
RTC-1-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 1A: The commenter provides introductory
statements including Caltrans mission. The County appreciates
Caltrans' interest in the proposed project. The comment does not raise
any environmental issues regarding the content of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no response required.
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Comment Letter 1



RTC-1-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 1B: Condition wording as provided by Caltrans
is satisfactory to the County and shall be added to the project's
conditions of approval.  This comment does not raise any environmental
issues regarding the content of the EIR Addendum. Comment noted.

Response to Comment 1C: There are two discharge points associated
with this project: Parcel 1 discharges into an existing County-maintained
storm drain in Friesian Way. This storm drain flows north and ultimately
discharges into the existing Caltrans earthen ditch. From there, flows
travel south and confluence with runoff from Parcel 2.
Parcel 2 discharges into an existing San Diego County-maintained
storm drain in Horse Ranch Creek Road. Runoff from this parcel travels
south in the storm drain and discharges into the existing Caltrans
earthen ditch, which continues south and discharges into Horse Ranch
Creek.

Please note that both parcels discharged into these storm drain systems
in their pre-developed condition. The proposed development does not
increase runoff compared to pre-development conditions.

Response to Comment 1D: A Hydromodification Management Plan has
been prepared for both project sites and approved by the County of San
Diego. All hydromodification requirements have been met in accordance
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board's MS4 Permit.

Response to Comment 1E: Runoff from the site will ultimately drain to
Horse Ranch Creek Road and the Horse Ranch Creek Bridge. Flows
are reduced to pre-project levels. 

Response to Comment 1F: Caltrans R/W is not visible within the
drainage map as the purpose of the drainage map is to focus on onsite
drainage patterns.

Response to Comment 1G: The I-15 centerline alignment is
approximately 500 feet from the project boundary. Including this
stationing on the drainage map would compromise clarity and legibility.
The purpose of the drainage map is to focus on onsite drainage
patterns.
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RTC-1-3

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 1H: Comment acknowledged regarding
infiltration. The reduction in peak flow due to infiltration is negligible. 
Since the results and conclusions of the report remain unchanged, no
revisions are proposed at this time. 

Response to Comment 1I: The hydraulic calculations were performed
using an invert elevation of 4.25 feet from the bottom of the outlet
structure. The detail will be updated accordingly during final engineering.

Response to Comment 1J: The correct invert elevation is 4.25 ft from the
bottom of the outlet structure.

Response to Comment 1K: The project discharges to a
County-maintained storm drain system. These connections have been
reviewed and approved by the County. The existing site drains to this
same system, and 100-year peak flow rates have been reduced at all
discharge points in the post-developed condition. Therefore, no
diversion of flow will occur as a result of this project.

Response to Comment 1L: Thank you for this information regarding any
work performed within Caltrans' R/W. The project would not result in any
modifications or any encroachment to any Caltrans' facilities; therefore
the project would not be subject to a Caltrans' encroachment permit
process or LDR process. No changes to the EIR Addendum are required
in response to this comment.

Response to Comment 1M: Closing statement. No response required.
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RTC-2-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 2A: The County appreciates the Wildlife
Agencies' interest in the project. Introductory statement. No response
required. The project is not a 15183 Checklist.

Response to Comment 2B: Statement regarding the concern, mandate
and jurisdiction of the Wildlife Agencies. No response required.
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RTC-2-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 2C: Comment summarizes project details. No
response required.

Response to Comment 2D: Introductory statement regarding the Wildlife
Agencies comments and recommendations. No response required.

Response to Comment 2E: Shielded lighting is proposed. Per the
project's Conditions of Approval, lighting must be in compliance with the
County's Light Pollution Code and the County's Lighting Ordinance
59.101. No changes to the EIR Addendum are required in response to
this comment.

2B
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RTC-2-3

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 2F: See response to Comment 2G below.

Response to Comment 2G: Comment noted. Habitat for the Crotch’s
bumble bee (Bombus crotchii) is not present at the site because fuel
management was conducted as recently as spring 2025. The fuel
management activities required at the site removes habitat potential. 

No direct impacts to sensitive species are anticipated. For Crotch’s
bumble bee, impacts would be less than significant because the Site
lacks suitable habitat for foraging, nesting, or overwintering. The Site
was previously graded and is brush managed. Please reference the EIR
Addendum re biological resources and the grading permits that
authorized clearing on the site as part of the larger Campus Park
project. The habitat that has the potential to support Crotch’s bumble
bee is located offsite and would not be affected by the proposed project.

Response to Comment 2H: Closing statement. No response required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

2H
Cont'd



RTC-3-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 3A: The County appreciates the Coast Law
Group's interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No
response required.

Response to Comment 3B: It is well established that Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) emissions and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) impacts are not
considered new information that would trigger the preparation of a
subsequent or supplemental EIR. Therefore, no new GHG analysis or
VMT analysis are required for the Proposed Project, which relies on the
Campus Park FEIR that was certified in 2011.   As documented in the
Addendum, at the time of the certification of the Campus Park FEIR, the
contribution of GHG emissions to climate change was a prominent issue
of concern since the 1990s.  Therefore, the issue of GHG emissions
and climate change impacts is not new information that was not known
or could not have been known at the time of the certification of the
Campus Park FEIR. The courts have consistently determined that new
legal regulations, such as adopting new guidelines, do not constitute
significant new information that would trigger further environmental
review under Public Resource Code (PRC) Section 21166. (Concerned
Dublin Citizens v. City of Dublin (2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 1301. See also
Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development
(CREED) v. City of San Diego [2011] 196 Cal.App.4th 532) [The court
found that the effects of GHG on climate change were known or could
have been discovered with the exercise of reasonable diligence for an
EIR initially certified in the early 1990s.]   Therefore, no new GHG
analysis is required for the Proposed Project, which relies on the
Campus Park FEIR certified in 2011. 

Similarly, the County’s adoption of the 2022 Transportation Study
Guidelines (TSG) that now requires VMT analysis would not be
considered significant new information because the underlying issue
was known when preparing the original Campus Park FEIR. (Olen
Properties Corp v. City of Newport Beach [2023] 93 CA5th 270,
280-281.) In Olen Properties, the court held that the change in the
CEQA Guidelines from level of service to VMT was not significant new
information because the underlying issue was known when the Olen
EIR was prepared in 2006.  
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RTC-3-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 3B, cont'd: See also Master Response:
Preparation of Addendum. This conclusion is further strengthened by
technical guidance recently issued by the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research (“OPR”) (the State agency that promulgates the CEQA
Guidelines). OPR, relying on CREED v. San Diego and Concerned
Dublin Citizens v. City of Dublin, indicated that a “CEQA analysis
prepared after July 1, 2020, may be able to rely on a previously certified
EIR that analyzed traffic impacts using the LOS metric.”  Therefore,
similarly, a VMT analysis is not required for the proposed Project. 

Response to Comment 3C: The comment incorrectly references the
circumstance in which a preparation an  EIR must be prepared,
referencing the "fair argument" standard.  As fully explained in the
Master Response: Preparation of Addendum, the test as to appropriate
environmental review at this point is based on Public Resource Code
(PRC) §21166.  As is the case for the Proposed Project, any time a
further discretionary approval by the lead agency is required for a
project for which an EIR has been certified, the agency is faced with the
question of whether a subsequent or supplemental EIR should be
required for that approval.  The question then becomes whether any of
the conditions described in PRC §21166 and  Section 15162(a) of the
State CEQA Guidelines apply, so as  to justify repeating the entire
CEQA process. As the court explained in Bowman v. City of Petaluma: 
“[S]ection 21166 comes into play precisely because in-depth review has
already occurred, the time for challenging the sufficiency of the original
EIR has long since expired [§21167(c)], and the question is whether
circumstances have changed enough to justify repeating a substantial
portion of the process.” (Bowman v. City of Petaluma (1986) 185 CA3d
1065, 1073.) 

Response to Comment 3D: As explained in the Master Response:
Preparation of Addendum, the standard is whether one or more of the
conditions identified in PRC 21166 are met.  See Master Response:
Preparation of Addendum.

Response to Comment 3E: The comment incorrectly references the
circumstance in which a preparation of EIR must be prepared,
referencing the "fair argument" standard.  See response to comment 3C
above and the Master Response. 
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RTC-3-3

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 3F: The comment references PRC Section
21166 related to the preparation of subsequent EIRs. See also Master
Response: Preparation of Addendum.

Response to Comment 3G: The first comment makes a broad
statement that the Addendum failed to adequately analyze the
Proposed Project’s changes to the Campus Park Project. However,  the
commenter offers no information or evidence of how the proposed
change in designation from office professional to residential would
result in new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase
in the severity of previously identified significant effects.  Rather, the
EIR Addendum carefully analyzed each environmental issue of the
Campus Park FEIR in comparison to the proposed Project. See also
Master Response: Preparation of Addendum. 

The second comment, that the Addendum failed to consider the number
of external trips created by the proposed project, is not particularly
relevant for an analysis of the Project’s impacts.  First, please note that
the County’s adoption of the 2022 Transportation Study Guidelines
(TSG), which now requires VMT analysis, would not be considered
significant new information because the underlying issue was known
when preparing the original Campus Park FEIR. (Olen Properties Corp
v. City of Newport Beach [2023] 93 CA5th 270.) Therefore, a VMT
analysis is not required for the Proposed Project, which relies on the
Campus Park FEIR certified in 2011. In any event, based on the results
of the Passerelle Trip Generation Memo dated February 15, 2022, 
prepared by Urban Systems Associates, Inc, (“2022 Trip Generation
Memo”), the Proposed Project was found to generate approximately
1,380 ADT. The previously proposed office professional use was
calculated to generate 2,669 ADT (LOS Engineering, 2009).  The
proposed residential trip generation is approximately 48% less than the
previously approved trip generation. This more than accounts for any
reduction in internalized trips. (Appendix I of the Addendum.) 
See Master Response: Analysis of the Project's GHG and Traffic
Impacts.

3I

3J

3K

3L



RTC-3-4

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 3H: The commenter cites CEQA Guidelines
15151 regarding the sufficiency of an EIR and 15064.4 regarding the
determination of the significance of impacts with respect to GHG. 
Neither provision is relevant here with respect to a project for which an
EIR has been previously certified or adopted.  Please see Response to
comment 3B above and the Master Response: Preparation of
Addendum and Analysis of the Project's GHG and Traffic Impacts and
Appendix D of EIR Addendum, Global Climate Change Assessment.

Response to Comment 3I: The County disagrees with the contention
that it downplayed, minimized, or omitted aspects of the Proposed
Project changes and the differences with the Campus Park.
Furthermore, the commenter’s reliance on American Canyon
Community United for Responsible Growth v. City of American Canyon
(2006) 145 Cal.App.4th 1062, 1081, is misplaced.  In American Canyon,
a local agency reduced the proposed project’s square footage by
intentionally omitting aspects of the project when comparing it to the
original project that was previously analyzed.   Whereas, here the
Addendum carefully analyzed each environmental issue of the Campus
Park FEIR in comparison to the proposed Project. The proposed Project
was not minimized, nor were aspects of the Project omitted. 

Response to Comment 3J: Please see the Master Response:
Preparation of Addendum. The Proposed Project results in a reduction
of VMT with respect to the Campus Park project.  Moreover, the
Proposed Project represents only approximately 26% of the mixed uses
in the Campus Park plan; the other commercial uses will remain the
same.  These uses would continue to serve to internalize trips, including
the Sports Complex, Neighborhood Park, and Town Center uses. 
These uses are likely to contribute the most to internalization of trips as
they not only comprise the largest components of Commercial ADT for
the Specific Plan area (74% of the trip generation), but they also are the
types of uses most attractive to residential uses. 
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RTC-3-5

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 3K: The County disagrees with the statement
that an internal capture analysis was omitted. An analysis was
conducted that considered the removal of the office component from the
Campus Park Project and is memorialized in the Trip Generation Memo.
This analysis examines the internal capture assumptions from the
original traffic study of the Campus Park FEIR.  As stated in the 2022
Trip Generation Memo, 
“As shown on the land use map for the previously approved Specific
Plan, additional land uses which would serve to internalize trips include
the Sports Complex, Neighborhood Park and Town Center uses.  These
uses will not be removed with the proposed change in land use.  These
uses are likely to contribute the most to internalization of trips as they
not only comprise the largest components of Commercial ADT for the
Specific Plan area (74% of the trip generation), they also are the types
of uses most attractive to residential uses.  This is particularly the case
in rural areas where such Town Center and recreation uses are
sometimes remote.  Therefore, it is highly likely that the professional
office component of the Specific Plan area would be a relatively minor
contributor to the internalization of trips.  Additionally, the residential
component replacing the office would likewise use the Town Center and
recreation areas which would also internalize trips.  Therefore, although
one of the residential attractors would be removed with the proposed
plan, it is likely that the replacement with residential uses would
continue to internalize some amount of trips.  See Master Response:
Analysis of the Project's GHG and Traffic Impacts.  

Please also refer to comment 3G above with respect to the comment
related to external trips.  

 



RTC-3-6

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 3K, cont'd:  Finally, the commenter misinterprets
the statement that the changes are impossible to fully quantify without
an updated SANDAG model.  The proposed residential trip generation
is approximately 48% less than the previously approved trip generation
for the office professional uses. This more than accounts for any
reduction in internalized trips (previously estimated at 30%). Therefore,
the Proposed Project would clearly reduce trip generation and VMT on a
daily basis. 

Response to Comment 3L: As stated in Response to Comment 3K, an
analysis of internal capture assumptions was conducted.  The 2022 Trip
Generation Memo specifically addresses the Project's proposed
decrease in the mixed-use character of the Campus Park Project. The
2022 Trip Generation Memo provides substantial evidence that the
reduction in attracting land-uses is outweighed by the overall reduction
in trips caused by the conversion of land-uses and therefore, VMT
would be reduced overall as a result of the proposed project. Finally,
regarding the commenter's statement that no substantial evidence has
been provided regarding how the elimination of office uses from the
Campus Park Project affects the total trips and the resulting GHG
emissions, see Master Response: Preparation of Addendum and
response to comments 3J and 3K above.  

 



RTC-4-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 4A: The County appreciates the Endangered
Habitats League's interest in the project.  This is an introductory
statement. No response required.

Response to Comment 4B: The commenter is correct in that the
Proposed Project proposes a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA) to the
Approved Project to designate 11.96 acres for the development of 138
multi-family residential units, designed as single-family homes on
condominium lots, rather than the development of 157,000 sf of
professional office uses. However, there is no evidence referenced to
substantiate the commenter’s claims that this will worsen the
jobs-housing imbalance in the North County.  In particular, it is unclear
whether additional sites offering similar job opportunities have been
approved in the North County since the adoption of the Campus Park
Specific Plan in 2011. 

Response to Comment 4C: Comment noted. This statement is correct.

Response to Comment 4D: The County does not agree with the
commenter’s assessment that the Proposed Project is a completely
different project from what was originally analyzed in the Campus Park
FEIR.  As described in the Master Response: Preparation of
Addendum,  the development of the Project would include the
construction of buildings in the same development footprint as the
project originally analyzed for the Campus Park Specific Plan.  The
same two public streets will serve the Project and will be constructed
within the same development footprint that was identified in the
Campus Park FEIR. The Project does not propose extending any
water, sewer, electrical, or gas lines, as all services would be extended
to the site through the surrounding development.  The only change to
the Campus Park Specific Plan relates to the change in use from Office
Professional to residential uses.  This change, as analyzed in the 
Addendum and associated technical documents, indicates that the
Proposed Project represents only approximately 26% of the mixed uses
in the Campus Park plan; the other commercial uses will remain the
same.  
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RTC-4-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 4D, cont'd: The commenter correctly states that
new information requiring a subsequent EIR under PRC Section
21166(c) applies only to new information that was not known and could
not have been known "with the exercise of reasonable diligence" when
the prior environmental review was completed.  However, the new
information must also be of "substantial importance. “  Per CEQA
Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3), the new information must show any of
the following:
•The project will have significant effects not evaluated in the prior EIR or
negative declaration.
•Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the prior EIR.
•Mitigation measures or alternatives found infeasible are in fact feasible
and would substantially reduce significant effects of the project, but the
project proponents decline to adopt them.
•Mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those
analyzed in the EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt
them. 

Therefore, a change in the project itself is not enough. As explained
above, for a project change to trigger a subsequent or supplemental
EIR, the change must be substantial and must result in a new significant
environmental impact or an increase in severity of previously identified
impacts.  

Additional commercial uses are proposed within the Specific Plan area.
The recent approval of the Pala Mesa Commercial redevelopment
project (PDS2020-STP-20-021) will result in the remodeling and further
expansion of commercial development including a new gas station,
convenience store, and two large retail buildings. Future commercial
development is proposed at Campus Park West (aka Pala Ranch). This
project is in the process of obtaining construction level permits but has
received preliminary entitlements including a Specific Plan.



RTC-4-3

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 4D, cont'd: In this case, the Project design and
development footprint has not changed from what was previously
analyzed in the Campus Park FEIR. Nor has the Proposed Project
resulted in a new significant environmental impact or an increase in
severity of previously identified impacts.  As stated by the commenter,
the Global Climate Change Assessment was completed to compare the
Campus Park’s GHG emissions at buildout (General Plan Scenario) to
the Proposed Project's GHG emissions. (See Master Response:
Analysis of the Project's GHG and Traffic Impacts and Appendix D
Global Climate Change Assessment to the EIR Addendum.) The results
of the Climate Change Assessment show that the Proposed Project
would reduce GHG emissions when compared with the buildout of the
General Plan Scenario, which includes the buildout of the Campus Park
Project with the office professional uses.  In other words, the Proposed
Project changes did not result in a new significant environmental impact
or an increase in severity of previously identified impacts.  

Response to Comment 4E: First, the proposed Project was found to
reduce GHG emissions relative to the approved office professional uses
of the approved Campus Park Specific Plan.  But in any event, the
Project will include the design features as summarized in Table 4 of the
Addendum that are strategies to reduce GHG emissions.  The Proposed
Project would also be required to implement all mitigation measures
specific to the Campus Park FEIR. The Project would also be required
to implement all building code requirements applicable at the time of
building permit issuance, which will include additional GHG reduction
requirements, such as including  installing Electric Vehicle (EV)
charging stations, solar panels consistent with Title 24 (2019), low-flow
water fixtures, planting of native landscaping, etc. 

Response to Comment 4F: The County disagrees with the assertion
that the Project is “escaping” mitigating GHG impacts that would be
imposed today.  See response 4D above.  The Project has included
design features to reduce GHG emissions and will be required to
implement building code requirements applicable at the time of building
permit issuance.



RTC-4-4

COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 4G: Contrary to the commenter’s statement,
CEQA does not mandate net zero as a standard. While CEQA
mandates considering and mitigating environmental impacts, including
GHG emissions, it doesn't universally mandate net-zero for all projects.
Moreover, this Project was shown to be less intense than what the
previous uses indicated in the Campus Park FEIR.  It is also understood
that the Project would be conditioned to comply with all building code
requirements at the time permits are required, which includes meeting
and exceeding Title 24 standards. The County’s CAP includes similar
requirements, though they are more defined. In any event,  this project
will be required to implement all applicable regulatory measures at the
time of building permit issuance, including compliance with applicable
measures of Title 24 and the CalGreen code.
  
Response to Comment 4H:  No response required.



RTC-5-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 5A: The County appreciates the Fallbrook
Planning Group's interest in the project.  This is an introductory
statement. No response required.

Response to Comment 5B: No response required.

Response to Comment 5C: In response to public comments (received in
letters and during community planning group meetings), architectural
design of units revisited and revised to provide for 20'x20’ garages in all
proposed housing floorplans.

Response to Comment 5D: The project design was also modified to
provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces, exceeding the County’s
requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit. In addition to guest parking
spaces, each residential unit has a 20'x20' garage to accommodate two
cars.

Response to Comment 5E: See Master Response: Analysis of the
Project's GHG and Traffic Impacts.

Response to Comment 5F: Project amenities include two tot lots,
sidewalk access to existing trails and to the adjacent County sports
complex. The Monserate Mountain Preserve is 0.5 miles from the
project. The project will provide PLDO funds for Fallbrook recreational
facilities and either form or join the existing Community Facilities District
to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection District
service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  

Response to Comment 5G: Comment noted. The CPG voted in favor of
the project 12-3 at the May 19, 2025 meeting.

Response to Comment 5H: Conclusionary statement. No response
required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 6A: The County appreciates the Fallbrook Union
High School District and Fallbrook Union Elementary Scool District's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 6B: This comment provides information
regarding Education and Government Code sections. No response
required.

Response to Comment 6C: Comment noted. No response required.

Response to Comment 6D: Comment noted. No response required.

Response to Comment 6E: It is well established under state law that
there are only two ways that any legislative body can condition approval
of a GPA or Tentative Map as related to an impact on school facilities:
the standard payment of fees at building permit issuance and/or
dedication of land under Education Code 17620 (or alternatively under
Gov't Code Section 65995.5) and the payment of fees for interim school
facilities under Gov't Code Section 65970 for overcrowded conditions.   
(Gov't Code Section 65995.) The proposed project will add students to
the local school district. Service availability letters were signed by the
appropriate school districts. According to the EIR Addendum, both
school districts have provided concurrence for facility availability for the
"addition of students to be generated by the project." 

Additional information from the Fallbrook School Districts is required to
substantiate a finding for overcrowding. (Gov't Code Section 65970.)
The developer will request a copy of the needs analysis prepared by the
Fallbrook School Districts. An environmental review of any school
expansion will be conducted by the school district when this occurs.
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RTC-6-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 6F: Comment noted. No response required.

Response to Comment 6G: As suggested by the comment letter, the
developer will proceed with discussions with the Fallbrook School
Districts concurrent with the entitlement process. 

Response to Comment 6H: See response to Comment 6G.6F
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RTC-7-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 7A: The County appreciates the Horse Creek
Ridge Community Association's interest in the project.  This is an
introductory statement. No response required.

Response to Comment 7B: Project amenities include two tot lots,
sidewalk access to existing trails and to the adjacent County sports
complex. The Monserate Mountain Preserve is 0.5 miles from the
project. The project will provide PLDO funds for Fallbrook recreational
facilities and either form or join the existing Community Facilities District
to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection District
service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  

Based on a comment by Paul Klukas at the January 2025 Fallbrook
Communing Planning Group meeting, access to Horse Creek Ridge
amenities is controlled by key and key fob. Controlling access to these
facilities is not the responsibility of the proposed project.

Response to Comment 7C: Comment noted. See response to Comment
7B.

Response to Comment 7D: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in
response to community input, the garage size was redesigned to
provide 20’ by 20’ garages in all proposed housing floorplans.  

Response to Comment 7E: The project design was also modified to
provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces, exceeding the County’s
requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit. Although the comment
does not address the adequacy of the EIR Addendum, HOA
enforcement of the garage use is anticipated and garage windows are
included in the design of the garage for this purpose. It is not the
proposed project’s responsibility to enforce parking standards on public
streets. 
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RTC-7-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 7F:  CEQA focuses on how a project changes,
damages, or disrupts existing conditions, rather than on how existing
conditions affect a project. (See California Building Industry Association
v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th
369.)This comment does not address any environmental issues in
regard to the EIR addendum. See response to 7E.

Response to Comment 7G: See responses to 7E and 7F.
Response to Comment 7H: See response to 7D.
Response to Comment 7I: See responses to 7D and 7E.
Response to Comment 7J: This comment does not address any
environmental issues in regard to the EIR addendum.
Response to Comment 7K: See responses above.
Response to Comment 7L: See Master Response: Analysis of the
Project's GHG and Traffic Impacts, specifically the results of traffic
analysis. This analysis supports the position that widening Horse Ranch
Creek Road to the fullest extent is not warranted by project traffic. 

Response to Comment 7M: This comment does not address any
environmental issues in regard to the EIR addendum. Following the
receipt of public comments regarding fire safety, additional information
was provided by the applicant in the form of a technical memorandum
prepared by Dudek, dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s memo 
demonstrated that: Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding
community is possible under a variety of scenarios (including a
worst-case scenario of a night-time evacuation when residents are
present); the Project provides multiple connection points for occupants
to access the existing roadway network; fires are not expected to
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death;
because the proposed project site will consist of ignition resistant,
urbanized landscapes, it is not anticipated that the entire community
would be relocated off-site during a wildfire event; and the project as
proposed will provide numerous opportunities throughout the site for
on-site relocation and sheltering in place as a contingency option. 

Response to Comment 7N: See response to 7L.

Response to Comment 7O: This is a conclusionary statement.
Therefore, no response is provided.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 8A: The County appreciates the Sierra Club's
interest in the project. Introductory statement. No response required.

Response to Comment 8B: The comment states that the Passerelle
Project is attempting to amend an old, obsolete EIR rather than
preparing a new EIR.  However, a new EIR is not required simply
because of the age of the original environmental document; rather, its
age is irrelevant if subsequent events or changes to the project do not
trigger the need for further environmental review. (Snarled Traffic
Obstructs Progress v. City & County of San Francisco [1999] 74 CA4th
793.)  The California Supreme Court in Friends of the College of San
Mateo Gardens v. San Mateo County Community College District
(2016) 1 Cal. 5th 937 has clearly articulated the rules of environmental
review, including when a “new” EIR is required for proposed changes to
a project that has already undergone CEQA review. The Court states
that rather than an “….abstract characterization of the project as ‘new’
or ‘old.’  An agency that proposes project changes thus must determine
whether the previous environmental document retains any relevance in
light of the proposed changes and, if so, whether major revisions to the
previous environmental document are nevertheless required due to the
involvement of new, previously unstudied significant environmental
impacts.  These are determinations for the agency to make in the first
instance, subject to judicial review for substantial evidence.”  (id at 944.)
 
Once the lead agency has certified an EIR and approved a project, as is
the case for Campus Park, a “new” EIR is not required for a later
discretionary approval, such as for the Proposed Project.  However, the
preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR is required if one of
the following circumstances applies:
• Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major
revisions of the EIR;
• Substantial changes occur in the circumstances under which the
project is being undertaken that will require major revisions in the EIR;
or
• New information of substantial importance to the project that was not
known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was certified
as complete becomes available. (Pub Res C §21166 and 14 Cal Code
Regs §15162.)

3C

8A

Comment Letter 8
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Response to Comment 8B, cont'd: After careful consideration of the
potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and based on
the evidence presented in the Addendum and the attached technical
reports, the County has determined that 1) none of the conditions
described in Pub Res C §21166 and 14 Cal Code Regs §15162  that
require preparation of a subsequent or supplement to an EIR have
occurred. Therefore, an Addendum to the Campus Point FEIR has
been deemed appropriate for the Proposed Project as described in
Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines.  See Master Response:
Preparation of Addendum for a detailed discussion.  

Response to Comment 8C: Project Changes: The comment misquotes
the standard applied in determining when a later change to a project
requires a “full” EIR.  As explained in CEQA Guidelines Section
15162(a)(1), for a change to a project to trigger a subsequent or
supplemental EIR, the change must be substantial and must result in a
new significant environmental impact or an increase in severity of
previously identified impacts.  The commenter provides no evidence to
support its assertion that a change in use from office/professional to
residential is an “entirely new project.”  
On the contrary, Section 3 of this Addendum carefully analyzed each
environmental issue of the Campus Park FEIR in comparison to the
Proposed Project, and based on this analysis, the County concluded
that none of the conditions described in Section 15162 of the CEQA
Guidelines apply. This conclusion is based on Section 3 of the
Addendum and includes, among other  factors, the following:  
•The development of the Project would include the construction of
buildings in the same development footprint as the professional offices
uses indicated in the original Campus Park FEIR. 
•The same two public streets that will serve the Project will be
constructed within the same development footprint that was identified
in the Campus Park FEIR.  
•The entire Project site has already been graded as part of the
adjacent development (Phase 1) and thus contains little to no
vegetation. 
•The Project does not propose extending any water, sewer, electrical,
or gas lines, as all services would be extended to the Project site
through the surrounding development.  

8B

8C

8D

8E

8F

8G

8H
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Response to Comment 8C, cont'd: 
•Development proposed under the Project would result in approximately
the same height and massing as development allowed under Campus
Park. 
•The results of the Climate Change Assessment show that the Proposed
Project would reduce GHG emissions when compared with the buildout
under the current Campus Park Project with office professional uses.  
•See each topical element of Section 3 of the Addendum for further
discussion.  

The agency’s determination of whether modifications constitute
significant new information requiring additional CEQA review is a factual
issue, subject to review under the substantial evidence standard, rather
than a procedural issue subject to de novo review. (Center for Biological
Diversity v. County of Los Angeles, (2018) 112 Cal. App. 5th 317.)  

New/Revised CEQA Guidelines:
Nor does the adoption of new CEQA guidelines as referenced by the
commenter constitute significant new information that would trigger
further environmental review under PRC 21166.  New information
requiring a subsequent EIR under PRC Section 21166(c) applies only to
new information that was not known and could not have been known
"with the exercise of reasonable diligence" when the prior environmental
review was completed. The new information must also be of "substantial
importance." Finally, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3), the new
information must show any of the following:
•  The project will have significant effects not evaluated in the prior EIR
or negative declaration
•  Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the prior EIR
•   Mitigation measures or alternatives found infeasible are, in fact,
feasible and would substantially reduce significant effects of the project,
but the project proponents decline to adopt them
•  Mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different from those
analyzed in the EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt
them 
   

8H
Cont'd
8I

8J

8K

8L

8M
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Response to Comment 8C, cont'd: 
Wildfires: Concerning wildfire, further environmental review under PRC
21166 is not required simply because significance thresholds have been
subsequently revised for wildfire. The underlying issues relating to
wildfire were already known when the Campus Park FEIR was prepared
in 2011. Although the prior Campus Park FEIR did not contain a
discussion of wildfire-related issues in its own topical category, the EIR
nevertheless addressed fire hazard within its hazards and public
services section. The analysis in the Campus Park FEIR concluded that 
implementation of the fire protection plan and fire management plan
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to wildfire hazards.
(Campus Park FEIR, Chapter 4, page 4-31) 

As part of the environmental analysis for the Addendum, a fire protection
plan was created for the Proposed Project. (Appendix E.)  Consistent
with the findings of the  Campus Park FEIR, the fire protection plan for
the Proposed Project provides the following fire safety features: 
  
•The North County Fire Protection District will serve the Project. The
closest fire station is located approximately 2.5 miles from the site. The
expected emergency travel time to the site is approximately 4.9 minutes.

•The Proposed Project is surrounded by predominantly developed lands
except for the offsite area northwest of Parcel 1, where fuel
management activity is in place. The closest flammable vegetation that
poses a threat to the site in this area is located over 125 feet northwest
of the nearest proposed structure on-site. Existing fuel modification
zones (FMZs) that were established from the surrounding development
are located within that 125 feet and are comprised of 50 feet of
drought-tolerant and irrigated ornamental landscaping, and an additional
75 feet of non-irrigated low-volume, fire-resistant, drought-tolerant, and
low-profile ground cover.  The Project’s FMZs provide further protection
from on-site fire spreading to off-site vegetation, so accidental fires
within the landscape or structures in the Project will have limited ability
to spread off-site. (Appendix E).
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Response to Comment 8C, cont'd: 
•The landscaping throughout the Project and on its perimeter will be
highly maintained and much of it irrigated, which further reduces its
ignition potential. Structures will be highly ignition-resistant on the
exterior, and the interiors will be protected with automatic sprinklers
systems, which have a very high success rate for confining fires or
extinguishing them.

Additionally, the existing drainage pattern, including stream and river
courses, would not be altered as a result of post-fire slope instability
resulting from the change from professional offices to residential
dwelling units.  Impacts related to wildfire were determined to be less
than significant, and no additional mitigation was required. (Appendix
E.)

The Project did not have significant effects that were not previously
evaluated in the prior Campus Park FEIR, nor has any evidence been
provided by the commenter that the significant effects that were
previously examined would be substantially more severe than shown in
the prior EIR. The agency’s determination of whether modifications
constitute significant new information requiring additional CEQA review
is a factual issue, subject to review under the substantial evidence
standard, rather than a procedural issue subject to de novo review.  
(Center for Biological Diversity v. County of Los Angeles, (2018) 112
Cal. App. 5th 317.)     

In fact, it is the opposite; the change in use from office/professional to
residential will result in a decrease of ADTs, which would result in less
vehicle travel along the roadways. See Response to Comment 8D
below.  

GHG: Concerning GHG, please see the discussion in the Master
Response: Preparation of Addendum and response to comments 8D
below. 

Energy: As explained in the Addendum, in December 2018, the
California Natural Resources Agency adopted an update to the State’s
CEQA Guidelines that incorporates a new category, energy impacts,
into the Initial Study Checklist. However, arguably, the topic of 
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Response to Comment 8C, cont'd: energy use would not be considered
new information. According to the State Attorney General, the 2018
update fleshed out many of the provisions on energy use that were first
added to the CEQA Guidelines in 2010. Additionally, guidance for local
governments on reducing energy use can be found in the California
Energy Commission's Energy Aware Planning Guide, as updated in 
2011. The Energy Aware Planning Guide is a comprehensive resource
for local governments seeking to reduce energy use, improve energy
efficiency, and increase usage of renewable energy. The Guide included
recommended strategies related to land use, transportation, buildings,
water use, and community energy. (CEQA and General Planning, State
of California Department of Justice.* )  

A wide range of Project design features were incorporated in Campus
Park, ranging from water use efficiency to building energy efficiency and
landscaping, to smart growth land use patterns, solid waste diversion,
and education. These included measures that were listed in the
CAPCOA document (2008), as well as other measures that may be
applicable to  Campus Park.  (See Table 2.3-12 of the Campus Park
FEIR.)  Campus Park was specifically committed to installing low-flow
appliances (toilets and shower heads), building energy efficiency
measures that were equivalent to 20 percent below current Title 24
standards. This would be achieved through a variety of measures in the
design of the residences. The residents at Campus Park would be
offered a choice of energy-efficient appliances (including washers/dryers
and refrigerators), and appliances installed by builders would be Energy
Star (including dishwashers). (Campus Park FEIR, page 2.3-22.) 

In any event, as explained in the Addendum, energy was not a specific
category for analysis at the time the Campus Park FEIR was prepared;
accordingly, no associated topical analysis was performed at the time. 
However, the issue of energy was a factor considered in the Air Quality
(and GHG analysis) and the transportation sections of the Campus Park
FEIR. 

*https://oag.ca.gov/environment/ceqa/planning#:~:text=The%20Californi
a%20Energy%20Commission's%20Energy,IV%20discusses%20long%2
Drange%20planning.]
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Response to Comment 8C, cont'd:
The Proposed Project incorporates many of the same project design
features of the Campus Park FEIR that would reduce energy
consumption and prevent the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources during project construction or
operation. The Proposed Project would construct multi-family residences
with energy- and water-efficient fixtures and appliances in accordance
with the Title 24 Building Efficiency Standards. Additionally, the project
would incorporate renewable energy and provide 250 square feet of
rooftop solar on each residential unit.  In other words, the project has
been designed to conserve energy and utilize sustainable development
practices and would not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency.  Therefore, even though the 
CEQA Guidelines for Energy were subsequently adopted, there are no
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects. 

Tribal cultural resources: As explained in the Addendum, “Tribal Cultural
Resources” was not an environmental impact area considered by the
Campus Park FEIR because it was certified in 2011, before Assembly
Bill 52 (AB 52) of 2014 was passed and subsequently took effect, which
defined “tribal cultural resources” as a CEQA impact analysis topic
(Public Resources Code Section 21084.2).  As well as requiring tribal
consultation prior to the release of an EIR (Public Resources Code
Section 21080.3.1), referred to as “AB 52 Tribal Consultation.”
 Although the  Campus Park FEIR did not evaluate potential impacts
specifically to tribal cultural resources, Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources)
of the Campus Park FEIR presents an analysis of archaeological
resources (summarized above in Section 3.5.1), including those that are
Native American in origin, referred to in the EIR as “prehistoric”
resources and sites. Furthermore, while AB 52 consultation was not
conducted for the Campus Park FEIR, the County engaged in
government-to-government consultation with California Native American
tribes pursuant to California Government Code Sections 65352.3 and
65352.4, as established by Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) of 2004, referred to
as “SB 18 Tribal Consultation.” 
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Response to Comment 8C, cont'd: Although the  Campus Park FEIR did
not evaluate potential impacts specifically to tribal cultural resources,
Section 3.4 (Cultural Resources) of the Campus Park FEIR presents an 
analysis of archaeological resources (summarized above in Section
3.5.1), including those that are Native American in origin, referred to in
the EIR as “prehistoric” resources and sites. Furthermore, while AB 52
consultation was not conducted for the Campus Park FEIR, the County
engaged in government-to-government consultation with California
Native American tribes pursuant to California Government Code
Sections 65352.3 and 65352.4, as established by Senate Bill 18 (SB 18)
of 2004, referred to as “SB 18 Tribal Consultation.” 

The Campus Park FEIR additionally found there is a potential for off-site
brushing and initial grading activities to result in the discovery of
previously unrecorded archaeological resources or human remains
where these activities occur within 100 feet of CA-SDI-682/Monserate
adobe, which contains significant Native American archaeological
components and has been identified as the Native American village of
Tom-Kav. Because of the potential for significant impacts to occur, the
EIR determined that direct impacts would be mitigated through the
implementation of a grading monitoring program for both on-site and
off-site improvements and temporary fencing for site CA-SDI-682/
Monserate adobe. The measure includes provisions requiring a Luiseño
Native American monitor to be involved in the implementation of
substantial aspects of the monitoring program. The Campus Park FEIR
concluded that the Campus Park project would have a
less-than-significant impact on prehistoric or historic resources with
implementation of mitigation. Thus, even though “Tribal Cultural
Resources” was not named as an environmental topical area specifically
considered by the Campus Park FEIR, it was thoroughly analyzed.  

Nor does the Project result in any new significant environmental effects
or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects. No new mitigation measures are required for the
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project site has been mass graded
during the construction phase of the surrounding Campus Park
development, and therefore, previous site disturbances have occurred. 
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Response to Comment 8C, cont'd: The proposed roadway
improvements are also within the project area previously considered in
the FEIR; therefore, the roadway improvements proposed as part of the
Proposed Project would not result in changes to the findings of the
FEIR. Development of the Proposed Project would not result in any
ground-disturbing activities beyond those that were identified in the
Campus Park FEIR.  The only additional grading activities would be
finish grading.   Any additional grading activities would be required to
comply with cultural resources mitigation measures identified in the
Campus Park FEIR as required to mitigate any potential impacts to
undiscovered cultural resources (Table 9 and Appendix B). Specifically,
a grading monitoring program would be required, as specified in
Mitigation Measure CR-1.  (Addendum, page 25.) 

Moreover, because Campus Park proposed a Specific Plan
Amendment, SB 18 Tribal Consultation was conducted by the County,
and the results were presented in the Campus Park FEIR. The
mitigation measures put forward in the Campus Park’s EIR incorporated
the measures requested during the SB 18 Tribal Consultation. The
consultation was initiated in 2005 with the two tribal parties, who
responded to the written notifications: the Soboba Band of Mission
Indians and San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians. The San Luis Rey
Band of Mission Indians requested mitigation measures that required
the presence of a Native American monitor during grading, excavation,
or other ground-breaking activities within previously undisturbed soils. In
2008, additional notification letters were sent to tribes on an updated
contact list provided by the NAHC, and in response, the Pechanga Band
of Mission Indians and Rincon San Luiseño Band of Mission Indians
both also requested the presence of Native American monitors during
ground-disturbing activities, in particular near CA-SDI-682/Monserate
adobe. SB 18 Tribal Consultation did not indicate on-site components
that included any Native American religious, ritual, or other special
activities. 

Response to Comment 8D: The commenter is incorrect that the new
GHG Guidelines would require a “complete” or “new” EIR as suggested.
(See Response to Comment 8A above and Master Response:
Preparation of Addendum.)  Although the commenter does not explain
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Response to Comment 8D, cont'd: what aspects of the prior
transportation analysis are inadequate, it must concern the issue of
GHG based on the entirety of the comment. Also note, a Local Mobility
Analysis was also completed for the Proposed Project by Urban
Systems Associates, April 15, 2021 (Appendix I). The Local Mobility
Analysis determined that no deficiencies were identified on the
surrounding roadways and intersections, as a result of the Proposed
Project, and it would not contribute to the need for new or different
roadway improvements.
 
With respect to GHG, the courts have consistently held that the effects
of GHG on climate change are not considered new information for
purposes of Section 15162(a)(3), because this information was known
or could have been discovered with the exercise of reasonable diligence
since the early 1990s. (Concerned Dublin Citizens v. City of Dublin
(2013) 214 Cal.App.4th 1301, 1319. Citizens for Responsible Equitable
Environmental Development (CREED) v. City of San Diego, (2011) 196
Cal. App. 4th 515, 532.  

Similarly, the Addendum explains that at the time of the certification of
the Campus Park FEIR, the contribution of GHG emissions to climate
change was a prominent issue of concern.  GHG and climate change
impacts are not considered new information that was not known or could
not have been known at the time of the certification of the Campus Park
FEIR. Therefore, no new GHG analysis is required for the Proposed
Project, which relies on the Campus Park FEIR certified in 2011.  

Although GHG/climate change is not considered “new information”
under PRC Section 21166,  a Global Climate Change Assessment was
completed to compare the Campus Park Project’s GHG emissions to the
Proposed Project's GHG emissions to determine if the Proposed Project
would result in any new significant impacts or substantially increase the
severity of impacts previously identified in the FEIR . (See Appendix D
to the EIR Addendum.) 

The results of the Climate Change Assessment show that the Proposed
Project would reduce GHG emissions when compared with the buildout
under the current Campus Park Project with the office professional uses
(referred to as the “Buildout of the General Plan Scenario”).   
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Response to Comment 8D, cont'd: The Campus Park project would
generate 3,233.05 MT of CO2e annually and the Proposed Project
would generate 2,548.19 MT of CO2e annually or 684.86 MT CO2e
fewer GHG emissions annually.  

In addition, the Proposed Project is anticipated to include additional
measures designed to reduce GHG emissions through regulations (e.g.,
Electric Vehicle charging stations, solar panels consistent with Title 24,
low-flow water fixtures, planting of trees) applicable to the Proposed
Project at the time of building permit issuance. The Proposed Project
would also be required to implement all building code requirements
applicable to the Proposed Project at the time of building permit
issuance, which would include additional GHG reduction requirements.
(See Addendum, page 30.) 

The Project’s Global Climate Change Assessment utilized the
Passerelle Trip Generation Memo dated February 15, 2022,  prepared
by Urban Systems Associates, Inc, (“2022 Trip Generation Memo” ), that
provided a comparison of the trips generated from the Campus Park
Project to the Proposed Project.  (Addendum, page 48.)  The Proposed
Project was found to generate approximately 1,380 ADT. Whereas the
previously proposed professional office use was calculated to generate
2,669 ADT (LOS Engineering, 2009). When compared with the Campus
Park Project, the Proposed Project would result in a net reduction of
approximately 1,289 ADT. However, to be conservative, when analyzing
the effect on GHG, an additional 415 ADT was added back to account
for the internalized trips attributed to the loss of the office space portion
of the “mixed use” component of the Campus Park Project in the original
GHG analysis.  This essentially corrected the 8 percent (8%)
GHG-specific reduction utilized in the GHG assessment by the 2010
Global Climate Change Evaluation (SRA) and is used within this
Project’s GHG assessment. (Ldn Consulting, 2023.)  (See also Master
Response: Preparation of Addendum and Analysis of the Project's GHG
and Traffic Impacts, for a thorough discussion on the topic of GHG,
traffic.)  

Response to Comment 8E: The County’s adoption of the 2022
Transportation Study Guidelines (TSG), which now requires VMT
analysis, does not introduce significant new information, because the
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Response to Comment 8E, cont'd: underlying issue was known during
the preparation of the original Campus Park FEIR. (Olen Properties
Corp v. City of Newport Beach [2023] 93 CA5th 270.) In Olen
Properties, the court held that the change in the CEQA Guidelines from
level of service to VMT is not significant new information because the
underlying issue was known when the Olen EIR was prepared in 2006.
(id at  280-281.) 

Furthermore, the court explained that CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3
(the section requiring use of VMT to analyze traffic impacts) operates
“prospectively,” and subsequent changes to the guidelines are not “new
information” triggering a subsequent EIR.  This conclusion is further
strengthened by technical guidance recently issued by the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research (“OPR”) (the State agency that
promulgates the CEQA Guidelines). OPR, relying on CREED v. San
Diego and Concerned Dublin Citizens v. City of Dublin, indicated that a
“CEQA analysis prepared after July 1, 2020, may be able to rely on a
previously certified EIR that analyzed traffic impacts using the LOS
metric. Therefore, no new VMT analysis is required for the Proposed
Project, which relies on the Campus Park FEIR certified in 2011.  
As stated in Response 8C above, the results of the Climate Change
Assessment show that the Proposed Project would reduce GHG
emissions when compared with the buildout under the current Campus
Park Project with the office professional uses. (See also Master
Response: Preparation of Addendum.) 

Response to Comment 8F: The commenter incorrectly states, without
any evidence, that the prior project [Campus Park] has far less GHG
and VMT than the current Proposed Project.  Nor is the statement
referenced on page 19 of the Addendum relevant to the conclusion
reached by the commenter.  On the contrary, based on the evidence
provided in the Addendum, the  Proposed Project was found to generate
approximately 1,380 ADT. In contrast, the previously proposed
professional office use was calculated to generate 2,669 ADT (LOS
Engineering, 2009). When compared with the Campus Park Project, the
Proposed Project would result in a net reduction of approximately 1,289
ADT. (Trip Generation Memo). 



RTC-8-13

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 8F, cont'd: As discussed in more detail in the
Master Response: Preparation of Addendum and responses to 8C and
8D above, the Project would not cause any new or substantial increases
in the severity of previously identified impacts in the Campus Park FEIR.

As demonstrated by the analysis provided in the Project’s Addendum,
the Proposed Project will not result in any new additional significant
impacts, nor will it substantially increase the severity of previously
anticipated significant impacts. Instead, all of the impacts associated
with the Project are within the envelope of impacts addressed in the
Campus Park FEIR and do not constitute new or substantially increased
significant impacts. Based on this determination, the Project does not
trigger the preparation of a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR pursuant
to Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines.  See Master Response:
Preparation of Addendum. 

Response to Comment 8G: The commenter notes that climate change
and large wildfires are more prevalent today than in 2011. The County
generally agrees with this comment.  However, for purposes of CEQA,
in analyzing fire risks or exacerbation of risks related to the Project, fire
activity is not the only factor that is determinative in the issue of risk.
Instead, it is how a structure will respond to such an event, i.e., whether
projects are designed to withstand identified fire risk, which is important
for this analysis. This includes project siting, structure hardening,
landscape species/location/maintenance, etc., all of which play a part in
such an analysis.  Each of those items and more has been analyzed
and incorporated into the Proposed Project and explained in its
site-specific fire protection plan (Appendix E). The Fire Protection Plan
provides recommendations for site development to reduce the potential
for fire hazards and to address fire safety requirements. Implementation
of this plan would reduce any potential human or structural exposure to
a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildfire. The
Addendum explains that the Proposed Project’s would not result in any
change to the on-site or off-site impacts related to wildfire risk that were
previously evaluated within the Campus Park FEIR.  Nor are there any
changes to the Project that would give rise to new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects. 
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Response to Comment 8G, cont'd: Following the receipt of public
comments regarding fire safety, additional information was provided by
the applicant in the form of a technical memorandum prepared by
Dudek, dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s memo demonstrated that:
Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding community is possible
under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case scenario of a
night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project provides
multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing roadway
network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed project site
will consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not
anticipated that the entire community would be relocated off-site during
a wildfire event; and the project as proposed will provide numerous
opportunities throughout the site for on-site relocation and sheltering in
place as a contingency option. It is unlikely that the project creates
significant impacts under any of the CEQA thresholds due to the above
conclusions.

No new mitigation measures are required for the Proposed Project.
Therefore, preparation of a subsequent EIR is not required. 
(Addendum, page 55.) 

Concerning the comment that the Campus Park FEIR is obsolete, see
comment above in response 8A.  A new EIR is not required simply
because of the age of the original environmental document. The Fire
Protection Plan analyzed the Project based on its location in an
Urban-Wildland Interface Zone and the on-the-ground conditions of the
surrounding community. 

The commenter misinterprets the language on page 54 of the
Addendum.  As explained earlier above in Response to comment 8C,
even though the prior Campus Park FEIR did not contain a discussion
of wildfire-related issues in a separate topical category, the EIR
nevertheless addressed fire hazard within its hazards and public
services section. The analysis in the Campus Park FEIR concluded that
implementation of the fire protection plan and fire management plan
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to wildfire hazards. 
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Response to Comment 8H: With respect to the first part of the comment
regarding providing a detailed fire analysis, see Response to Comment
8C above.  Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines establishes the type
of environmental documentation required when new information of
substantial importance that was not known and could not have been
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous
EIR was certified.  First, as explained previously above, the issue of
wildfire is not new information; the Campus Park FEIR addressed fire
hazard within its hazards and public services section. Second, as
demonstrated by the analysis provided in the Project’s Addendum and
the Fire Protection Plan, the Proposed Project will not result in any new
additional significant impacts, nor will it substantially increase the
severity of previously anticipated significant impacts. Instead, all of the
impacts associated with the Project are within the envelope of impacts
addressed in the Campus Park FEIR and do not constitute new or
substantially increased significant impacts. Based on this determination,
the Project does not trigger the preparation of a Subsequent or
Supplemental EIR pursuant to Section 15162 of the CEQA
Guidelines.The commenter’s statement that the Board of Supervisors
(Board) “adopted” the Fire Safe and VMT Efficient Alternative
(Alternative) is somewhat misleading. When the Board adopted the
CAP, they directed staff to “integrate” the Alternative into existing,
ongoing planning efforts within Planning & Development Services, such
as the Sustainable Land Use Framework. This would involve new
technical studies, program development, outreach, and environmental
review for the Alternative to be incorporated into the existing County
programs and initiatives as a component (Statement of Proceeding,
Minutes of the September 11, 2024, meeting of the Board). At this point,
the integration and final form of the Alternative have yet to be finalized.

Regardless, the County disagrees that the Project would the “spirit and
letter“ of the Alternative. The Alternative does not halt the development
of areas outside of the Smart Growth Overlay. As stated in the EIR for
the CAP Update (2024:5-25): "Because of the limited geography within
this area and because the County would not prohibit development of
properties outside of the fire safe and VMT efficient overlay, it is
assumed for the purpose of this analysis that half of the growth that
would have occurred outside of the overlay would instead be developed
in these areas."
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Response to Comment 8H, cont'd: The comment regarding likelihood of
ignitions is unsupported by any evidence and is speculative. While the
land uses have changed from office professional to residential, both
uses would add additional humans to the site. However, the Project
would add fewer vehicles to the roadways, which reduces the potential
for sparks, accidents, and vehicle-caused fires (catalytic converter
failure, overheated brakes, dragging chains, tossed cigarettes, and
others). According to the National Wildlife Service: "Nearly 85 percent
of wildland fires in the United States are caused by humans.
Human-caused fires result from campfires left unattended, the burning
of debris, equipment use and malfunctions, negligently discarded
cigarettes, and intentional acts of arson."**
 
https://www.nps.gov/articles/wildfire-causes-and-evaluation.htm#:~:text
=Nearly%2085%20percent*%20of%20wildland,and%20intentional%20a
cts%20of%20arson. Arguably, because vehicle usage along roadways
and malfunctioning equipment, e.g., cars, is one of the leading causes
of fire, the Proposed Project will result in a decrease in risk as indicated
by the reduction of ADTs. 

Response to Comment 8I:  First, the comment misstates the threshold
of significance required under CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines requires
an analysis of any significant environmental effect the project might
cause or risk of exacerbation caused by bringing the development into
that area.  (CEQA Guidelines  15126.2(a).) It does not require that an
evacuation plan be prepared.  Moreover, with respect to the present
situation concerning a subsequent approval to a project with a certified
EIR, the issue is whether there have been specific changes that trigger
the need for a subsequent EIR or supplemental EIR.   As explained
above, CEQA allows the use of an addendum to previously certified
EIRs when minor changes or additions are necessary and the
conditions for a subsequent or supplemental EIR  are not met. (Pub
Res C §21166 and 14 Cal Code Regs §15162 )  Conversely, a
subsequent or supplemental EIR is required when substantial changes
are proposed, new significant environmental effects are identified, or
the previous EIR is no longer adequate.  

The commenter does not offer any information or evidence of how the
proposed change in designation from office professional to residential 
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Response to Comment 8I, cont'd: would result in new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects.  As explained previously above,
the issue of wildfire is not new information; the Campus Park FEIR
addressed fire hazard within its hazards and public services section.
Second, as demonstrated by the analysis provided in the Project’s
Addendum and the Fire Protection Plan, the Proposed Project will not
result in any new additional significant impacts, nor will it substantially
increase the severity of previously anticipated significant impacts. The
Fire Protection Plan provides recommendations for site development to
reduce the potential for fire hazards and to address fire safety
requirements. Implementation of this plan would reduce any potential
human or structural exposure to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildfire. Moreover, the Fire Protection Plan describes the
access points and roadways to the Project site.  See Dudek's memo
discussed above in Response to Comment 8H.

As described above, the change in use from office/professional to
residential will result in a decrease of ADTs, which would result in fewer
vehicles traveling along the roadways, which would put less strain on
existing evacuation routes.  In other words, the Proposed Project would
not create new significant impacts or increase the severity of an existing
impact. Moreover, the Local Mobility Analysis determined that no
deficiencies were identified on the surrounding roadways and
intersections, as a result of the Proposed Project, and it would not
contribute to the need for new or different roadway improvements. (See
Response to Comment 3G.)  

The agency’s determination of whether modifications constitute
significant new information requiring additional CEQA review is a factual
issue, subject to review under the substantial evidence standard.  The
commenter did not meet its burden of showing there was no substantial
evidence in the record to support the conclusion that the modifications
did not present any new significant information. (Center for Biological
Diversity v. County of Los Angeles, (2018) 112 Cal. App. 5th 317.)     

Response to Comment 8J, 8K and 8L:These are conclusionary
comments and do not raise a CEQA issue or any specific issues
regarding the content of the Addendum. 
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Response to Comment 9A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 9B: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the content of the EIR Addendum.
Additional commercial uses are proposed within the Specific Plan area.
The recent approval of the Pala Mesa Commercial redevelopment
project (PDS2020-STP-20-021) will result in the remodeling and further
expansion of commercial development including a new gas station,
convenience store, and two large retail buildings. Future commercial
development is proposed at Campus Park West (aka Pala Ranch). This
project is in the process of obtaining construction level permits but has
received preliminary entitlements including a Specific Plan.

Response to Comment 9C: As discussed in the EIR Addendum, the
three-story building design would not exceed the 35-foot building height
limit established from the original office professional approval. The
project is required to comply with the previously approved Campus Park
Specific Plan Design Guidelines, Fallbrook Design Guidelines, the I-15
Design Review Board Guidelines and the I-15 Scenic Preservation
Guidelines. The project is also subject to Special Area Regulation
Designator "B" which requires County Design Review per the County of
San Diego Zoning Ordinance. The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 9D: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. 
However, in response to community input, the project’s design was
adjusted to address this comment. A total of 65 guest parking spaces
are included in the project design, exceeding the County’s requirement
for 0.2 parking spaces per unit.  In addition, the garage size was
redesigned to provide 20’ by 20’ garages for all proposed floorplans.  

Response to Comment 9E: The existing parking that is the subject of the
comment is not a comment on the EIR Addendum. This type of analysis
is not required to be addressed by the CEQA analysis. 
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Response to Comment 9F: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 9G: The underlying issues relating to wildfire
were already known when the Campus Park FEIR was prepared in
2011. Although the prior Campus Park FEIR did not contain a
discussion of wildfire-related issues in its own topical category, the EIR
nevertheless addressed fire hazard within its hazards and public
services section. The analysis in the Campus Park FEIR concluded that
implementation of the fire protection plan and fire management plan
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to wildfire hazards.
(Campus Park FEIR, Chapter 4, page 4-31.) 

As part of the environmental analysis for the Addendum, a fire
protection plan was created for the Proposed Project. (Appendix E.) 
Consistent with the findings of the  Campus Park FEIR, the fire
protection plan for the Proposed Project provides the following fire
safety features:   

•The North County Fire Protection District will serve the Project. The
closest fire station is located approximately 2.5 miles from the site. The
expected emergency travel time to the site is approximately 4.9
minutes. 
•The Proposed Project is surrounded by predominantly developed lands
except for the offsite area northwest of Parcel 1, where fuel
management activity is in place. The closest flammable vegetation that
poses a threat to the site in this area is located over 125 feet northwest
of the nearest proposed structure on-site. Existing fuel modification
zones (FMZs) that were established from the surrounding development
are located within that 125 feet and are comprised of 50 feet of
drought-tolerant and irrigated ornamental landscaping, and an
additional 75 feet of non-irrigated low-volume, fire-resistant,
drought-tolerant, and low-profile ground cover.  The Project’s FMZs
provide further protection from on-site fire spreading to off-site
vegetation, so accidental fires within the landscape or structures in the
Project will have limited ability to spread off-site. (Appendix E)

9F
Cont'd
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Response to Comment 9G, cont'd: 
•The landscape throughout the Project and on its perimeter will be highly
maintained and much of it irrigated, which further reduces its ignition potential.
Structures will be highly ignition-resistant on the exterior, and the interiors will
be protected with automatic sprinkler systems, which have a very high success
rate for confining fires or extinguishing them.
Additionally, the existing drainage pattern, including stream and river courses,
would not be altered as a result of post-fire slope instability resulting from the
change from professional offices to residential dwelling units.  Impacts related
to wildfire were determined to be less than significant, and no additional
mitigation was required. (Appendix E)
The Project did not have significant effects that were not previously evaluated
in the prior Campus Park FEIR, nor has any evidence been provided by the
commenter that the significant effects that were previously examined would be
substantially more severe than shown in the prior EIR. The agency’s
determination of whether modifications constitute significant new information
requiring additional CEQA review is a factual issue, subject to review under the
substantial evidence standard, rather than a procedural issue subject to de
novo review.   (Center for Biological Diversity v. County of Los Angeles, (2018)
112 Cal. App. 5th 317.)   In fact, it is the opposite; the change in use from
office/professional to residential will result in a decrease of ADTs, which would
result in less vehicle travel along the roadways. 

Following the receipt of public comments regarding fire safety, additional
information was provided by the applicant in the form of a technical
memorandum prepared by Dudek, dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s
assessment demonstrated that: Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding
community is possible under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case
scenario of a night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project
provides multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing
roadway network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed project site will
consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not anticipated that the
entire community would be relocated off-site during a wildfire event; and the
project as proposed will provide numerous opportunities throughout the site for
on-site relocation and sheltering in place as a contingency option. It is unlikely
that the project creates significant impacts under any of the CEQA thresholds
due to the above conclusions.

Response to Comment 9H: This comment is a conclusion to the comment letter
and provides commenter contact information. Therefore no response is
required.
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Response to Comment 10A: The County appreciates the commenter's interest
in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response required.

Response to Comment 10B: The comment does not raise any environmental
issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 10C: The comment does not raise any environmental
issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Additional commercial
uses are proposed within the Specific Plan area. The recent approval of the
Pala Mesa Commercial redevelopment project (PDS2020-STP-20-021) will
result in the remodeling and further expansion of commercial development
including a new gas station, convenience store, and two large retail buildings.
Future commercial development is proposed at Campus Park West (aka Pala
Ranch). This project is in the process of obtaining construction level permits but
has received preliminary entitlements including a Specific Plan. 

Response to Comment 10D: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
evacuation. Following the receipt of public comments regarding fire safety,
additional information was provided by the applicant in the form of a technical
memorandum prepared by Dudek, dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s
assessment demonstrated that: Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding
community is possible under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case
scenario of a night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project
provides multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing
roadway network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed project site will
consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not anticipated that the
entire community would be relocated off-site during a wildfire event; and the
project as proposed will provide numerous opportunities throughout the site for
on-site relocation and sheltering in place as a contingency option. 

Response to Comment 10E and 10F: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in response
to community input, the project’s design is adjusted to address this comment. A
total of 65 guest parking spaces are included in the project design, exceeding
the County’s requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit.  In addition, the
garage size was redesigned to provide 20’ by 20’ garages in all proposed
floorplans. In addition, the HOA community has key fob controlled access to
their pool and community facilities. 
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Response to Comment 10G: The comment does not raise any environmental
issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 10H: The comment is a conclusion to the comment
letter, general in nature, and does not specifically address the adequacy of the
EIR Addendum.  Therefore no response is required.

Response to Comment 10I: This provides commenter name and status
information. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the
EIR Addendum.  Therefore no response is required.

Comment Letter 10



RTC-11-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 11A:  The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  The comment states opposition to the proposed
project. All comments received as part of the public review period will be
presented in a Staff Report and/or Board Letter to decision-makers at a
future hearing.This comment does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the content of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required. 

Response to Comment 11B: Please refer to the Campus Park Specific
Plan as to the overall plan for proposed infrastructure. The proposed
project's entitlement is allowed by the County of San Diego. The
comment states opposition to the proposed project. This comment does
not raise any environmental issues regarding the content of the EIR
Addendum. Therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 11C: Although the analysis requested by the
commenter is not required by the CEQA assessment, the project
provides guest parking within its boundary above County standards. In
response to public comments, the project design was revised to provide
a total of 65 guest parking spaces, exceeding the County’s requirement
for 0.2 parking spaces per unit.  In addition, the garage size was
redesigned to provide 20’ by 20’ garages in all proposed floorplans. 

Response to Comment 11D: This comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
The HOA community has key fob controlled access to their pool and
community facilities.

Response to Comment 11E: The comment addresses a concern and is
not a topic required to be analyzed by the EIR Addendum as it is related
to a school outside of the project boundaries and not parking needed for
the subject project. CEQA requires an analysis of a project's physical
impacts on the environment, not the environment's impact on a project.
(See California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369.) It does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the content of the EIR Addendum.
Nevertheless, the 2011 EIR traffic analysis examined the cumulative
contribution of the office professional uses; however, the Project has
less ADT.
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See Response to Comment 9G regarding evacuation. Following the
receipt of public comments regarding fire safety, additional information
was provided by the applicant in the form of a technical memorandum
prepared by Dudek, dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s assessment
demonstrated that: Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding
community is possible under a variety of scenarios (including a
worst-case scenario of a night-time evacuation when residents are
present); the Project provides multiple connection points for occupants
to access the existing roadway network; fires are not expected to
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death;
because the proposed project site will consist of ignition resistant,
urbanized landscapes, it is not anticipated that the entire community
would be relocated off-site during a wildfire event; and the project as
proposed will provide numerous opportunities throughout the site for
on-site relocation and sheltering in place as a contingency option. 

Response to Comment 11F: See response to Comment 11B.

Response to Comment 11G: In response to public comments, the
project’s garage size was redesigned. See response to Comment 11C. 

Response to Comment 11H: Project amenities include two tot lots,
sidewalk access to existing trails and to the adjacent County sports
complex. The project will provide PLDO funds and either join the
existing CFD or create a new one. Per the EIR Addendum, there are no
changes to the on-site or off-site impacts related to recreation that were
previously evaluated in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment 11I:  Project architecture and elevations are
complementary to the existing residential development in this area. The
project is required to comply with the previously approved Campus Park
Specific Plan Design Guidelines, Fallbrook Design Guidelines, the I-15
Design Review Board Guidelines and the I-15 Scenic Preservation
Guidelines and Special Area Regulation Designator "B" which requires
County Design Review per the County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance.
The project received approval from the I-15 Design Review Board on
October 22, 2025.
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Property values are not physical environmental impacts that may result
upon implementation of the project and are not addressed by an
environmental document. This comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 11J: Service availability letters were obtained
from both the local water, sewer and fire authority. See Response to
Comment 9G regarding evacuation. 

Response to Comment 11K: A project Condition of Approval, in
advance of the approval of the County's Draft Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance, provides for an in-lieu fee option or in the alternative, the
developer may provide 5% of the project's total number of units as Very
Low-Income units (approximately 7 units).

Response to Comment 11L: The comment pertains to the approval of
an adjacent project; Campus Park West (Pala Ranch) and is beyond
the scope of the project and does not raise an issue regarding the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Additional commercial uses are
proposed within the Specific Plan area. The recent approval of the Pala
Mesa Commercial redevelopment project (PDS2020-STP-20-021) will
result in the remodeling and further expansion of commercial
development including a new gas station, convenience store, and two
large retail buildings. Future commercial development is proposed at
Campus Park West (aka Pala Ranch). This project is in the process of
obtaining construction level permits but has received preliminary
entitlements including a Specific Plan.

Response to Comment 11M: At this time, no additional access ramps
are proposed. See Master Response. This is beyond the scope of the
project and does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum; therefore, no further response is required.
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Response to Comment 11N: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. The project does not include the removal
of the Town Center component of the Campus Park project which is the
area intended for shopping. The Office/Professional use is proposed to
be changed which would not typically include uses associated with a
shopping center. See Response to Comment 11L. As this comment
does not raise any environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the
EIR Addendum, no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 11O: The project provides a total of 65 guest
parking spaces exceeding the County parking requirement standards. 
The project does not change the original FEIR's findings with respect to
public services impacts, such as schools.

Response to Comment 11P: The County appreciates the data gathered
by the commenter. However, this does not raise any environmental
issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. See Response to
Comment 11L. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 11Q: A service availability letter was provided by
the Rainbow Municipal Water District. The cost of water that is the
subject of the comment is not a comment on the EIR Addendum. This
type of analysis is not required to be addressed by the CEQA analysis;
therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 11R: The project provides a total of 65 guest
parking spaces exceeding the County parking requirement standards.
See Master Response: Analysis.

Response to Comment 11S: The comment summarizes the
commenter's objections to the project identified throughout the letter. 
See previous responses. 

Response to Comment 11T: This comment provides information as to
the commenter. As such, it does not require a response.

Comment Letter 11
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Response to Comment 12A: The County appreciates the commenter's interest
in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response required.

Response to Comment 12B: The comment does not raise any environmental
issues regarding the content of the EIR Addendum. Additional commercial uses
are proposed within the Specific Plan area. The recent approval of the Pala
Mesa Commercial redevelopment project (PDS2020-STP-20-021) will result in
the remodeling and further expansion of commercial development including a
new gas station, convenience store, and two large retail buildings. Future
commercial development is proposed at Campus Park West (aka Pala Ranch).
This project is in the process of obtaining construction level permits but has
received preliminary entitlements including a Specific Plan.

Response to Comment 12C: The comment does not raise any environmental
issues regarding the content of the EIR Addendum.  See Appendix I to the EIR
Addendum. A Park and Ride is located at I-15 at SR 76 Pala Road.

Response to Comment 12D: See Response to Comment 9G regarding fire /
evacuation. Following the receipt of public comments regarding fire safety,
additional information was provided by the applicant in the form of a technical
memorandum prepared by Dudek, dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s
assessment demonstrated that: Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding
community is possible under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case
scenario of a night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project
provides multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing
roadway network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed project site will
consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not anticipated that the
entire community would be relocated off-site during a wildfire event; and the
project as proposed will provide numerous opportunities throughout the site for
on-site relocation and sheltering in place as a contingency option. It is unlikely
that the project creates significant impacts under any of the CEQA thresholds
due to the above conclusions.

Response to Comment 12E: This comment is a conclusion to the comment
letter. The comment is general in nature and does not specifically address the
content of the EIR Addendum.  Therefore no response is required.

Response to Comment 12F: This comment provides commenter contact
information. No response required.
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Response to Comment 13A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project and the Horse Creek Ridge HOA's assistance in
gathering comments.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 13B: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.
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Response to Comment 13C: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in
response to community input, the garage size was redesigned to
provide 20’ by 20’ garages for all proposed floorplans.  The project
design was also modified to provide a total of 65 guest parking
spaces, exceeding the County’s requirement for 0.2 parking spaces
per unit. Although the comment does not address the adequacy of
the EIR Addendum, HOA enforcement of the garage use is
anticipated and garage windows are included in the design of the
garage for this purpose. 

Response to Comment 13D: The comment addresses a concern
and is not a topic required to be analyzed by the EIR Addendum as
it is related to a school outside of the project boundaries and not
parking needed for the subject project. CEQA focuses on how a
project changes, damages, or disrupts existing conditions, rather
than on how existing conditions affect a project. (See California
Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369.) The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the content of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 13E: The comment addresses a
socio-economic concern and is not a topic required to be analyzed
by the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 13F: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. Public street
parking is allowed unless otherwise prohibited. 

Response to Comment 13G: Fire equipment access was discussed
during the Fallbrook Community Planning Group meeting on
January 22, 2025. The North County Fire Protection District and
County fire department has approved the design of the project
including the internal roadway widths. Guest parking is located on
one side of the street and the opposite will have red curbs
prohibiting parking. Per additional information provided following
public review, the project can be safely accessed and evacuated.
See Master Response: Analysis of Evacuation and Fire Comments.
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Response to Comment 13H:  This comment is incorrect. Project
amenities include tot lots, one on each parcel, and a passive area park
on Parcel 2. Project sidewalks connect to the existing trail system and
to the adjacent County sports park to the south. The Monserate
Mountain Preserve is located 0.5 miles to the north. The project will
provide PLDO funds for Fallbrook recreational facilities and either form
or join the existing Community Facilities District to fund the fair share
portion of North County Fire Protection District service, flood
control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports complex.  

Response to Comment 13I: Per comments by Paul Klukas at the May
16, 2025 Fallbrook Community Planning Group meeting, access to the
Horse Creek Ridge pool and clubhouse is limited to residents through
the use of keys and or key fobs. 

Response to Comment 13J: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 13K: See response to Comment 13I. The
comment does not raise any environmental issues regarding the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further response is
required.

Response to Comment 13L: The comment is incorrect regarding views
of the proposed project. Per the EIR Addendum, the project would not
significantly obstruct surrounding views and would preserve the same
building heights as the adjacent single-family and multi-family
developments. 

Response to Comment 13M: See response to Comment 13G.

Response to Comment 13N: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
fire safety / evacuation.

Response to Comment 13O: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the content of the EIR Addendum. See
Appendix I and Master Response document. No further response is
required.
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Response to Commen14A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 14B: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
fire safety / evacuation. Following the receipt of public comments
regarding fire safety, additional information was provided by the
applicant in the form of a technical memorandum prepared by Dudek,
dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s assessment demonstrated that:
Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding community is possible
under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case scenario of a
night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project provides
multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing roadway
network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed project site
will consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not
anticipated that the entire community would be relocated off-site during
a wildfire event; and the project as proposed will provide numerous
opportunities throughout the site for on-site relocation and sheltering in
place as a contingency option. 

Response to Comment 14C:  Fire equipment access was discussed
during the Fallbrook Community Planning Group meeting on January
22, 2025.  Current fire equipment is able to serve the project. The North
County Fire Protection District and County fire department has
approved the design of the project including the internal roadway
widths. Guest parking is located on one side of the street and the
opposite will have red curbs prohibiting parking.  In addition, the project
will be required to either form or join existing Community Facilities
District to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection
District service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  

Response to Comment 14D: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter name.   Therefore no response
is required.
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Response to Commen15A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project and the Horse Creek Ridge HOA's assistance in
gathering comments.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 15B: The traffic analysis prepared for this
project determined that impacts did not warrant additional traffic calming
measures or redesign, such as the commenter suggests. See Appendix
I of the EIR Addendum. 
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Response to Comment 15C: The designated remainder parcel of the
Town Center is not proposed to be developed as part of the residential
component of the Passerelle and a Conditional Certificate of
Compliance will be needed at the time of development of the Town
Center. The comment does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 15D: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. The
comment is general in nature and does not specifically address the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum.  Therefore no response is required.
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Response to Comment 16A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project. This comment is introductory and general in
nature. It does not require a response.

Response to Comment 16B: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 16C: The comment addresses visual impacts by
the project. Per photosimulations of the project which analyzed existing
and proposed grades, the existing homes sit above the project. It should
also be noted that the originally approved project for office professional
consisted of three-story massed buildings at the same elevations. As
discussed in the EIR Addendum, the three-story building design would
not exceed the 35-foot building height limit established from the original
approval. The project is required to comply with the previously approved
Campus Park Specific Plan Design Guidelines, Fallbrook Design
Guidelines, the I-15 Design Review Board Guidelines and the I-15
Scenic Preservation Guidelines. The project is also subject to Special
Area Regulation Designator "B" which requires County Design Review
per the County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance. The project received
approval from the I-15 Design Review Board on October 22, 2025.
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Response to Comment 16D: Based on the results of the Preliminary
Drainage Study and Technical Memorandum: SWM Modeling for
Hydromodification Compliance, the proposed project would not result in
altering the existing drainage pattern of the area. The storm drain
system is designed to route all existing runoff to existing points of
discharge. It does not substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff that would create on-site or off-site flooding or erosion.

Response to Comment 16E: In response to public comments, the
architectural design of units revisited and revised to provide for 20x20’
garages for all proposed floorplans. The project also was redesigned to
provide 65 guest parking spaces within the development, exceeding
County parking requirements.

Response to Comment 16F: See Response to Comment 9G. Following
the receipt of public comments regarding fire safety, additional
information was provided by the applicant in the form of a technical
memorandum prepared by Dudek, dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s
assessment demonstrated that:Safe evacuation of the Project and
surrounding community is possible under a variety of scenarios
(including a worst-case scenario of a night-time evacuation when
residents are present); the Project provides multiple connection points
for occupants to access the existing roadway network; fires are not
expected to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death; because the proposed project site will consist of ignition
resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not anticipated that the entire
community would be relocated off-site during a wildfire event; and the
project as proposed will provide numerous opportunities throughout the
site for on-site relocation and sheltering in place as a contingency
option. 

Response to Comment 16G: Per the EIR Addendum, the project would
not significantly obstruct surrounding views. The originally approved
office professional development was 35' in height. The proposed
project will comply with the County's Noise Ordinance 36.404. Noise
analysis found that the project is consistent with the findings of the
original FEIR and no additional mitigation is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 16H: Construction associated with the project
will comply with the County of San Diego's Noise Ordinance Section
36.409 standard of 75 dBA at all project property lines. The analysis of
property values is not required to be addressed by the CEQA document.

Response to Comment 16I: No response required.

Response to Comment 16J: The three-story design of the project would
not exceed the building height limit established for the earlier approved
office professional project and complies the previously approved
Campus Park Specific Plan Design Guidelines, Fallbrook Design
Guidelines, the I-15 Design Review Board Guidelines and the I-15
Scenic Preservation Guidelines. See response to Comment 16C and
16E. See Response to Comment 9G regarding fire safety / evacuation
and additional information in the Dudek memorandum dated January
26, 2026.

Response to Comment 16K: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the content or adequacy of the EIR
Addendum. The analysis of property values is not addressed within the
CEQA document. CEQA focuses on how a project changes, damages,
or disrupts existing conditions, rather than on how existing conditions
affect a project. (See California Building Industry Association v. Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369.) 

Response to Comment 16L: As indicated in response to Comment 16H,
specific restrictions are placed on construction activities per the
County's Noise Ordinance as to monitoring, dust control, access routes,
and restrictions on hours of construction. The project's Conditions of
Approval contain these provisions.

Response to Comment 16M: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter. The comment is general in nature and does not
specifically address the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.  Therefore no
response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 17A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  The designated remainder parcel of the Town
Center is not proposed to be developed as part of the residential
component of the Passerelle and a Conditional Certificate of
Compliance will be needed at the time of development of the Town
Center.  The commenter may be referring to Campus Park West (Pala
Ranch). Future commercial development is proposed at Pala Ranch.
This project is in the process of obtaining construction level permits but
has received preliminary entitlements including a Specific Plan. This is
outside the scope of the proposed project and does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Additional commercial uses are proposed within the Specific Plan area.
The recent approval of the Pala Mesa Commercial redevelopment
project (PDS2020-STP-20-021) will result in the remodeling and further
expansion of commercial development including a new gas station,
convenience store, and two large retail buildings. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 18A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project. The area indicated in yellow by the commenter is
largely the footprint of Campus Park West (Pala Ranch). This project is
in the process of obtaining construction level permits but has received
preliminary entitlements including a Specific Plan.  This is outside the
scope of the proposed project and does not raise any environmental
issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no
further response is required.

Response to Comment 18B: The commenter's question regarding the
potential school site is outside the scope of the proposed project and
within the Meadowood (Citro) Specific Plan Area. The comment does
not raise any environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 18C: Please continue to coordinate with the
County in regard to the timelines associated with these projects. The
comment is outside the scope of the proposed project and does not
raise any environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum. Therefore, no further response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 19A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement of a general
nature regarding opposition to the project. No response required.

Response to Comment 19B: As compared to the previously approved
office professional development, the project has no change to the
on-site or off-site impacts related to traffic that were previously
evaluated by the FEIR. Traffic analysis for the project concluded that the
project would result in lower traffic counts. See Master Response:
Analysis.

Response to Comment 19C: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. This type of
analysis is not required to be addressed by the CEQA analysis.

Response to Comment 19D: The project obtained service availability
letters from the Fallbrook school districts. The addition of 138
residences will not create a significant impact to the local schools.
Project amenities include two tot lots, sidewalk access to existing trails
and to the adjacent County sports complex. The project will provide
PLDO funds and either join the existing CFD or create a new one.
Additional commercial uses are proposed within the Specific Plan area.
The recent approval of the Pala Mesa Commercial redevelopment
project (PDS2020-STP-20-021) will result in the remodeling and further
expansion of commercial development including a new gas station,
convenience store, and two large retail buildings. Future commercial
development is proposed at Campus Park West (aka Pala Ranch). This
project is in the process of obtaining construction level permits but has
received preliminary entitlements including a Specific Plan.

Response to Comment 19E: The EIR Addendum addressed the issue of
community character and concluded that the project is consistent with
existing single-family and multi-family development in Campus Park.
The approved project complies with the approved Campus Park Specific
Plan Design Guidelines, Fallbrook Design Guidelines, the I-15 Design
Review Board Guidelines and the I-15 Scenic Preservation Guidelines.
The project received approval from the I-15 DRB on October 22, 2025.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 19F: See response to Comment 19B.

Response to Comment 19G: The comment states the commenter's
opposition to the project. No response required.

Response to Comment 19H: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. The
comment is general in nature and does not specifically address the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum.  Therefore no response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 20A: Commenter information is provided. No
response required.

Response to Comment 20B: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement communicating
the commenter's objection to the proposed project and does not
specifically address the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. No response
required.

Response to Comment 20C: This does not specifically address the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Additional commercial uses are
proposed within the Specific Plan area. The recent approval of the Pala
Mesa Commercial redevelopment project (PDS2020-STP-20-021) will
result in the remodeling and further expansion of commercial
development including a new gas station, convenience store, and two
large retail buildings. Future commercial development is proposed at
Campus Park West (aka Pala Ranch). This project is in the process of
obtaining construction level permits but has received preliminary
entitlements including a Specific Plan.

Response to Comment 20D: It should be noted that the inclusionary
housing element of the project is limited to either providing 7 units (or
5% of the total units) of very low income units or the developer's
payment of in lieu fee based on a formula. The comment is general in
nature and does not specifically address the content or adequacy of the
EIR Addendum. A Marketing Study was prepared for the project,
submitted and reviewed by a third party to support the residential use. It
should be noted that this study is not required for the CEQA document
but is intended to provide supporting information. 
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 20E: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
However, the viewpoints of Horse Creek Ranch residents were
expressed during multiple meetings of the Fallbrook Community
Planning Group and several concerns such as guest parking and
garage sizes resulted in changes to the project. The marketing study
and market conditions do not support the need or practicality of office
professional in this location.

Response to Comment 20F: All comments received as part of the public
review period will be presented in a Staff Report and/or Board Letter to
decision-makers at a future hearing.The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 20G:  This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. The
comment is general in nature and does not specifically address the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum.  Therefore no response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES



RTC-21-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 21A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  The comment states the commenter's objection
to the project; however, it does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Additional commercial
uses are proposed within the Specific Plan area. The recent approval of
the Pala Mesa Commercial redevelopment project
(PDS2020-STP-20-021) will result in the remodeling and further
expansion of commercial development including a new gas station,
convenience store, and two large retail buildings. Future commercial
development is proposed at Campus Park West (aka Pala Ranch). This
project is in the process of obtaining construction level permits but has
received preliminary entitlements including a Specific Plan. It should
also be noted that the project will provide PLDO funds for Fallbrook
recreational facilities and either form or join the existing Community
Facilities District to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire
Protection District service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the
existing sports complex.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 22A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement and does not
raise any environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum. The County maintains a CEQA consultants list for the
preparers of the technical studies. In the case of the marketing study,
this was reviewed by the County and a third party reviewer.

Response to Comment 22B: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in
response to community input, the project design was modified to
provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces, exceeding the County’s
requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit. Socioeconomic issues are
not considered by the CEQA document, therefore no further response is
required.

Response to Comment 22C: See Master Response: Analysis.

Response to Comment 22D: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
CEQA focuses on how a project changes, damages, or disrupts existing
conditions, rather than on how existing conditions affect a project. (See
California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369.) Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 22E: See Response to Comment 22D. The
comment does not raise any environmental issues regarding the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further response is
required.

Response to Comment 22F: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter. No response required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 23A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  In response to community input, the garage size
was redesigned to provide 20’ by 20’ garages in all proposed floorplans.
The project design was also modified to provide a total of 65 guest
parking spaces, exceeding the County’s requirement for 0.2 parking
spaces per unit. Although the comment does not address the adequacy
of the EIR Addendum, HOA enforcement of the garage use is
anticipated and garage windows are included in the design of the
garage for this purpose. The project will provide PLDO funds for
Fallbrook recreational facilities and either form or join the existing
Community Facilities District to fund the fair share portion of North
County Fire Protection District service, flood control/stormwater facilities
and the existing sports complex. Also note that access to Horse Creek
Ridge amenities is controlled by key and key fob. Controlling access to
these facilities is not the responsibility of the project.

Response to Comment 23B: The three-story design of the project would
not exceed the building height limit of 35' established for the earlier
approved office professional project and complies the previously
approved Campus Park Specific Plan Design Guidelines, Fallbrook
Design Guidelines, the I-15 Design Review Board Guidelines and the
I-15 Scenic Preservation Guidelines. The project received approval from
the I-15 Design Review Board on October 22, 2025. See response to
Comment 23A regarding parking. 

Response to Comment 23C: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. No further response required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 24A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 24B: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
fire safety / evacuation. Following the receipt of public comments
regarding fire safety, additional information was provided by the
applicant in the form of a technical memorandum prepared by Dudek,
dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s assessment demonstrated that:
Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding community is possible
under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case scenario of a
night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project provides
multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing roadway
network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed project site
will consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not
anticipated that the entire community would be relocated off-site during
a wildfire event; and the project as proposed will provide numerous
opportunities throughout the site for on-site relocation and sheltering in
place as a contingency option. 

24A

Comment Letter 24



RTC-24-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 24C: In response to community input, the
garage size was redesigned to provide 20’ by 20’ garages.  The project
design was also modified to provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces,
exceeding the County’s requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit.
Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum, HOA enforcement of the garage use is anticipated and
garage windows are included in the design of the garage for this
purpose.

Response to Comment 24D: Project amenities include two tot lots,
sidewalk access to existing trails and to the adjacent County sports
complex. The project will provide PLDO funds for Fallbrook recreational
facilities and either form or join the existing Community Facilities District
to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection District
service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  

Response to Comment 24E: See response to Comment 24D. 
 
Response to Comment 24F: Per the County of San Diego Noise
Ordinance 36.409 and the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), the project shall comply with specific restrictions and
limits on hours of construction in order to reduce the sound levels
generated from construction on adjacent residential property lines and
units.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 25A: Per the EIR Addendum, the project would
not significantly obstruct surrounding views and would preserve the
same building heights as the adjacent single-family and multi-family
developments.  It should be noted that the originally approved office
professional development was 35' in height.

Response to Comment 25B: The designated remainder parcel of the
Town Center is not proposed to be developed as part of the residential
component of the Passerelle and a Conditional Certificate of
Compliance will be needed at the time of development of the Town
Center. The comment does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 25C: Based on comments by Paul Klukas at the
Fallbrook Community Planning Group meeting in January of 2025, keys
and key fobs are issued to Horse Creek Ridge community members for
the use of the project's amenities. The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 25D: The design of the residential units are
detached three-story single family homes on a single condominium lot
and are not an apartment complex. The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 25E: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. As this comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum, no
further response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 26A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 26B: The proposed signage for the Passerelle
project is conceptual at this time. The project is subject to the Special
Area Regulation Designator “B” which requires Community Design
Review pursuant to Section 5750 – 6799 of the County of San Diego
Zoning Ordinance. The signage components of the project would be
compatible with the previously approved Campus Park Specific Plan
Design Guidelines, Fallbrook Design Guidelines, the I-15 Design
Review Board Guidelines and the I-15 Scenic Preservation Guidelines.
Signage for the project will be compatible with the existing signage for
Horse Creek Ridge development. The I-15 Design Review Board
approved the project on October 22, 2025.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 27A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 27B:This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in
response to community input, the garage size was redesigned to
provide 20’ by 20’ garages for all proposed floorplans.  The project
design was also modified to provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces,
exceeding the County’s requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit.
Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum, HOA enforcement of the garage use is anticipated and
garage windows are included in the design of the garage for this
purpose.

Response to Comment 27C: Project amenities include two tot lots,
sidewalk access to existing trails and to the adjacent County sports
complex. The Monserate Mountain Preserve is 0.5 miles from the
project. The project will provide PLDO funds for Fallbrook recreational
facilities and either form or join the existing Community Facilities District
to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection District
service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  The comment is outside the scope of the proposed project
and does not raise any environmental issues regarding the adequacy of
the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 27D: The comment is outside the scope of the
proposed project and does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 27E: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
evacuation. Overall, the comment is outside the scope of the proposed
project and does not raise any environmental issues regarding the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further response is
required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 27F: The comment is outside the scope of the
proposed project and does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 27G: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
fire safety / evacuation. Following the receipt of public comments
regarding fire safety, additional information was provided by the
applicant in the form of a technical memorandum prepared by Dudek,
dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s assessment demonstrated that:
Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding community is possible
under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case scenario of a
night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project provides
multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing
roadway network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed
project site will consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is
not anticipated that the entire community would be relocated off-site
during a wildfire event; and the project as proposed will provide
numerous opportunities throughout the site for on-site relocation and
sheltering in place as a contingency option. It is unlikely that the project
creates significant impacts under any of the CEQA thresholds due to
the above conclusions.

Response to Comment 27H: The project is approved by the North
County Fire Protection District and the County fire authority. No
additional fire equipment is needed to service the project and street
widths, numbers of fire hydrants, etc. were approved.

Response to Comment 27I: The comment is outside the scope of the
proposed project and does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 27J: This comment is outside the scope of the
proposed project. Therefore, no further response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 27K: The proposed signage for the Passerelle
project is conceptual at this time. The project is subject to the Special
Area Regulation Designator “B” which requires Community Design
Review pursuant to Section 5750 – 6799 of the County of San Diego
Zoning Ordinance. The signage components of the project would be
compatible with the previously approved Campus Park Specific Plan
Design Guidelines, Fallbrook Design Guidelines, the I-15 Design
Review Board Guidelines and the I-15 Scenic Preservation Guidelines.
Signage for the project will be compatible with the existing signage for
Horse Creek Ridge development. The project was approved by the I-15
Design Review Board on October 22, 2025.

Response to Comment 27L: See response to Comment 27C.

Response to Comment 27M: See Master Response: Analysis.

Response to Comment 27N: See Master Response: Analysis.

Response to Comment 27O: Per photosimulations provided for the
project, no impacts to views are anticipated. No further response
required.

Response to Comment 27P: This is a socioeconomic issue not required
to be addressed by the CEQA document. Property values are not
physical environmental impacts that may result upon implementation of
the project and are not addressed by an environmental
document.Therefore no further response required.

Response to Comment 27Q: Commenter provides information regarding
food options. This is not required to be addressed by the CEQA
document. Therefore no further response required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 28A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  See Master Response: Analysis.

Response to Comment 28B: This is an introductory statement. No
response required.

Response to Comment 28C: See Master Response: Analysis.

Response to Comment 28D: Project amenities include two tot lots,
sidewalk access to existing trails and to the adjacent County sports
complex. The Monserate Mountain Preserve is 0.5 miles from the
project. The project will provide PLDO funds for Fallbrook recreational
facilities and either form or join the existing Community Facilities District
to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection District
service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  Based on a comment by Paul Klukas at the January 2025
Fallbrook Communing Planning Group meeting, access to Horse Creek
Ridge amenities is controlled by key and key fob. Controlling access to
these facilities is not the responsibility of the project.

Response to Comment 28E: The location of the project was previously
approved for a three-story office professional development, not facilities
associated with Palomar College.

Response to Comment 28F: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. The
comment is general in nature and does not specifically address the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum.  Therefore no response is required.

28A

28B

28F

28E

28C
28D

Comment Letter 28



RTC-29-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 29A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  The inclusionary housing element of the project
is limited to either providing 7 units (or 5% of the total units) of very low
income units or the developer's payment of in lieu fee based on a
formula. The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of
the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no additional response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 30A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 30B: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in
response to community input, the garage size was redesigned to
provide 20’ by 20’ garages in all proposed floorplans.  The project
design was also modified to provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces,
exceeding the County’s requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit.
Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum, HOA enforcement of the garage use is anticipated and
garage windows are included in the design of the garage for this
purpose. The comment addresses a concern and is not a topic required
to be analyzed by the EIR Addendum as it is related to a school outside
of the project boundaries and not parking needed for the subject project.

Response to Comment 30C: No response required.
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Response to Comment 31A: The County appreciates the
commenter's interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement.

Response to Comment 31B: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 31C: Additional commercial uses are
proposed within the Specific Plan area. The recent approval of the
Pala Mesa Commercial redevelopment project
(PDS2020-STP-20-021) will result in the remodeling and further
expansion of commercial development including a new gas station,
convenience store, and two large retail buildings. Future commercial
development is proposed at Campus Park West (aka Pala Ranch).
This project is in the process of obtaining construction level permits
but has received preliminary entitlements including a Specific
Plan.The comment does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 31D: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 31E: The commenter addresses utilities
available. Service availability letters were acquired for the project as
to fire, schools, water, and sewer that demonstrate adequate utilities
are available.The comment does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 31F: The comment concludes the letter and
does not require a response.

Response to Comment 31G: This is an introductory statement.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 31H: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 31I: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in
response to community input, the garage size was redesigned to
provide 20’ by 20’ garages.  The project design was also modified to
provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces, exceeding the County’s
requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit. Although the comment
does not address the adequacy of the EIR Addendum, HOA
enforcement of the garage use is anticipated and garage windows are
included in the design of the garage for this purpose.

Response to Comment 31J: The project is not proposed as an
apartment development. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 31K: Project amenities include two tot lots,
sidewalk access to existing trails and to the adjacent County sports
complex. The Monserate Mountain Preserve is 0.5 miles from the
project. The project will provide PLDO funds for Fallbrook recreational
facilities and either form or join the existing Community Facilities District
to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection District
service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  Based on a comment by Paul Klukas at the January 2025
Fallbrook Communing Planning Group meeting, access to Horse Creek
Ridge amenities is controlled by key and key fob. Controlling access to
these facilities is not the responsibility of the project.

Response to Comment 31L: The project will provide PLDO funds for
Fallbrook recreational facilities and either form or join the existing
Community Facilities District to fund the fair share portion of North
County Fire Protection District service, flood control/stormwater facilities
and the existing sports complex.  The project will also pay a fair share
contribution to the future Sheriff's station.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 31M: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. As this comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum, no
further response is required. 

Response to Comment 31N: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
fire safety / evacuation.

Response to Comment 31O:  See Response to Comment 31C. The
project is not proposed as an apartment development. No further
response is required.

Response to Comment 31P:  As this comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum, no
further response is required. 

Response to Comment 31Q: See response to Comment 31N.

Response to Comment 31R: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. As this comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum, no
further response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 32A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This comment states opposition to the project
and is noted as such. All comments received as part of the public review
period will be presented in a Staff Report and/or Board Letter to
decision-makers at a future hearing. As this comment does not raise
any environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 32B: The project obtained service availability
letters from Rainbow Municipal Water District for sewer and water. The
project will pay a fair share contribution to a future Sheriff's station. The
comment does not raise any environmental issues regarding the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum and communicates topics that are not
included in the CEQA document. Therefore, no further response is
required.

Response to Comment 32C: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
fire safety / evacuation. Following the receipt of public comments
regarding fire safety, additional information was provided by the
applicant in the form of a technical memorandum prepared by Dudek,
dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s assessment demonstrated that:
Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding community is possible
under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case scenario of a
night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project provides
multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing roadway
network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed project site
will consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not
anticipated that the entire community would be relocated off-site during
a wildfire event; and the project as proposed will provide numerous
opportunities throughout the site for on-site relocation and sheltering in
place as a contingency option. It is unlikely that the project creates
significant impacts under any of the CEQA thresholds due to the above
conclusions.
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RTC-32-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 32D: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. CEQA focuses
on how a project changes, damages, or disrupts existing conditions,
rather than on how existing conditions affect a project. (See California
Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369.) However, in response to community
input, the garage size was redesigned to provide 20’ by 20’ garages for
all proposed floorplans. The project design was also modified to provide
a total of 65 guest parking spaces, exceeding the County’s requirement
for 0.2 parking spaces per unit. HOA enforcement of the garage use is
anticipated and garage windows are included in the design of the
garage for this purpose. See Master Response Analysis.

Response to Comment 32E: The original approval for the project was a
three-story office professional development. 

Response to Comment 32F: The comment is outside the scope of the
proposed project and does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 32G: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. As this comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum, no
further response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 33A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 33B: The comment addresses a concern and is
not a topic required to be analyzed by the EIR Addendum as it is related
to a school outside of the project boundaries and not parking needed for
the subject project. It does not raise any environmental issues regarding
the content of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further response is
required.

Response to Comment 33C: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in
response to community input, the garage size was redesigned to
provide 20’ by 20’ garages.  The project design was also modified to
provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces, exceeding the County’s
requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit. Although the comment
does not address the adequacy of the EIR Addendum, HOA
enforcement of the garage use is anticipated and garage windows are
included in the design of the garage for this purpose.

Response to Comment 33D: The three-story design of the project would
not exceed the building height limit established for the earlier approved
project (at least three three-story office professional buildings) and
complies the previously approved Campus Park Specific Plan Design
Guidelines, Fallbrook Design Guidelines, the I-15 Design Review Board
Guidelines and the I-15 Scenic Preservation Guidelines. The project
was approved by the I-15 Design Review Board on October 22, 2025.

Response to Comment 33E: See response to Comment 33C. 

Response to Comment 33F: The comment is outside the scope of the
proposed project and does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 33G: Fire equipment access was discussed
during the Fallbrook Community Planning Group meeting on January
22, 2025. Current fire equipment is able to serve the project. The North
County Fire Protection District and County fire department has
approved the design of the project including the internal roadway
widths. Guest parking is located on one side of the street and the
opposite will have red curbs prohibiting parking.  In addition, the project
will be required to either form or join existing Community Facilities
District to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection
District service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  

Response to Comment 33H: Based on a comment by Paul Klukas at
the January 2025 Fallbrook Communing Planning Group meeting,
access to Horse Creek Ridge amenities is controlled by key and key
fob. Controlling access to these facilities is not the responsibility of the
project.

Response to Comment 33I: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
fire safety / evacuation. Following the receipt of public comments
regarding fire safety, additional information was provided by the
applicant in the form of a technical memorandum prepared by Dudek,
dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s assessment demonstrated that:
Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding community is possible
under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case scenario of a
night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project provides
multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing roadway
network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed project site
will consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not
anticipated that the entire community would be relocated off-site during
a wildfire event; and the project as proposed will provide numerous
opportunities throughout the site for on-site relocation and sheltering in
place as a contingency option.
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RTC-33-3

COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 33J: The comment is outside the scope of the
proposed project and does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. However, the project 
will be required to either form or join existing Community Facilities
District to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection
District service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  

Response to Comment 33K: See response to Comment 33J.

Response to Comment 33L: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. The
comment is general in nature and does not specifically address the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum.  Therefore no response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 34A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 34B: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in
response to community input, the garage size was redesigned to
provide 20’ by 20’ garages in all proposed floorplans.  The project
design was also modified to provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces,
exceeding the County’s requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit.
HOA enforcement of the garage use is anticipated and garage windows
are included in the design of the garage for this purpose.

Response to Comment 34C: The project proposes improvements to
Horse Ranch Creek Road along the frontage. Additional development in
the area will result in widening throughout the road. 

Response to Comment 34D: Project amenities include two tot lots,
sidewalk access to existing trails and to the adjacent County sports
complex. The Monserate Mountain Preserve is 0.5 miles from the
project. The project will provide PLDO funds for Fallbrook recreational
facilities and either form or join the existing Community Facilities District
to fund the fair share portion of North County Fire Protection District
service, flood control/stormwater facilities and the existing sports
complex.  Based on a comment by Paul Klukas at the January 2025
Fallbrook Communing Planning Group meeting, access to Horse Creek
Ridge amenities is controlled by key and key fob. Controlling access to
these facilities is not the responsibility of the project.

Response to Comment 34E: The designated remainder parcel of the
Town Center is not proposed to be developed as part of the residential
component of the Passerelle and a Conditional Certificate of
Compliance will be needed at the time of development of the Town
Center. The comment does not raise any environmental issues
regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum. Therefore, no further
response is required.
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RTC-34-2

COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 34F: The three-story design of the project
would not exceed the building height limit established for the earlier
approved office professional project (three 3-story office professional
buildings and parking) and complies the previously approved Campus
Park Specific Plan Design Guidelines, Fallbrook Design Guidelines,
the I-15 Design Review Board Guidelines and the I-15 Scenic
Preservation Guidelines. See responses to Comment 34B and 34D.

Response to Comment 34G: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides the name of the commenter. Therefore
no response is required.



RTC-35-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 35A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 35B: This comment does not address the
environmental analysis provided by the EIR Addendum. However, in
response to community input, the garage size was redesigned to
provide 20’ by 20’ garages for all proposed floorplans. The project
design was also modified to provide a total of 65 guest parking spaces,
exceeding the County’s requirement for 0.2 parking spaces per unit.
Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum, HOA enforcement of the garage use is anticipated and
garage windows are included in the design of the garage for this
purpose.

Response to Comment 35C: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. The
comment is general in nature and does not specifically address the
adequacy of the EIR Addendum.  Therefore no response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES



RTC-36-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 36A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  The comment is general in nature and does not
raise any environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum.

Response to Comment 36B: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. All comments received as part of the
public review period will be presented in a Staff Report and/or Board
Letter to decision-makers at a future hearing. While this comment does
not raise any environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum, the project proposes an acceptable development type and
density with the amendment of the Specific Plan and General Plan
documents. 

Response to Comment 36C: Comment noted and does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.

Response to Comment 36D: The comment is general in nature and
does not specifically address the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
However, in response to community input, the garage size was
redesigned to provide 20’ by 20’ garages for all proposed floorplans. 
The project design was also modified to provide a total of 65 guest
parking spaces, exceeding the County’s requirement for 0.2 parking
spaces per unit. Although the comment does not address the adequacy
of the EIR Addendum, HOA enforcement of the garage use is
anticipated and garage windows are included in the design of the
garage for this purpose.

Response to Comment 36E: The comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 36F: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. No
response required.

Response to Comment 36G: No response required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 37A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This is an introductory statement. No response
required.

Response to Comment 37B: This comment does not address any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 37C: See Master Response: Analysis.

Response to Comment 37D: See Master Response: Analysis.

Response to Comment 37E: The project will provide PLDO funds for
Fallbrook recreational facilities and either form or join the existing
Community Facilities District to fund the fair share portion of North
County Fire Protection District service, flood control/stormwater facilities
and the existing sports complex. The project will also provide a fair
share contribution to a future Sheriff's station. It should also be noted
that school fees will be paid by the project at the time of building permit.

Response to Comment 37F:This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. Therefore
no response is required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 38A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project.  This comment states opposition to the project
and is noted as such. All comments received as part of the public review
period will be presented in a Staff Report and/or Board Letter to
decision-makers at a future hearing. As this comment does not raise
any environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR
Addendum, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 38B: See Master Response: Analysis of the
Project's GHG and Traffic Impacts and Appendix D of the EIR
Addendum. The comment also discusses recreational amenities in the
area. Project amenities include two tot lots, sidewalk access to existing
trails and to the adjacent County sports complex. The Monserate
Mountain Preserve is 0.5 miles from the project. The project will provide
PLDO funds for Fallbrook recreational facilities and either form or join
the existing Community Facilities District to fund the fair share portion of
North County Fire Protection District service, flood control/stormwater
facilities and the existing sports complex.  Additional information about
traffic and associated calculations is located in the Master Response:
GHG Impacts and Traffic section. A traffic signal must be warranted by
certain thresholds; these are not met by the proposed Project.

Response to Comment 38C: See traffic analysis presented in Appendix
I of the EIR Addendum, specifically the Traffic Mobility Analysis
conducted in 2021 by Urban Systems Associates Inc. A sight distance
survey is required per the project's Conditions of Approval. 

Response to Comment 38D: Additional coordination with NCTD and
conditions are required if a bus route is added to the Campus Park area.
In addition,school bus routes are prepared by local schools are are
generally not provided unless the project is along school frontage.
CEQA focuses on how a project changes, damages, or disrupts existing
conditions, rather than on how existing conditions affect a project. (See
California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369.) No further response
required.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 38E: The trail system and design discussed in
the comment is not part of the project's scope. The project provides
sidewalk access to existing trails. As this comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR Addendum, no
further response is required.

Response to Comment 38F: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. Therefore
no response is required.



RTC-39-1

COMMENTS RESPONSES
Response to Comment 39A: The County appreciates the commenter's
interest in the project. This comment states opposition to the project and
is noted as such. All comments received as part of the public review
period will be presented in a Staff Report and/or Board Letter to
decision-makers at a future hearing.As this comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the content or adequacy of the EIR
Addendum, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 39B: The comment is incorrect in stating that the
originally approved office professional development was one-story. The
approved project was for three-story office professional buildings. 

Response to Comment 39C: See Response to Comment 9G regarding
fire safety / evacuation. Following the receipt of public comments
regarding fire safety, additional information was provided by the
applicant in the form of a technical memorandum prepared by Dudek,
dated January 26, 2026. Dudek’s assessment demonstrated that:
Safe evacuation of the Project and surrounding community is possible
under a variety of scenarios (including a worst-case scenario of a
night-time evacuation when residents are present); the Project provides
multiple connection points for occupants to access the existing roadway
network; fires are not expected to expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death; because the proposed project site
will consist of ignition resistant, urbanized landscapes, it is not
anticipated that the entire community would be relocated off-site during
a wildfire event; and the project as proposed will provide numerous
opportunities throughout the site for on-site relocation and sheltering in
place as a contingency option.

Response to Comment 39D: This comment states opposition to the
project and is noted as such. As this comment does not raise any
environmental issues regarding the content or adequacy of the EIR
Addendum, no further response is required.

Response to Comment 39E: This comment is a conclusion to the
comment letter and provides commenter contact information. Therefore
no response is required.
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