chairman Caster asked if the parking spaces met the code requirements.  
Mr. Paul noted there were a few garage spaces that fell short of the minimum 
width, however, staff indicated the deviation was only a couple of inches and the 
garage spaces currently provided sufficient space for parking.  
 
Dan Baker, Applicant, thanked staff for their cooperation. He expressed 
concern with being required to basically gut out each unit, noting this was not 
required for a single-family dwelling.  He stated they were trying to retain some 
items in the units due to being in good repair and in order to reduce costs in 



order to make the units marketable.  He also noted concern with having to install 
sprinkler systems in each unit.  
 
Commissioner Winton asked Mr. Baker if he knew the cost for the sprinklers.  
Mr. Baker noted the cost would be approximately $2,000 per unit.   
 
Commissioner Winton asked Mr. Baker what the kitchen cabinets were made out 
of. Mr. Baker noted that the original cabinets were wooden with wood frames.  
He stated they typically would reface the cabinets, resurface the counter tops, 
and replace the fixtures.   
 
Chairman Caster asked Mr. Baker if he was aware of the City’s guidelines before 
purchasing the property such as requiring sprinklers.  Mr. Baker noted they were 
not aware of needing sprinklers.   
 
Commissioner Lehman asked Mr. Baker if he had spelled out his concerns to 
staff.  Mr. Baker replied in the affirmative and noted the main concern dealt with 
replacing the cabinets, noting no concern with having to replace the mechanical 
equipment.   
 
Commissioner Campbell asked Mr. Baker what the sales price would be for the 
units.  Mr. Baker noted that they would sell between $150,000 to $175,000. 
  
Commissioner Campbell asked when the City started requiring sprinklers for 
residential apartments.  Mr. Paul noted that requiring sprinklers was a zoning 
code requirement.   
 
Discussion ensued regarding a clarification of the fire flow requirements for the 
subject property.  
 
Chairman Caster did not feel it was appropriate to change the guidelines for 
condominium conversions, feeling it would not be fair to pervious applicants. 
  
Commissioner Winton did not feel the applicant should be required to replace 
cabinets as long as it could be shown they were in good repair.  Commissioner 
Campbell concurred.     
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Chairman Caster, to approve 
staff’s recommendation. The motion included that the interior of the garages must 
meet current fire codes. Motion did not carry.  Ayes:  Weber and Caster.  Noes:  
Lehman, Campbell, and Winton.  (2-3) 
 
 
 



ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Campbell, seconded by Commissioner Winton, to 
approve staff’s recommendation.  The motion included allowing the cabinets to 
be refaced as long as they were shown to be in good repair. The motion also 
included that the garages must meet current fire codes. Motion did not carry.  
Ayes:  Campbell, and Winton.  Noes:  Weber, Lehman and Caster.  (2-3)   
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Weber, seconded by Chairman Caster, to approve 
staff’s recommendation. The motion included that the interior of the garages must 
meet current fire codes. Motion carried.  Ayes:  Weber, Caster, Campbell, and 
Winton.  Noes:  Lehman.  (4-1)   
 
2.  AMENDMENT TO THE ZONING CODE– AZ 09-0003: 
 REQUEST: An amendment to Section 33-1116 of the Zoning Code to 
 increase the permitted number of dogs and cats in the R-1 (Single-Family 
 Residential), RE (Residential Estates) and RA (Residential Agricultural) 
 zones. The amendment also would include a minor clarification related to 
 household pets in a Second Dwelling Unit. 
 
LOCATION: Citywide within the RA, RE and R-1 zones. 
 
Bill Martin, Principal Planner, referenced the staff report and noted staff issues 
were whether it would be appropriate to permit additional dogs and cats in single-
family zones than currently permitted, and whether specific language is needed 
in the Zoning Code clarifying permitted household pets on a parcel containing a 
Second Dwelling Unit.  Staff recommended approval based on the following:  1) 
The proposed amendment would give some flexibility to pet owners on large lots 
in single-family zones without resulting in a negative impact to surrounding 
neighborhoods. The proposed increase in the number of dogs and cats was 
based on lot size, and no changes are proposed for single-family lots less than 
10,000 SF in size. The proposed increase would allow one dog/cat in addition to 
what is currently permitted by right in the RA and RE zones and either one or two 
dogs/cats in addition to what is currently permitted by right in the R-1 zone on 
lots greater than 10,000 SF in size. The maximum number of household pets 
permitted in each of the single-family zones with a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
would remain no more than currently permitted with a CUP; and 2) The Zoning 
Code is silent on the type and number of household pets permitted for a Second 
Dwelling Unit. Language related to permitted pets is needed to clarify the intent 
of the Second Dwelling Unit Ordinance, which is to have affordable housing in 
single-family zones with minimal impact to surrounding properties. The revised 
language would specify that the maximum number of household pets would be 
the same as permitted for a single residence, regardless of whether there is an 
approved Second Dwelling Unit on the site.  



Chairman Caster asked who homeowners would call regarding noise issues.  
Mr. Martin noted that code enforcement would be called during the day and the 
police department during the night.  
 
Ms. Mercedes, Escondido, questioned whether staff talked with the City of San 
Diego regarding their limits. Mr. Martin noted they had canvassed other 
jurisdictions, noting Escondido appeared to be in the middle of what other City’s 
were requiring.   
 
Ms. Mercedes noted that studies had shown that pet limits did not work and were 
anti business.   
  
Chairman Caster felt the zoning code should be left alone.  He was opposed to 
increasing the limits.   
 
Commissioner Campbell was in favor of staff’s recommendation.  Commissioner 
Winton concurred and also felt the limits could be increase if shown no problem 
with the increase limits.  
 
Commissioner Weber was opposed to increasing the limits.   
 
ACTION: 
 
Moved by Commissioner Campbell, seconded by Commissioner Lehman, to 
approve staff’s recommendation.  Motion carried.  Ayes:  Campbell, Lehman, and 
Winton.  Noes:  Weber, and Caster.   (3-2) 
 
CURRENT BUSINESS: 
 
1.  Review of SANDAG Smart Growth Design Guidelines 
 An opportunity to discuss how the guidelines adopted by the SANDAG 
 Board last June could be applied to future development within Escondido’s 
 identified smart growth areas. 
 
Jay Petrek, Principal Planner, provided information on the guidelines and solicited 
Commission comments.  
 
Commissioner Campbell felt the subject guidelines dealt mainly with San Diego and 
did not apply to Escondido.  
 
Commissioner Winton felt that certain modern building design elements were not 
appropriate for maintaining Escondido’s suburban character.  He also felt further 
review was needed regarding what mixed use developments should look like in 
Escondido 
 



Commissioner Weber felt there was a trade off between pedestrian traffic and 
vehicle traffic, feeling this needed further study. 
 
The Commission directed staff to return at a future date to allow more time to 
review the guidelines and further discuss their implications.  
 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS – None.   
 
PLANNING COMMISSIONERS – No discussion. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Chairman Caster adjourned the meeting at 8:25 p.m. The next meeting was 
scheduled for October 13, 2009 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 Commission 
 
 
 
 


