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INTRODUCTION	
  
The	
   City	
   of	
   Brentwood	
   (City)	
   has	
   determined	
   that	
   a	
   program-­‐level	
   environmental	
   impact	
   report	
  
(EIR)	
  is	
  required	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  2014	
  General	
  Plan	
  (Project)	
  pursuant	
  to	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  
California	
   Environmental	
   Quality	
   Act	
   (CEQA).	
   CEQA	
   requires	
   the	
   preparation	
   of	
   an	
   EIR	
   prior	
   to	
  
approving	
  any	
  project,	
  which	
  may	
  have	
  a	
  significant	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  environment.	
  	
  For	
  the	
  purposes	
  
of	
  CEQA,	
  the	
  term	
  "Project"	
  refers	
  to	
  the	
  whole	
  of	
  an	
  action,	
  which	
  has	
  the	
  potential	
  for	
  resulting	
  
in	
  a	
  direct	
  physical	
  change	
  or	
  a	
  reasonably	
  foreseeable	
  indirect	
  physical	
  change	
  in	
  the	
  environment	
  
(CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15378[a]).	
  

A	
  Program	
  EIR	
   is	
  an	
  EIR	
  which	
  examines	
  the	
  environmental	
   impacts	
  of	
  an	
  agency	
  plan,	
  policy,	
  or	
  
regulatory	
   program,	
   such	
   as	
   a	
   general	
   plan	
  update.	
   	
   Program	
  EIRs	
   analyze	
  broad	
   environmental	
  
impacts	
  of	
   the	
  program,	
  with	
   the	
  acknowledgement	
   that	
  site-­‐specific	
  environmental	
   review	
  may	
  
be	
   required	
   for	
   particular	
   aspects	
   of	
   the	
   program,	
   or	
   particular	
   development	
   projects	
   that	
  may	
  
occur	
  in	
  the	
  future.	
  	
  	
  

Brentwood	
   circulated	
   a	
   Notice	
   of	
   Preparation	
   (NOP)	
   of	
   an	
   EIR	
   for	
   the	
   proposed	
   project	
   on	
  
February	
  26,	
  2014	
  to	
  trustee	
  and	
  responsible	
  agencies,	
  the	
  State	
  Clearinghouse,	
  and	
  the	
  public.	
  A	
  
scoping	
   meeting	
   was	
   held	
   on	
   March	
   18,	
   2014	
   with	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   Planning	
   Commission.	
  
Subsequently,	
  Brentwood	
  published	
  a	
  public	
  Notice	
  of	
  Availability	
  (NOA)	
  for	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  on	
  April	
  
8,	
  2014,	
   inviting	
  comment	
   from	
  the	
  general	
  public,	
  agencies,	
  organizations,	
  and	
  other	
   interested	
  
parties.	
  	
  The	
  NOA	
  was	
  filed	
  with	
  the	
  State	
  Clearinghouse	
  (SCH#	
  2014022058)	
  and	
  was	
  published	
  in	
  
the	
  Brentwood	
  Press	
   pursuant	
   to	
   the	
   public	
   noticing	
   requirements	
   of	
   CEQA.	
   	
   The	
  Draft	
   EIR	
  was	
  
available	
   for	
   public	
   review	
   from	
   April	
   8,	
   2014	
   through	
   May	
   23,	
   2014.	
   	
   The	
   Public	
   Draft	
   2014	
  
General	
  Plan	
  was	
  also	
  available	
  for	
  public	
  review	
  and	
  comment	
  during	
  this	
  time	
  period.	
  	
  	
  

This	
  Final	
  EIR	
  was	
  prepared	
  to	
  address	
  comments	
  received	
   in	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  The	
  City	
  
has	
  prepared	
  a	
  written	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  comments	
  and	
  made	
  textual	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  
EIR	
  where	
  warranted.	
  	
  The	
  responses	
  to	
  the	
  comments	
  are	
  provided	
  in	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR	
  in	
  Section	
  2.0,	
  
and	
  all	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  text	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  summarized	
  in	
  Section	
  3.0.	
  Responses	
  to	
  comments	
  
received	
  during	
  the	
  comment	
  period	
  do	
  not	
  involve	
  any	
  new	
  significant	
  impacts	
  or	
  “significant	
  new	
  
information”	
  that	
  would	
  require	
  recirculation	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  pursuant	
  to	
  CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  
15088.5.	
  

PROJECT	
  DESCRIPTION	
  
The	
   2014	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan	
   is	
   the	
   overarching	
   policy	
   document	
   that	
   guides	
   land	
   use,	
  
housing,	
  transportation,	
  infrastructure,	
  community	
  services,	
  and	
  other	
  policy	
  decisions	
  throughout	
  
Brentwood.	
  The	
  General	
  Plan	
   includes	
  the	
  seven	
  elements	
  mandated	
  by	
  State	
   law,	
  to	
  the	
  extent	
  
that	
  they	
  are	
  relevant	
  locally,	
  including:	
  Circulation,	
  Conservation,	
  Housing,	
  Land	
  Use,	
  Noise,	
  Open	
  
Space,	
  and	
  Safety.	
  The	
  City	
  may	
  also	
  address	
  other	
   topics	
  of	
   interest;	
   this	
  General	
  Plan	
   includes	
  
elements	
   related	
   to	
   Community	
   Services	
   and	
   Facilities,	
   Economic	
   Development,	
   Fiscal	
  
Sustainability,	
   Growth	
   Management,	
   and	
   Infrastructure.	
   The	
   General	
   Plan	
   sets	
   out	
   the	
   goals,	
  
policies,	
  and	
  actions	
  in	
  each	
  of	
  these	
  areas,	
  serves	
  as	
  a	
  policy	
  guide	
  for	
  how	
  the	
  City	
  will	
  make	
  key	
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planning	
  decisions	
   in	
  the	
  future,	
  and	
  guides	
  how	
  the	
  City	
  will	
   interact	
  with	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County,	
  
surrounding	
  cities,	
  and	
  other	
  local,	
  regional,	
  State,	
  and	
  Federal	
  agencies.	
  

The	
  General	
  Plan	
  contains	
  the	
  goals	
  and	
  policies	
  that	
  will	
  guide	
  future	
  decisions	
  within	
  the	
  city.	
  It	
  
also	
  identifies	
  actions	
  that	
  will	
  ensure	
  the	
  goals	
  and	
  policies	
  in	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  are	
  carried	
  out.	
  

Refer	
  to	
  Section	
  2.0	
  (Project	
  Description)	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  for	
  a	
  more	
  comprehensive	
  description	
  of	
  
the	
  details	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  project.	
  	
  	
  

ALTERNATIVES	
  TO	
  THE	
  PROPOSED	
  PROJECT	
  
Section	
   15126.6	
   of	
   the	
   CEQA	
   Guidelines	
   requires	
   an	
   EIR	
   to	
   describe	
   a	
   reasonable	
   range	
   of	
  
alternatives	
  to	
  the	
  project	
  or	
  to	
  the	
  location	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  which	
  would	
  reduce	
  or	
  avoid	
  significant	
  
impacts,	
   and	
  which	
   could	
   feasibly	
   accomplish	
   the	
   basic	
   objectives	
   of	
   the	
   proposed	
   project.	
   The	
  
alternatives	
  analyzed	
  in	
  this	
  EIR	
  are	
  briefly	
  described	
  as	
  follows:	
  

• Alternative	
   1:	
  No	
  Project	
  Alternative.	
  Under	
  Alternative	
   1,	
   the	
  City	
  would	
  not	
   adopt	
   the	
  
General	
   Plan	
   Update.	
   	
   The	
   existing	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan	
   would	
   continue	
   to	
   be	
  
implemented	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan,	
  including	
  the	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map,	
  Circulation	
  
Diagram,	
  goals,	
  policies,	
  or	
  actions	
  would	
  occur.	
   	
  Subsequent	
  projects,	
  such	
  as	
  amending	
  
the	
  Municipal	
  Code	
  (including	
  the	
  zoning	
  map)	
  and	
  the	
  City’s	
  Design	
  Guidelines,	
  would	
  not	
  
occur.	
  	
  The	
  existing	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  is	
  shown	
  on	
  Figure	
  3.10-­‐3	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

• Alternative	
  2:	
  Economic	
  Development	
  Alternative.	
  Alternative	
  2	
  would	
  revise	
  the	
  General	
  
Plan	
   Land	
   Use	
   Map	
   to	
   place	
   more	
   emphasis	
   on	
   identifying	
   areas	
   for	
   commercial	
   and	
  
industrial	
  growth,	
  and	
   less	
  emphasis	
  on	
   future	
  residential	
  development.	
   	
  This	
  alternative	
  
emphasizes	
  providing	
  adequate	
  land	
  for	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  commercial,	
  office,	
  and	
  industrial	
  uses	
  
and	
  would	
  convert	
  more	
  of	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  to	
  urban	
  uses.	
  	
  Figure	
  5.0-­‐1	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  
depicts	
  the	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  proposed	
  for	
  Alternative	
  2.	
   	
  This	
  alternative	
  was	
  developed	
  to	
  
reduce	
  exposure	
  of	
  sensitive	
  receptors	
  to	
  traffic	
  noise.	
  	
  

	
  
• Alternative	
  3:	
  Residential	
  Growth	
  Alternative.	
  Alternative	
  3	
  provides	
  for	
  a	
  balance	
  of	
   job-­‐

creating	
  and	
   residential	
  development	
   land	
  uses	
  within	
   the	
  city	
   limits,	
  and	
  has	
  a	
   reduced	
  
amount	
   of	
   growth	
   within	
   the	
   Planning	
   Area	
   when	
   compared	
   to	
   Alternative	
   2	
   and	
   the	
  
existing	
  General	
  Plan	
  (Alternative	
  1).	
   	
  This	
  alternative	
  reflects	
  areas	
   identified	
  for	
  growth	
  
through	
   the	
  General	
   Plan	
  Update	
  public	
   input	
   process	
   and	
  provides	
   for	
  more	
   significant	
  
residential	
   development.	
   	
  While	
   this	
   alternative	
  would	
   result	
   in	
  more	
   residential	
   growth	
  
than	
  the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan,	
  existing	
  General	
  Plan,	
  or	
  Alternative	
  2,	
   it	
  would	
  convert	
  
less	
  agricultural	
  and	
  undeveloped	
  land	
  in	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  to	
  urban	
  uses	
  than	
  the	
  existing	
  
General	
   Plan	
   or	
   Alternative	
   2.	
   	
   Figure	
   5.0-­‐2	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   depicts	
   the	
   Land	
   Use	
  Map	
  
proposed	
  for	
  Alternative	
  3.	
  	
  	
  This	
  alternative	
  was	
  developed	
  to	
  reduce	
  impacts	
  associated	
  
with	
  scenic	
  resources	
  and	
  agricultural	
  resources.	
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Alternatives	
  are	
  described	
  in	
  detail	
  in	
  Section	
  5.0	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  As	
  summarized	
  in	
  Table	
  5.0-­‐5	
  of	
  
the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   Alternative	
   2	
   is	
   the	
   environmentally	
   superior	
   alternative	
   because	
   it	
   provides	
   the	
  
greatest	
  reduction	
  of	
  potential	
  impacts	
  in	
  comparison	
  to	
  the	
  other	
  alternatives.	
  

COMMENTS	
  RECEIVED	
  
The	
  Draft	
   EIR	
   addresses	
   environmental	
   impacts	
   associated	
  with	
   the	
   proposed	
   project	
   that	
  were	
  
known	
   to	
   the	
   City,	
   raised	
   during	
   the	
   Notice	
   of	
   Preparation	
   (NOP)	
   process,	
   or	
   raised	
   during	
  
preparation	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  The	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  discusses	
  potentially	
  significant	
  impacts	
  associated	
  with	
  
aesthetics/visual	
  resources,	
  agricultural/forest	
  resources,	
  air	
  quality,	
  biological/natural	
  resources,	
  
cultural	
   resources,	
   geology/soils/minerals,	
   greenhouse	
   gases/climate	
   change,	
   hazards,	
  
hydrology/water	
   quality,	
   land	
   use/population,	
   noise,	
   public	
   services/recreation,	
  
transportation/circulation,	
  utilities,	
  and	
  cumulative	
  impacts.	
  

NOP	
  Comments	
  
During	
   the	
   NOP	
   process,	
   the	
   City	
   received	
   comments	
   from	
   the	
   following	
   public	
   agencies,	
  
organizations,	
  or	
  individuals:	
  

• California	
  Delta	
  Protection	
  Commission	
  

• California	
  Department	
  of	
  Transportation	
  (Caltrans)	
  

• City	
  of	
  Antioch	
  

• Contra	
  Costa	
  Local	
  Agency	
  Formation	
  Commission	
  (LAFCO)	
  

• Greenbelt	
  Alliance	
  

• West	
  Coast	
  Home	
  Builders,	
  Inc.	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  Comments	
  
During	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   review	
   process,	
   the	
   City	
   received	
   comments	
   from	
   the	
   following	
   public	
  
agencies,	
  organizations,	
  or	
  individuals:	
  

• San	
  Francisco	
  Bay	
  Area	
  Rapid	
  Transit	
  District	
  (BART)	
  

• East	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  Habitat	
  Conservancy	
  

• Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  Flood	
  Control	
  &	
  Water	
  Conservation	
  District	
  

• Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  Public	
  Works	
  Department	
  

• Chevron	
  Environmental	
  Management	
  Company	
  

• City	
  of	
  Antioch	
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• Delta	
  Stewardship	
  Council	
  

• California	
  Department	
  of	
  Transportation	
  (Caltrans)	
  

• Discovery	
  Builders,	
  Inc.	
  

• East	
  Bay	
  Municipal	
  Utility	
  District	
  (EBMUD)	
  

• Greenbelt	
  Alliance	
  

• Brentwood	
  Union	
  School	
  District	
  

• Grupe	
  Investment	
  Company,	
  Inc.	
  

• Property	
  Owners	
  Doug	
  Moore	
  and	
  Grant	
  Alvernaz	
  

• Save	
  Mount	
  Diablo	
  

• West	
  Coast	
  Home	
  Builders,	
  Inc.	
  

• U.S.	
  Army	
  Corps	
  of	
  Engineers	
  

Acting	
  as	
  lead	
  agency,	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Brentwood	
  has	
  prepared	
  a	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  comments.	
  	
  
The	
  responses	
  to	
  the	
  comments	
  are	
  provided	
  in	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR	
   in	
  Section	
  2.0	
  (Comments	
  on	
  Draft	
  
EIR	
   and	
   Responses)	
   and	
   all	
   changes	
   to	
   the	
   text	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   are	
   summarized	
   in	
   Section	
   3.0	
  
(Errata).	
   Responses	
   to	
   comments	
   received	
   during	
   the	
   comment	
   period	
   do	
   not	
   involve	
   any	
   new	
  
significant	
   impacts	
  or	
  “significant	
  new	
   information”	
   that	
  would	
   require	
   recirculation	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  
EIR	
  pursuant	
  to	
  CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15088.5.	
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This	
   Final	
   Environmental	
   Impact	
   Report	
   (FEIR)	
   was	
   prepared	
   in	
   accordance	
   with	
   the	
   California	
  
Environmental	
   Quality	
   Act	
   (CEQA)	
   and	
   the	
   State	
   CEQA	
   Guidelines	
   (Section	
   15132).	
   The	
   City	
   of	
  
Brentwood	
  is	
  the	
  lead	
  agency	
  for	
  the	
  environmental	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  
(General	
  Plan,	
  General	
  Plan	
  Update,	
  or	
  Project)	
  and	
  has	
  the	
  principal	
  responsibility	
  for	
  approving	
  
the	
  project.	
   	
  This	
  FEIR	
  assesses	
  the	
  expected	
  environmental	
   impacts	
  resulting	
  from	
  approval	
  and	
  
adoption	
  of	
   the	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  and	
  responds	
  to	
  comments	
  received	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  
EIR.	
  	
  

The	
   2014	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan	
   is	
   the	
   overarching	
   policy	
   document	
   that	
   guides	
   land	
   use,	
  
housing,	
  transportation,	
  infrastructure,	
  community	
  services,	
  and	
  other	
  policy	
  decisions	
  throughout	
  
Brentwood.	
  The	
  General	
  Plan	
   includes	
  the	
  seven	
  elements	
  mandated	
  by	
  State	
   law,	
  to	
  the	
  extent	
  
that	
  they	
  are	
  relevant	
  locally,	
  including:	
  Circulation,	
  Conservation,	
  Housing,	
  Land	
  Use,	
  Noise,	
  Open	
  
Space,	
  and	
  Safety.	
  The	
  City	
  may	
  also	
  address	
  other	
   topics	
  of	
   interest;	
   this	
  General	
  Plan	
   includes	
  
elements	
   related	
   to	
   Community	
   Services	
   and	
   Facilities,	
   Economic	
   Development,	
   Fiscal	
  
Sustainability,	
   Growth	
   Management,	
   and	
   Infrastructure.	
   The	
   General	
   Plan	
   sets	
   out	
   the	
   goals,	
  
policies,	
  and	
  actions	
  in	
  each	
  of	
  these	
  areas,	
  serves	
  as	
  a	
  policy	
  guide	
  for	
  how	
  the	
  City	
  will	
  make	
  key	
  
planning	
  decisions	
   in	
  the	
  future,	
  and	
  guides	
  how	
  the	
  City	
  will	
   interact	
  with	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County,	
  
surrounding	
  cities,	
  and	
  other	
  local,	
  regional,	
  State,	
  and	
  Federal	
  agencies.	
  

1.1	
   PURPOSE	
  AND	
  INTENDED	
  USES	
  OF	
  THE	
  EIR	
  
CEQA	
  REQUIREMENTS	
  FOR	
  A	
  FINAL	
  EIR	
  
This	
   FEIR	
   for	
   the	
   2014	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan	
   has	
   been	
   prepared	
   in	
   accordance	
   with	
   the	
  
California	
   Environmental	
   Quality	
   Act	
   (CEQA)	
   and	
   State	
   CEQA	
   Guidelines.	
   State	
   CEQA	
   Guidelines	
  
Section	
  15132	
  requires	
  that	
  an	
  FEIR	
  consist	
  of	
  the	
  following:	
  	
  

• the	
  Draft	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  (Draft	
  EIR)	
  or	
  a	
  revision	
  of	
  the	
  draft;	
  	
  
• comments	
   and	
   recommendations	
   received	
   on	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   either	
   verbatim	
   or	
   in	
  

summary;	
  	
  
• a	
  list	
  of	
  persons,	
  organizations,	
  and	
  public	
  agencies	
  commenting	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR;	
  	
  
• the	
   responses	
   of	
   the	
   lead	
   agency	
   to	
   significant	
   environmental	
   concerns	
   raised	
   in	
   the	
  

review	
  and	
  consultation	
  process;	
  and	
  	
  
• any	
  other	
  information	
  added	
  by	
  the	
  lead	
  agency.	
  	
  

In	
   accordance	
   with	
   State	
   CEQA	
   Guidelines	
   Section	
   15132(a),	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   is	
   incorporated	
   by	
  
reference	
  into	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR.	
  	
  

An	
   EIR	
   must	
   disclose	
   the	
   expected	
   environmental	
   impacts,	
   including	
   impacts	
   that	
   cannot	
   be	
  
avoided,	
  growth-­‐inducing	
  effects,	
   impacts	
   found	
  not	
   to	
  be	
   significant,	
  and	
   significant	
   cumulative	
  
impacts,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   identify	
   mitigation	
   measures	
   and	
   alternatives	
   to	
   the	
   proposed	
   project	
   that	
  
could	
  reduce	
  or	
  avoid	
  its	
  adverse	
  environmental	
  impacts.	
  	
  CEQA	
  requires	
  government	
  agencies	
  to	
  
consider	
  and,	
  where	
  feasible,	
  minimize	
  environmental	
  impacts	
  of	
  proposed	
  projects,	
  and	
  obligates	
  
them	
   to	
   balance	
   a	
   variety	
   of	
   public	
   objectives,	
   including	
   economic,	
   environmental,	
   and	
   social	
  
factors.	
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PURPOSE	
  AND	
  USE	
  
The	
  City	
  of	
  Brentwood,	
  as	
  the	
   lead	
  agency,	
  has	
  prepared	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  public	
  and	
  
responsible	
  and	
  trustee	
  agencies	
  with	
  an	
  objective	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  potential	
  environmental	
  impacts	
  
resulting	
   from	
  approval	
  and	
   implementation	
  of	
   the	
  2014	
  General	
  Plan.	
   	
  Responsible	
  and	
   trustee	
  
agencies	
  that	
  may	
  use	
  the	
  EIR	
  are	
  identified	
  in	
  Chapter	
  1.0	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  

The	
  environmental	
  review	
  process	
  enables	
  interested	
  parties	
  to	
  evaluate	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  in	
  
terms	
  of	
   its	
   environmental	
   consequences,	
   to	
   examine	
   and	
   recommend	
  methods	
   to	
   eliminate	
  or	
  
reduce	
   potential	
   adverse	
   impacts,	
   and	
   to	
   consider	
   a	
   reasonable	
   range	
   of	
   alternatives	
   to	
   the	
  
project.	
   While	
   CEQA	
   requires	
   that	
   consideration	
   be	
   given	
   to	
   avoiding	
   adverse	
   environmental	
  
effects,	
   the	
   lead	
   agency	
   must	
   balance	
   adverse	
   environmental	
   effects	
   against	
   other	
   public	
  
objectives,	
   including	
   the	
   economic	
   and	
   social	
   benefits	
   of	
   a	
   project,	
   in	
   determining	
   whether	
   a	
  
project	
  should	
  be	
  approved.	
  

This	
  EIR	
  will	
  be	
  used	
  as	
  the	
  primary	
  environmental	
  document	
  to	
  evaluate	
  all	
  subsequent	
  planning	
  
and	
   permitting	
   actions	
   associated	
   with	
   the	
   proposed	
   project.	
   Subsequent	
   actions	
   that	
   may	
   be	
  
associated	
   with	
   the	
   proposed	
   project	
   are	
   identified	
   in	
   Chapter	
   2.0	
   (Project	
   Description)	
   of	
   the	
  
Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  This	
  EIR	
  may	
  also	
  be	
  used	
  by	
  other	
  agencies	
  within	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County,	
  including	
  the	
  
Contra	
   Costa	
   Local	
   Agency	
   Formation	
   Commission	
   (LAFCO),	
   which	
   may	
   use	
   this	
   EIR	
   during	
   the	
  
preparation	
  of	
  environmental	
  documents	
  related	
  to	
  annexations,	
  Municipal	
  Service	
  Reviews,	
  and	
  
Sphere	
  of	
  Influence	
  decisions	
  in	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  	
  

1.2	
   ENVIRONMENTAL	
  REVIEW	
  PROCESS	
  
The	
  review	
  and	
  certification	
  process	
  for	
  the	
  EIR	
  has	
  involved,	
  or	
  will	
  involve,	
  the	
  following	
  general	
  
procedural	
  steps:	
  

NOTICE	
  OF	
  PREPARATION	
  	
  
The	
  City	
  of	
  Brentwood	
  circulated	
  a	
  Notice	
  of	
  Preparation	
  (NOP)	
  of	
  an	
  EIR	
  for	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  
on	
  February	
  26,	
  2014	
  to	
  trustee	
  and	
  responsible	
  agencies,	
  the	
  State	
  Clearinghouse,	
  and	
  the	
  public.	
  
A	
   scoping	
  meeting	
   was	
   held	
   on	
  March	
   18,	
   2014	
  with	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   Planning	
   Commission.	
   No	
  
public	
  or	
  agency	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  NOP	
  related	
  to	
  the	
  EIR	
  analysis	
  were	
  presented	
  or	
  submitted	
  
during	
  the	
  scoping	
  meeting.	
  	
  However,	
  during	
  the	
  30-­‐day	
  public	
  review	
  period	
  for	
  the	
  NOP,	
  which	
  
ended	
   on	
  March	
   28,	
   2014,	
   six	
  written	
   comment	
   letters	
  were	
   received.	
   	
   A	
   summary	
   of	
   the	
  NOP	
  
comments	
  is	
  provided	
  in	
  Section	
  1.8	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  The	
  NOP	
  and	
  all	
  comments	
  received	
  on	
  it	
  are	
  
presented	
  in	
  Appendix	
  A	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  

NOTICE	
  OF	
  AVAILABILITY	
  AND	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  
The	
  City	
  of	
  Brentwood	
  published	
  a	
  public	
  Notice	
  of	
  Availability	
  (NOA)	
  for	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  on	
  April	
  8,	
  
2014,	
   inviting	
   comment	
   from	
   the	
   general	
   public,	
   agencies,	
   organizations,	
   and	
   other	
   interested	
  
parties.	
  	
  The	
  NOA	
  was	
  filed	
  with	
  the	
  State	
  Clearinghouse	
  (SCH#	
  2014022058)	
  and	
  was	
  published	
  in	
  
the	
  Brentwood	
  Press	
   pursuant	
   to	
   the	
   public	
   noticing	
   requirements	
   of	
   CEQA.	
   	
   The	
  Draft	
   EIR	
  was	
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available	
   for	
   public	
   review	
   from	
   April	
   8,	
   2014	
   through	
   May	
   23,	
   2014.	
   	
   The	
   Public	
   Draft	
   2014	
  
General	
  Plan	
  was	
  also	
  available	
  for	
  public	
  review	
  and	
  comment	
  during	
  this	
  time	
  period.	
  	
  	
  

The	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   contains	
   a	
   description	
   of	
   the	
   project,	
   description	
   of	
   the	
   environmental	
   setting,	
  
identification	
  of	
  project	
   impacts,	
  and	
  mitigation	
  measures	
   for	
   impacts	
   found	
  to	
  be	
  significant,	
  as	
  
well	
   as	
   an	
   analysis	
   of	
   project	
   alternatives,	
   identification	
  of	
   significant	
   irreversible	
   environmental	
  
changes,	
   growth-­‐inducing	
   impacts,	
   and	
   cumulative	
   impacts.	
   	
   The	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   identifies	
   issues	
  
determined	
  to	
  have	
  no	
  impact	
  or	
  a	
   less	
  than	
  significant	
   impact,	
  and	
  provides	
  detailed	
  analysis	
  of	
  
potentially	
   significant	
  and	
  significant	
   impacts.	
   	
  Comments	
   received	
   in	
   response	
   to	
   the	
  NOP	
  were	
  
considered	
  in	
  preparing	
  the	
  analysis	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  	
  

RESPONSE	
  TO	
  COMMENTS/FINAL	
  EIR	
  	
  
The	
  City	
  of	
  Brentwood	
  received	
  17	
  comment	
  letters	
  regarding	
  the	
  Draft	
  General	
  Plan	
  and	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  
from	
  public	
  agencies,	
  organizations,	
  and	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  public	
  during	
  the	
  45-­‐day	
  review	
  period.	
  	
  	
  

In	
   accordance	
   with	
   CEQA	
   Guidelines	
   Section	
   15088,	
   this	
   Final	
   EIR	
   responds	
   to	
   the	
   written	
  
comments	
   received	
   on	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR.	
   	
   The	
   Final	
   EIR	
   also	
   contains	
  minor	
   edits	
   to	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
  
which	
  are	
  included	
  in	
  Chapter	
  3.0	
  (Errata).	
  	
  This	
  document	
  and	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  as	
  amended	
  herein,	
  
constitute	
  the	
  Final	
  EIR.	
  

CERTIFICATION	
  OF	
  THE	
  EIR/PROJECT	
  CONSIDERATION	
  	
  
The	
  Brentwood	
  City	
  Council	
  will	
  review	
  and	
  consider	
  the	
  Final	
  EIR.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  City	
  Council	
  finds	
  that	
  the	
  
Final	
  EIR	
  is	
  "adequate	
  and	
  complete,"	
  then	
  it	
  may	
  certify	
  it	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  CEQA.	
  	
  The	
  rule	
  of	
  
adequacy	
  generally	
  holds	
  that	
  an	
  EIR	
  can	
  be	
  certified	
  if:	
  

1) The	
  EIR	
  shows	
  a	
  good	
  faith	
  effort	
  at	
  full	
  disclosure	
  of	
  environmental	
  information;	
  and	
  	
  

2) The	
  EIR	
  provides	
  sufficient	
  analysis	
  to	
  allow	
  decisions	
  to	
  be	
  made	
  regarding	
  the	
  proposed	
  
project	
  in	
  contemplation	
  of	
  environmental	
  considerations.	
  

Upon	
   review	
  and	
   consideration	
  of	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR,	
   the	
  Brentwood	
  City	
   Council	
  may	
   take	
   action	
   to	
  
approve,	
  revise,	
  or	
  reject	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  A	
  decision	
  to	
  approve	
  the	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan,	
  for	
  
which	
   this	
   EIR	
   identifies	
   significant	
   environmental	
   effects,	
   must	
   be	
   accompanied	
   by	
   written	
  
findings	
  in	
  accordance	
  with	
  State	
  CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Sections	
  15091	
  and	
  15093.	
  	
  	
  

Policies	
  and	
  actions	
  to	
  mitigate	
  potential	
  environmental	
  impacts	
  have	
  been	
  incorporated	
  into	
  the	
  
project,	
   to	
   the	
   extent	
   feasible.	
   	
   No	
   additional	
  mitigation	
   is	
   feasible	
   or	
   available,	
   as	
   described	
   in	
  
Chapters	
   3.1	
   through	
   4.0	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR.	
   The	
   annual	
   report	
   on	
   general	
   plan	
   status	
   required	
  
pursuant	
   to	
   the	
   Government	
   Code	
   will	
   serve	
   as	
   the	
  monitoring	
   and	
   reporting	
   program	
   for	
   the	
  
project.	
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1.3	
   ORGANIZATION	
  OF	
  THE	
  FINAL	
  EIR	
  
This	
   Final	
   EIR	
   has	
   been	
   prepared	
   consistent	
   with	
   Section	
   15132	
   of	
   the	
   State	
   CEQA	
   Guidelines,	
  
which	
  identifies	
  the	
  content	
  requirements	
  for	
  Final	
  EIRs.	
  	
  This	
  Final	
  EIR	
  is	
  organized	
  in	
  the	
  following	
  
manner:	
  

CHAPTER	
  1.0	
  –	
  INTRODUCTION	
  
Chapter	
   1.0	
   briefly	
   describes	
   the	
   purpose	
   of	
   the	
   environmental	
   evaluation,	
   identifies	
   the	
   lead	
  
agency,	
   summarizes	
   the	
   process	
   associated	
   with	
   preparation	
   and	
   certification	
   of	
   an	
   EIR,	
   and	
  
identifies	
  the	
  content	
  requirements	
  and	
  organization	
  of	
  the	
  Final	
  EIR.	
  	
  

CHAPTER	
  2.0	
  –	
  COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
Chapter	
   2.0	
   provides	
   a	
   list	
   of	
   commenters,	
   copies	
   of	
   written	
   comments	
  made	
   on	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
  
(coded	
  for	
  reference),	
  and	
  responses	
  to	
  those	
  written	
  comments.	
  

CHAPTER	
  3.0	
  -­‐	
  ERRATA	
  
Chapter	
  3.0	
  consists	
  of	
  minor	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  in	
  response	
  to	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  

The	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  do	
  not	
  change	
  the	
  intent	
  or	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  analysis	
  or	
  mitigation.	
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2.1	
   INTRODUCTION	
  
No	
   new	
   significant	
   environmental	
   impacts	
   or	
   issues,	
   beyond	
   those	
   already	
   covered	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
  
Environmental	
   Impact	
   Report	
   (Draft	
   EIR)	
   for	
   the	
   2014	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan	
   Update,	
   were	
   raised	
  
during	
   the	
   comment	
   period.	
   Responses	
   to	
   comments	
   received	
   during	
   the	
   comment	
   period	
   do	
   not	
  
involve	
  any	
  new	
  significant	
  impacts	
  or	
  “significant	
  new	
  information”	
  that	
  would	
  require	
  recirculation	
  of	
  
the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  pursuant	
  to	
  CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15088.5.	
  

CEQA	
   Guidelines	
   Section	
   15088.5	
   states	
   that:	
  New	
   information	
   added	
   to	
   an	
   EIR	
   is	
   not	
   “significant”	
  
unless	
   the	
   EIR	
   is	
   changed	
   in	
   a	
  way	
   that	
   deprives	
   the	
  public	
   of	
   a	
  meaningful	
   opportunity	
   to	
   comment	
  
upon	
  a	
   substantial	
  adverse	
  environmental	
  effect	
  of	
   the	
  project	
  or	
  a	
   feasible	
  way	
   to	
  mitigate	
  or	
  avoid	
  
such	
  an	
  effect	
   (including	
  a	
   feasible	
  project	
  alternative)	
   that	
   the	
  project’s	
  proponents	
  have	
  declined	
   to	
  
implement.	
  	
  	
  

Chapters	
  2.0	
  and	
  3.0	
  of	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR	
  include	
  information	
  that	
  has	
  been	
  added	
  to	
  the	
  EIR	
  since	
  the	
  close	
  
of	
  the	
  public	
  review	
  period	
  in	
  the	
  form	
  of	
  responses	
  to	
  comments	
  and	
  errata.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

2.2	
   LIST	
  OF	
  COMMENTERS	
  
Table	
  2-­‐1	
  lists	
  the	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  that	
  were	
  submitted	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  during	
  the	
  45-­‐day	
  public	
  
review	
   period.	
   The	
   assigned	
   comment	
   letter	
   number,	
   letter	
   date,	
   letter	
   author,	
   and	
   affiliation,	
   if	
  
presented	
  in	
  the	
  comment	
  letter	
  or	
  if	
  representing	
  a	
  public	
  agency,	
  are	
  also	
  listed.	
  	
  

	
  

TABLE	
  2-­1:	
  	
  LIST	
  OF	
  COMMENTERS	
  

RESPONSE	
  
LETTER	
  

INDIVIDUAL	
  OR	
  
SIGNATORY	
   AFFILIATION	
   DATE	
  

A	
  
Robert	
  Powers,	
  
Assistant	
  General	
  

Manager	
  
San	
  Francisco	
  Bay	
  Area	
  Rapid	
  Transit	
  District	
   5-­‐23-­‐14	
  

B	
   John	
  Kopchik,	
  Executive	
  
Director	
   East	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  Habitat	
  Conservancy	
   5-­‐23-­‐14	
  

C	
   Homira	
  Shafaq,	
  Staff	
  
Engineer	
  

Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  Flood	
  Control	
  &	
  Water	
  Conservation	
  
District	
   5-­‐23-­‐14	
  

D	
   Mary	
  Halle,	
  Associate	
  
Engineer	
   Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  Public	
  Works	
  Department	
   5-­‐22-­‐14	
  

E	
   Mike	
  Oliphant,	
  Project	
  
Manager	
   Chevron	
  Environmental	
  Management	
  Company	
   5-­‐19-­‐14	
  

F	
   Steve	
  Duran,	
  City	
  
Manager	
   City	
  of	
  Antioch	
   5-­‐15-­‐14	
  

G	
   Cindy	
  Messer,	
  Deputy	
  
Executive	
  Officer	
   Delta	
  Stewardship	
  Council	
   5-­‐22-­‐14	
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TABLE	
  2-­1:	
  	
  LIST	
  OF	
  COMMENTERS	
  

RESPONSE	
  
LETTER	
  

INDIVIDUAL	
  OR	
  
SIGNATORY	
   AFFILIATION	
   DATE	
  

H	
   Erik	
  Alm,	
  District	
  Branch	
  
Chief	
   California	
  Department	
  of	
  Transportation	
  (Caltrans)	
   5-­‐19-­‐14	
  

I	
   Louis	
  Parsons	
   Discovery	
  Builders,	
  Inc.	
   5-­‐23-­‐14	
  

J	
  
William	
  R.	
  Kirkpatrick,	
  
Manager	
  of	
  Water	
  

Distribution	
  Planning	
  
East	
  Bay	
  Municipal	
  Utility	
  District	
  (EBMUD)	
   5-­‐20-­‐14	
  

K	
   Joel	
  Devalcourt,	
  Regional	
  
Representative	
   Greenbelt	
  Alliance	
   5-­‐23-­‐14	
  

L	
   Dana	
  Eaton,	
  
Superintendent	
   Brentwood	
  Union	
  School	
  District	
   5-­‐21-­‐14	
  

M	
   Jeremy	
  S.	
  White,	
  
President	
   Grupe	
  Investment	
  Company,	
  Inc.	
   5-­‐22-­‐14	
  

N	
   Doug	
  Moore	
  and	
  Grant	
  
Alvernaz	
   Property	
  Owners	
   5-­‐23-­‐14	
  

O	
   Juan	
  Pablo	
  Galván,	
  Land	
  
Use	
  Planner	
   Save	
  Mount	
  Diablo	
   5-­‐23-­‐14	
  

P	
   Richard	
  D.	
  Sestero,	
  
Project	
  Manager	
   West	
  Coast	
  Home	
  Builders,	
  Inc.	
   5-­‐23-­‐14	
  

Q	
  
Kathleen	
  A.	
  Dady,	
  Ph.D,	
  
Chief,	
  California	
  South	
  

Branch	
  
U.S.	
  Army	
  Corps	
  of	
  Engineers	
   5-­‐21-­‐14	
  

	
  

2.3	
   COMMENTS	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
REQUIREMENTS	
  FOR	
  RESPONDING	
  TO	
  COMMENTS	
  ON	
  A	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  
CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15088	
  requires	
  that	
   lead	
  agencies	
  evaluate	
  and	
  respond	
  to	
  all	
  comments	
  on	
  
the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
   that	
   regard	
  an	
  environmental	
   issue.	
   	
   The	
  written	
   response	
  must	
  address	
   the	
   significant	
  
environmental	
   issue	
   raised	
   and	
   be	
   detailed,	
   especially	
  when	
   specific	
   comments	
   or	
   suggestions	
   (e.g.,	
  
additional	
  mitigation	
  measures)	
  are	
  not	
  accepted.	
   	
   In	
  addition,	
   the	
  written	
   response	
  must	
  be	
  a	
  good	
  
faith	
  and	
  reasoned	
  analysis.	
  	
  However,	
  lead	
  agencies	
  only	
  need	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  significant	
  environmental	
  
issues	
  associated	
  with	
  the	
  project	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  need	
  to	
  provide	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  information	
  requested	
  by	
  the	
  
commenter,	
  as	
  long	
  as	
  a	
  good	
  faith	
  effort	
  at	
  full	
  disclosure	
  is	
  made	
  in	
  the	
  EIR	
  (CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  
15204(a)).	
  

CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15204	
  recommends	
  that	
  commenters	
  provide	
  detailed	
  comments	
  that	
  focus	
  
on	
   the	
  sufficiency	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
   in	
   identifying	
  and	
  analyzing	
   the	
  possible	
  environmental	
   impacts	
  of	
  
the	
  project	
  and	
  ways	
   to	
  avoid	
  or	
  mitigate	
   the	
  significant	
  effects	
  of	
   the	
  project,	
  and	
  that	
  commenters	
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provide	
  evidence	
   supporting	
   their	
   comments.	
   	
   Pursuant	
   to	
  CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15064,	
  an	
  effect	
  
shall	
  not	
  be	
  considered	
  significant	
  in	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  substantial	
  evidence.	
  	
  

CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15088	
  also	
  recommends	
  that	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  be	
  noted	
  as	
  a	
  revision	
  
in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   or	
   as	
   a	
   separate	
   section	
   of	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR.	
   	
   Chapter	
   3.0	
   of	
   this	
   Final	
   EIR	
   identifies	
   all	
  
revisions	
  to	
  the	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  Update	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  

RESPONSES	
  TO	
  COMMENT	
  LETTERS	
  
Written	
   comments	
  on	
   the	
  Draft	
   EIR	
   are	
   reproduced	
  on	
   the	
   following	
  pages,	
   along	
  with	
   responses	
   to	
  
those	
   comments.	
   To	
   assist	
   in	
   referencing	
   comments	
   and	
   responses,	
   the	
   following	
   coding	
   system	
   is	
  
used:	
  

• Each	
   comment	
   letter	
   is	
   lettered	
   (i.e.,	
   Letter	
   A),	
   each	
   comment	
   within	
   each	
   letter	
   is	
  
numbered	
   (i.e.,	
   Comment	
   A-­‐1,	
   Comment	
   A-­‐2,	
   etc.),	
   and	
   each	
   response	
   is	
   numbered	
  
correspondingly	
  (i.e.,	
  Response	
  A-­‐1,	
  Response	
  A-­‐2,	
  etc.).	
  

Where	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  text	
  result	
  from	
  the	
  response	
  to	
  comments,	
  those	
  changes	
  are	
  included	
  
in	
  the	
  response	
  and	
  identified	
  with	
  revisions	
  marks	
  (underline	
  for	
  new	
  text,	
  strike	
  out	
  for	
  deleted	
  text).	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  A	
  	
  	
   Robert	
   Powers,	
   Assistant	
   General	
   Manager,	
   San	
  
Francisco	
  Bay	
  Area	
  Rapid	
  Transit	
  District	
  (BART)	
  

	
  

Response	
  A-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  introductory	
  remarks	
  and	
  expresses	
  support	
  for	
  the	
  MUPT	
  

land	
   use	
   designation	
   near	
   the	
   junction	
   of	
   SR	
   4	
   and	
   the	
   Mokelumne	
   Trail.	
   	
   The	
  

commenter	
   notes	
   that	
   much	
   future	
   work	
   would	
   be	
   required	
   before	
   eBART	
   is	
  

extended	
   to	
  Brentwood,	
  and	
  commends	
   the	
  City	
  on	
   the	
  use	
  and	
  application	
  of	
   this	
  

land	
   use	
   designation.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
  

Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
   their	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
  has	
  

not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  

are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  A-­‐2:	
   The	
   commenter	
   urges	
   the	
   City	
   to	
   incorporate	
   jobs	
   and	
   higher	
   density	
   housing	
   into	
  

the	
  MUPT	
  area,	
  and	
  notes	
  the	
  benefits	
  of	
  these	
  types	
  of	
  land	
  uses	
  in	
  a	
  transit-­‐friendly	
  

zone.	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
  has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  

and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   has	
   not	
   addressed	
   the	
  

adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  A-­‐3:	
  	
   The	
  commenter	
  notes	
  that	
  the	
  MUPT	
  designation	
  supports	
  the	
  transition	
  of	
  a	
  future	
  

transit	
   facility	
   from	
   a	
   park-­‐and-­‐ride	
   lot,	
   and	
   reiterates	
   the	
   benefits	
   of	
   the	
   MUPT	
  

location	
   for	
   future	
   transit-­‐oriented	
   land	
  uses.	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
  noted	
  and	
  has	
  been	
  

forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  The	
  

commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  

to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  A-­‐4:	
  	
   The	
  commenter	
  urges	
  the	
  City	
  to	
  establish	
  a	
  Priority	
  Development	
  Area	
  (PDA)	
  at	
  the	
  

MUPT	
   location,	
   and	
   commends	
   the	
   City	
   on	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   Update	
   process	
   and	
  

resulting	
  work	
  effort.	
  This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted	
  and	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  

Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   has	
   not	
  

addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  B	
  	
  	
   John	
   Kopchik,	
   Executive	
   Director,	
   East	
   Contra	
   Costa	
  
County	
  Habitat	
  Conservancy	
  

	
  

Response	
  B-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  information	
  regarding	
  the	
  East	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  Habitat	
  

Conservation	
   Plan	
   (HCP),	
   including	
   details	
   on	
   how	
   the	
   City	
   may	
   utilize	
   permit	
  

streamlining	
   benefits	
   for	
   future	
   development	
   projects.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   notes	
   that	
  

most	
  areas	
  within	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  are	
  covered	
  by	
  the	
  HCP,	
  with	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  

those	
  that	
  are	
  designated	
  as	
  a	
  high	
  priority	
  for	
  conservation,	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  HCP	
  does	
  

not	
  restrict	
  the	
  City’s	
  ability	
  to	
  make	
  land	
  use	
  designations	
  through	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  

Update	
   process.	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
  

Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   has	
   not	
  

addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  C	
  	
  	
   Homira	
   Shafaq,	
   Staff	
   Engineer,	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   County	
  
Flood	
  Control	
  &	
  Water	
  Conservation	
  District	
  

	
  

Response	
  C-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  notes	
  that	
  Brentwood	
  is	
  within	
  the	
  Lower	
  Marsh	
  Creek	
  Watershed,	
  

and	
  recommends	
  that	
  direct	
  impacts	
  to	
  the	
  creeks	
  and	
  their	
  tributaries	
  be	
  mitigated	
  

for	
   all	
   future	
   projects	
   and	
   development.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   also	
   notes	
   the	
   likely	
  

requirement	
   for	
   permits	
   from	
   regulatory	
   agencies	
   for	
   future	
   projects	
   within	
   the	
  

watershed.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted.	
   	
   The	
   City	
   agrees	
   with	
   the	
   commenter’s	
  

suggestions,	
  and	
  the	
  commenter	
  is	
  directed	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  policies	
  and	
  actions	
  

in	
   support	
   of	
  Goal	
   COS	
  4,	
  which	
  provide	
  protection	
  measures	
   for	
   creeks	
   and	
  other	
  

water	
  resources	
  within	
  the	
  Lower	
  Marsh	
  Creek	
  Watershed.	
  	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  

EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  C-­‐2:	
   The	
   commenter	
   notes	
   that	
   future	
   projects	
   and	
   developments	
   that	
   create	
   new	
  

impervious	
   surface	
   areas	
   located	
   within	
   specified	
   Drainage	
   Areas	
   are	
   subject	
   to	
   a	
  

drainage	
  fee.	
   	
  The	
  City	
  appreciates	
  this	
  comment,	
  and	
  will	
  work	
  with	
  the	
  District	
   to	
  

ensure	
   that	
   all	
   new	
   development	
   projects	
   subject	
   to	
   these	
   fees	
   are	
   appropriately	
  

assessed.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  C-­‐3:	
  	
   The	
   commenter	
   recommends	
   that	
   a	
   map	
   showing	
   all	
   of	
   the	
   District’s	
   facilities	
   be	
  

included	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  Maps	
  depicting	
   the	
   locations	
  of	
  all	
   the	
  District’s	
   facilities	
  

within	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   Planning	
   Area	
   are	
   available	
   for	
   review	
   at	
   the	
   Community	
  

Development	
  Department	
  (150	
  City	
  Park	
  Way,	
  Brentwood,	
  CA	
  94513).	
  	
  The	
  inclusion	
  

of	
   these	
   maps	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   would	
   not	
   alter	
   or	
   strengthen	
   the	
   environmental	
  

analysis	
  contained	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  

Response	
  C-­‐4:	
  	
   The	
   commenter	
   notes	
   that	
   all	
   future	
   projects	
   and	
   developments	
   should	
   be	
  

conditioned	
   to	
  design	
  and	
  construct	
   storm	
  drain	
   facilities	
   to	
  adequately	
   collect	
  and	
  

convey	
   stormwater	
   to	
   the	
  nearest	
  drainage	
   facility	
  or	
  natural	
  watercourse,	
  without	
  

diversion	
  to	
  the	
  watershed.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  appreciates	
  this	
  comment	
  and	
  agrees	
  with	
  the	
  

commenter.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  directed	
  to	
  General	
  Plan	
  Policy	
  IF	
  4-­‐3,	
  which	
  requires	
  

all	
  development	
  projects	
  to	
  demonstrate	
  how	
  stormwater	
  runoff	
  will	
  be	
  detained	
  or	
  

retained	
   on-­‐site	
   and/or	
   conveyed	
   to	
   the	
   nearest	
   drainage	
   facility	
   as	
   part	
   of	
   the	
  

development	
  review	
  process.	
  	
  This	
  issue	
  has	
  been	
  addressed	
  in	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  and	
  

Draft	
  EIR,	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  C-­‐5:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  all	
  future	
  projects	
  within	
  the	
  100-­‐year	
  flood	
  boundary	
  as	
  

designated	
   on	
   the	
   Federal	
   Emergency	
   Flood	
   Rate	
   Maps	
   should	
   be	
   aware	
   of	
   the	
  

Federal	
   Flood	
   Insurance	
   Program	
   as	
   they	
   pertain	
   to	
   the	
   construction	
   of	
   any	
  

structures.	
  	
  The	
  City	
  appreciates	
  this	
  comment	
  and	
  agrees	
  with	
  the	
  commenter.	
  	
  The	
  

commenter	
   is	
   directed	
   to	
   General	
   Plan	
   Policies	
   SA	
   2-­‐4	
   and	
   2-­‐5,	
   which	
   specifically	
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address	
  this	
   topic.	
  This	
   issue	
  has	
  been	
  addressed	
   in	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  and	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  

and	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  C-­‐6:	
  	
   The	
  commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
  District’s	
  50-­‐year	
  Plan	
  supports	
  community	
  goals	
  of	
  

restoring	
   creeks,	
   and	
   recommends	
   that	
   future	
   projects	
   implement	
   restoration	
  

activities	
   to	
   improve	
   creek	
   habitat.	
   	
   The	
   City	
   appreciates	
   this	
   comment	
   and	
   agrees	
  

with	
   the	
   commenter.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   is	
   directed	
   to	
  General	
   Plan	
   Policies	
   COS	
   4-­‐1	
  

through	
   4-­‐10,	
   which	
   include	
   specific	
   requirements	
   for	
   creek	
   and	
   surface	
   water	
  

protection	
   and	
   restoration.	
   This	
   issue	
   has	
   been	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
  General	
   Plan	
   and	
  

Draft	
  EIR,	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  C-­‐7:	
  	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  District’s	
  issuance	
  of	
  an	
  Encroachment	
  Permit	
  and/or	
  

conveyance	
   of	
   an	
   easement	
   are	
   discretionary	
   projects	
   subject	
   to	
   CEQA,	
   and	
  

recommends	
   that	
   the	
   City	
   include	
   such	
   requirements,	
   as	
   applicable,	
   in	
   the	
  

subsequent	
  CEQA	
  review	
  of	
  future	
  projects	
  within	
  Brentwood.	
  This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted	
  

and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
  

consideration.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  

as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
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   2.0-­‐27	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  D	
  	
   Mary	
  Halle,	
  Associate	
  Engineer,	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  
Public	
  Works	
  Department	
  

	
  

Response	
  D-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  introductory	
  remarks	
  and	
  expresses	
  appreciation	
  to	
  the	
  City	
  

with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  descriptions	
   in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  regarding	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  cooperation	
  

with	
  the	
  County	
  to	
  address	
  traffic	
  congestion	
  issues.	
  This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted	
  and	
  has	
  

been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  

The	
   commenter	
   has	
   not	
   addressed	
   the	
   adequacy	
   of	
   the	
  Draft	
   EIR	
   and,	
   as	
   such,	
   no	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  D-­‐2:	
   The	
   commenter	
   requests	
   that	
   General	
   Plan	
   Action	
   CIR	
   1d	
   be	
   modified	
   to	
   include	
  

addressing	
   proportional	
   impacts	
   to	
   unincorporated	
   County	
   roads	
   in	
   the	
   region,	
   as	
  

well	
  as	
  the	
  impact	
  to	
  roadways	
  in	
  the	
  city	
  limits.	
  	
  The	
  General	
  Plan	
  includes	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  

policies	
  and	
  actions	
  aimed	
  at	
  addressing	
  regional	
  transportation	
  issues.	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  

Policy	
   CIR	
   1-­‐4	
   requires	
   the	
   City	
   to	
  maintain	
   the	
  Multimodal	
   Transportation	
   Service	
  

Objective	
   (MTSO)	
   standards	
   set	
   forth	
   for	
   regional	
   transportation	
   facilities	
   as	
  

identified	
   in	
  the	
  East	
  County	
  Action	
  Plan	
  for	
  Routes	
  of	
  Regional	
  Significance.	
   	
  Policy	
  

CIR	
   1-­‐18	
   requires	
   the	
   City	
   to	
   consider	
   the	
   impacts	
   of	
   growth	
   in	
   surrounding	
  

jurisdictions	
   when	
   designing	
   Brentwood’s	
   circulation	
   network,	
   which	
   will	
   assist	
   in	
  

reducing	
   regional	
   traffic	
   congestion.	
   	
   Action	
   CIR	
   1a	
   requires	
   the	
   City	
   to	
   cooperate	
  

with	
   other	
   jurisdictions	
   in	
   the	
   county	
   to	
   reduce	
   transportation	
   congestion,	
   and	
  

includes	
  six	
  specific	
  actions	
  that	
  the	
  City	
  will	
  implement,	
  or	
  continue	
  to	
  implement,	
  in	
  

order	
  to	
  help	
  reduce	
  regional	
  traffic	
  congestion.	
  	
  The	
  commenter’s	
  request	
  to	
  modify	
  

the	
   language	
   contained	
   in	
   Action	
   CIR	
   1d	
   is	
   noted,	
   and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
  

Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
   their	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
  has	
  

not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  

are	
  warranted.	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  E	
  	
  	
   Mike	
   Oliphant,	
   Project	
   Manager,	
   Chevron	
  
Environmental	
  Management	
  Company	
  

	
  

Response	
  E-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  introductory	
  remarks	
  and	
  provides	
  background	
  information	
  

regarding	
  former	
  pipeline	
  activities	
  in	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  notes	
  that	
  

this	
  information	
  is	
  provided	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  assist	
  the	
  City	
  in	
  subsequent	
  planning	
  efforts.	
  

This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted	
  and	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  

Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  

the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   and,	
   as	
   such,	
   no	
   changes	
   to	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   are	
   warranted.	
   All	
   of	
   the	
  

supporting	
   information	
  provided	
  by	
   the	
   commenter	
   has	
   been	
   included	
   in	
   this	
   Final	
  

EIR,	
  and	
  may	
  be	
  utilized	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  during	
  the	
  subsequent	
  review	
  of	
  future	
  projects.	
  

Response	
  E-­‐2:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   background	
   information	
   regarding	
   risk	
   assessments	
   that	
  

were	
   conducted	
  on	
  pipelines	
   in	
   the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
  has	
  

been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  

The	
   commenter	
   has	
   not	
   addressed	
   the	
   adequacy	
   of	
   the	
  Draft	
   EIR	
   and,	
   as	
   such,	
   no	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  All	
  of	
  the	
  supporting	
  information	
  provided	
  by	
  

the	
  commenter	
  has	
  been	
   included	
   in	
   this	
   Final	
  EIR,	
  and	
  may	
  be	
  utilized	
  by	
   the	
  City	
  

during	
  the	
  subsequent	
  review	
  of	
  future	
  projects.	
  

Response	
  E-­‐3:	
  	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  website	
  links	
  to	
  additional	
  information	
  regarding	
  historical	
  

pipeline	
   data.	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
  

Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   has	
   not	
  

addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
   	
  All	
  of	
  the	
  supporting	
   information	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  has	
  been	
  

included	
   in	
   this	
   Final	
   EIR,	
   and	
   may	
   be	
   utilized	
   by	
   the	
   City	
   during	
   the	
   subsequent	
  

review	
  of	
  future	
  projects.	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  F	
  	
  	
   Steve	
  Duran,	
  City	
  Manager,	
  City	
  of	
  Antioch	
  
	
  

Response	
  F-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  expresses	
  concern	
  over	
  General	
  Plan	
  policies	
   related	
   to	
  SPA	
  2,	
  and	
  

notes	
   the	
   1992	
   Memorandum	
   of	
   Understanding	
   (MOU)	
   between	
   Brentwood	
   and	
  

Antioch	
   regarding	
   this	
   area.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   notes	
   that	
   the	
  MOU	
  policies	
   support	
  

maintaining	
   this	
   area	
   as	
   an	
   open	
   space	
   buffer	
   and/or	
   incorporating	
   urban	
   design	
  

features	
   to	
   separate	
   and	
   distinguish	
   the	
   two	
   communities.	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
  

and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
  

consideration.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  

as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  All	
  of	
  the	
  supporting	
  information	
  

provided	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  has	
  been	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR,	
  and	
  may	
  be	
  utilized	
  

by	
  the	
  City	
  during	
  the	
  subsequent	
  review	
  of	
  future	
  projects.	
  

Response	
  F-­‐2:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  General	
  Plan	
  Action	
  LU	
  1e	
  and	
  Policy	
  LU	
  1-­‐9	
  are	
  in	
  direct	
  

conflict	
   with	
   the	
   above-­‐referenced	
   MOU.	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   has	
   been	
  

forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  The	
  

commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  

to	
   the	
  Draft	
   EIR	
   are	
  warranted.	
   	
   All	
   of	
   the	
   supporting	
   information	
   provided	
   by	
   the	
  

commenter	
  has	
  been	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR,	
  and	
  may	
  be	
  utilized	
  by	
  the	
  City	
  during	
  

the	
  subsequent	
  review	
  of	
  future	
  projects.	
  

Response	
  F-­‐3:	
  	
   The	
  commenter	
  requests	
  that	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  be	
  amended	
  to	
  comply	
  with	
  the	
  MOU	
  

currently	
   in	
  effect.	
  This	
  comment	
   is	
  noted	
  and	
  has	
  been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
  Planning	
  

Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   has	
   not	
  

addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
   	
  All	
  of	
  the	
  supporting	
   information	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  has	
  been	
  

included	
   in	
   this	
   Final	
   EIR,	
   and	
   may	
   be	
   utilized	
   by	
   the	
   City	
   during	
   the	
   subsequent	
  

review	
  of	
  future	
  projects.	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  G	
  	
  	
   Cindy	
   Messer,	
   Deputy	
   Executive	
   Officer,	
   Delta	
  
Stewardship	
  Council	
  

	
  

Response	
  G-­‐1:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   introductory	
   remarks	
   and	
   expresses	
   support	
   for	
   the	
  

General	
   Plan’s	
   guiding	
   principal	
   of	
   preserving	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   surrounding	
  

Brentwood,	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   the	
   land	
   use	
   pattern	
   that	
   promotes	
   conservation	
   and	
  

preservation	
   of	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   and	
   resources.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   notes	
   that	
   the	
  

Delta	
   Plan	
   should	
   be	
   acknowledged	
   in	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR’s	
   description	
   of	
   the	
   project’s	
  

environmental	
  setting.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  specific	
  comments	
  in	
  the	
  following	
  

sections,	
  which	
  are	
  addressed	
  individually	
  below.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  G-­‐2:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  Final	
  EIR	
  should	
  discuss	
  any	
  inconsistencies	
  between	
  

the	
  proposed	
  project	
  and	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Chapter	
  3.0	
  

of	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR,	
  which	
  includes	
  an	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan’s	
  consistency	
  with	
  the	
  

Delta	
  Plan.	
  	
  As	
  described	
  in	
  greater	
  detail	
  in	
  Chapter	
  3.0,	
  the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
  

would	
  not	
  conflict	
  with	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan,	
  and	
  no	
  new	
  mitigation	
  is	
  required.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  G-­‐3:	
  	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   Special	
   Planning	
  Area	
   1,	
   as	
   shown	
  on	
   the	
  General	
   Plan	
  

Land	
   Use	
   Map,	
   is	
   outside	
   of	
   the	
   voter-­‐approved	
   Urban	
   Limit	
   Line,	
   and	
   the	
  

development	
   of	
   residential,	
   commercial,	
   and	
   industrial	
   land	
   uses	
   in	
   this	
   area	
   may	
  

conflict	
  with	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  Policy	
  DP	
  P1.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  the	
  discussion	
  of	
  

General	
  Plan	
  consistency	
  with	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan,	
  included	
  in	
  Chapter	
  3.0	
  of	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR.	
  	
  

As	
   discussed	
   in	
   Chapter	
   3.0,	
   while	
   the	
   Draft	
   Land	
   Use	
   Map	
   identifies	
   land	
   uses	
  

outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
  limits,	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  note	
  that	
  all	
  lands	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
  limits	
  

remain	
   under	
   the	
   jurisdiction	
   and	
   land	
   use	
   planning	
   authority	
   of	
   Contra	
   Costa	
  

County.	
   	
   Adoption	
   and	
   implementation	
   of	
   the	
   proposed	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan	
  

would	
   not	
   directly	
   result	
   in	
   the	
   construction	
   of	
   any	
   residential,	
   commercial,	
   or	
  

industrial	
   land	
  uses	
  on	
  lands	
  within	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan’s	
  boundaries,	
  nor	
  would	
  it	
  entitle	
  

or	
  result	
  in	
  the	
  direct	
  approval	
  of	
  any	
  development	
  projects.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  designation	
  of	
  lands	
  on	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  is	
  meant	
  to	
  reflect	
  to	
  the	
  

City’s	
  vision	
  for	
  future	
  land	
  use	
  patterns	
  in	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  As	
  stated	
  above,	
  land	
  

use	
  planning	
  authority	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
  limits	
  in	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  areas	
  of	
  Contra	
  

Costa	
   County	
   rests	
   with	
   the	
   County.	
   	
   The	
   County’s	
   General	
   Plan	
   Land	
   Use	
  

designations	
  for	
  lands	
  within	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  city	
  limits,	
  

are	
  shown	
  on	
  Figure	
  3.10-­‐4	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  These	
   land	
  use	
  designations	
  currently	
  

(and	
  will	
  continue	
  to)	
  regulate	
  land	
  use	
  decisions	
  within	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  until	
  such	
  

time	
   as	
   these	
   lands	
   may	
   be	
   annexed	
   into	
   Brentwood.	
   	
   Annexation	
   would	
   require	
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approval	
   by	
   the	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   Local	
   Agency	
   Formation	
   Commission	
   (LAFCO)	
   and	
  

would	
  require	
  a	
  voter-­‐approved	
  change	
  to	
  the	
  existing	
  Urban	
  Limit	
  Line.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  proposed	
  project	
  would	
  not	
  result	
  in	
  a	
  conflict	
  with	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  Policy	
  DP	
  P1,	
  since	
  

adoption	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
  would	
   not	
   result	
   in	
   the	
   formal	
   re-­‐designation	
   of	
   any	
  

lands	
   outside	
   of	
   the	
   city	
   limits	
   to	
   residential,	
   commercial,	
   or	
   industrial,	
   nor	
   would	
  

adoption	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   entitle	
   or	
   otherwise	
   approve	
   any	
   residential,	
  

commercial,	
   or	
   industrial	
   lands	
   or	
   projects	
   outside	
   of	
   the	
   city	
   limits.	
   	
   As	
   such,	
   the	
  

proposed	
  project	
  does	
  not	
  conflict	
  with	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  Policy	
  DP	
  P1.	
  	
  The	
  potential	
  for	
  the	
  

General	
   Plan	
   to	
   conflict	
   with	
   the	
   Delta	
   Plan	
   is	
   considered	
   a	
   less	
   than	
   significant	
  

impact,	
  and	
  no	
  additional	
  mitigation	
  is	
  required.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  G-­‐4:	
  	
   The	
  commenter	
  notes	
  that	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  may	
  result	
  in	
  significant	
  and	
  

unavoidable	
  impacts	
  to	
  agricultural	
   lands	
  and	
  resources,	
  and	
  expresses	
  appreciation	
  

for	
   the	
   inclusion	
   of	
  mitigation	
  measures	
   to	
   offset	
   potential	
   impacts	
   to	
   agricultural	
  

lands.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   recommends	
   additional	
   mitigation	
   measures,	
   which	
   are	
  

drawn	
   from	
   the	
  Delta	
   Plan’s	
   Final	
   EIR,	
   to	
   further	
   protect	
   farmlands	
   to	
   the	
   greatest	
  

extent	
  feasible.	
  	
  The	
  General	
  Plan	
  includes	
  a	
  robust	
  set	
  of	
  policies	
  and	
  actions	
  aimed	
  

at	
  protecting	
  agricultural	
  lands	
  and	
  agricultural	
  resources	
  throughout	
  Brentwood	
  and	
  

the	
   Planning	
   Area.	
   	
   The	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   included	
   in	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   would	
  

accomplish	
  the	
  implementation	
  goals	
  of	
  the	
  policies	
  suggested	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  for	
  

inclusion	
   in	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR.	
   	
   While	
   the	
   City	
   appreciates	
   the	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
  

provided	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
   with	
   respect	
   to	
   agricultural	
   mitigation,	
   the	
   existing	
  

policies	
   and	
  actions	
   included	
   in	
   the	
  General	
   Plan	
  accomplish	
   the	
   goals	
  of	
   the	
  Delta	
  

Plan	
  to	
  the	
  greatest	
  extent	
  feasible,	
  and	
  the	
   inclusion	
  of	
  the	
   language	
  suggested	
  by	
  

the	
   commenter	
   would	
   not	
   alter	
   the	
   conclusions	
   related	
   to	
   agricultural	
   impacts	
  

contained	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR;	
   therefore,	
   this	
   impact	
   would	
   remain	
   significant	
   and	
  

unavoidable.	
  	
  	
  

	
   As	
   described	
   in	
   Chapter	
   3.0	
   of	
   this	
   Final	
   EIR,	
   the	
   following	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   are	
  

included	
   in	
   the	
   General	
   Plan,	
   which	
   would	
   provide	
   for	
   extensive	
   and	
   robust	
  

protection	
   of	
   agricultural	
   lands.	
   	
   These	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   represent	
   the	
   most	
  

aggressive	
   feasible	
   approach	
   to	
   agricultural	
   mitigation,	
   and	
   no	
   changes	
   to	
   these	
  

policies	
  and	
  actions	
  are	
  required.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐1:	
   Support	
   and	
   encourage	
   the	
   preservation	
   of	
   agricultural	
   lands	
  

throughout	
  Brentwood’s	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  particularly	
  in	
  areas	
  to	
  the	
  south	
  and	
  east	
  of	
  

the	
  city	
  limits.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐2:	
  	
  Maintain	
  permanent	
  agricultural	
  lands	
  surrounding	
  the	
  city	
  limits	
  to	
  

serve	
  as	
  community	
  separators	
  and	
  continue	
  the	
  agricultural	
  heritage	
  of	
  Brentwood.	
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Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐3:	
  	
  Encourage	
  and	
  support	
  programs	
  that	
  create	
  or	
  establish	
  permanent	
  

agricultural	
  areas	
  in	
  Brentwood’s	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐4:	
  	
  Participate	
  in	
  regional	
  planning	
  efforts	
  with	
  agencies	
  such	
  as	
  Contra	
  

Costa	
   County,	
   the	
   cities	
   of	
   Antioch	
   and	
   Oakley,	
   land	
   trusts,	
   and	
   other	
   regional	
  

partners	
   to	
   establish	
   and	
   maintain	
   permanent	
   agricultural	
   areas	
   surrounding	
  

Brentwood.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐5:	
  	
  Work	
  with	
  the	
  Local	
  Agency	
  Formation	
  Commission	
  (LAFCO)	
  on	
  issues	
  

of	
  mutual	
  concern	
   including	
  the	
  conservation	
  of	
  agricultural	
   land	
  through	
  consistent	
  

use	
   of	
   LAFCO	
   policies,	
   particularly	
   those	
   related	
   to	
   conversion	
   of	
   agricultural	
   lands	
  

and	
   establishment	
   of	
   adequate	
   buffers	
   between	
   agricultural	
   and	
   non-­‐agricultural	
  

uses,	
   and	
   the	
   designation	
   of	
   a	
   reasonable	
   and	
   logical	
   Sphere	
   of	
   Influence	
   (SOI)	
  

boundary	
  for	
  the	
  City.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐6:	
  	
  Minimize	
  conflicts	
  between	
  agricultural	
  and	
  urban	
  land	
  uses.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐7:	
   	
   Require	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   buffers	
   such	
   as	
   greenbelts,	
   drainage	
   features,	
  

parks,	
  or	
  other	
  improved	
  and	
  maintained	
  features	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  separate	
  residential	
  and	
  

other	
   sensitive	
   land	
  uses,	
   such	
  as	
   schools	
  and	
  hospitals,	
   from	
  agricultural	
   lands	
  and	
  

agricultural	
  operations.	
  	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐8:	
   	
   Require	
   new	
   development	
   to	
   have	
   structural	
   setbacks	
   that	
   respect	
  

agricultural	
  operations.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐9:	
   	
  Developers	
   shall	
  be	
   responsible	
   for	
  mitigating	
   impacts	
  upon	
  nearby	
  

agriculture.	
   	
   Setbacks	
   and	
   buffers	
   shall	
   be	
   provided	
   by	
   the	
   developer	
   and	
   not	
  

encroach	
  upon	
  productive	
  agricultural	
  areas.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐10:	
   Limit	
   incompatible	
   uses	
   (i.e.,	
   schools,	
   hospitals,	
   and	
   high	
   density	
  

residential)	
  near	
  agriculture.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐11:	
  Work	
  with	
   agricultural	
   landowners	
   to	
   improve	
   practices	
   that	
   have	
  

resulted	
   in	
   adverse	
   impacts	
   to	
   adjacent	
   properties.	
   	
   Such	
   practices	
   include	
   site	
  

drainage	
  and	
  flood	
  control	
  measures.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐12:	
   Promote	
   best	
   management	
   practices	
   in	
   agricultural	
   operations	
   to	
  

reduce	
  emissions,	
  conserve	
  energy	
  and	
  water,	
  and	
  utilize	
  alternative	
  energy	
  sources.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐13:	
   Assist	
   agricultural	
   landowners	
   and	
   farmers	
   with	
   a	
   variety	
   of	
  

programs	
   aimed	
   at	
   preserving	
   agricultural	
   lands,	
   increasing	
   opportunities	
   for	
   local	
  

sales	
  of	
  agricultural	
  products,	
  and	
  increasing	
  access	
  to	
  local	
  commodities	
  markets.	
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Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐14:	
  Encourage	
  agricultural	
  landowners	
  in	
  Brentwood’s	
  Planning	
  Area	
  to	
  

participate	
   in	
  Williamson	
   Act	
   contracts	
   and	
   other	
   programs	
   that	
   provide	
   long-­‐term	
  

protection	
  of	
  agricultural	
  lands.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐15:	
   Support	
   the	
   procurement	
   of	
   expanded	
   and	
   additional	
  water	
   rights	
  

which	
  provide	
  for	
  contractual	
  supply	
  reliability	
  for	
  agricultural	
  use.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐16:	
  Encourage	
  small-­‐scale	
  food	
  production,	
  such	
  as	
  community	
  gardens	
  

and	
   cooperative	
   neighborhood	
   growing	
   efforts,	
   on	
   parcels	
   within	
   the	
   city	
   limits,	
  

provided	
  that	
  the	
  operations	
  do	
  not	
  conflict	
  with	
  existing	
  adjacent	
  urban	
  uses.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐17:	
  Encourage	
  and	
  support	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  new	
  agricultural	
  related	
  

industries	
  featuring	
  alternative	
  energy,	
  utilization	
  of	
  agricultural	
  waste,	
  biofuels,	
  and	
  

solar	
  or	
  wind	
  farms.	
  

Policy	
  LU	
  1-­‐4:	
  	
  Require	
   new	
   development	
   to	
   occur	
   in	
   a	
   logical	
   and	
   orderly	
   manner,	
  

focusing	
  growth	
  on	
  infill	
  locations	
  and	
  areas	
  designated	
  for	
  urbanization	
  on	
  the	
  Land	
  

Use	
   Map	
   (Figure	
   LU-­‐1),	
   and	
   be	
   subject	
   to	
   the	
   ability	
   to	
   provide	
   urban	
   services,	
  

including	
  paying	
  for	
  any	
  needed	
  extension	
  of	
  services.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  LU	
  1-­‐5:	
  	
  Encourage	
  new	
  development	
  to	
  be	
  contiguous	
  to	
  existing	
  development,	
  

whenever	
  possible.	
  

Policy	
  LU	
  2-­‐7:	
  	
  Strongly	
   encourage	
   residential	
   development	
   in	
   the	
   city	
   in	
   a	
   balanced	
  

and	
   efficient	
   pattern	
   that	
   reduces	
   sprawl,	
   preserves	
   open	
   space,	
   and	
   creates	
  

convenient	
  connections	
  to	
  other	
  land	
  uses.	
  

Policy	
   LU	
   5-­‐1:	
  Maintain	
   significant	
   areas	
   of	
   permanent	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   and	
   open	
  

space	
  surrounding	
  the	
  city	
  limits.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  LU	
  5-­‐2:	
  	
  Protect	
   agricultural	
   land	
   from	
   urban	
   development	
   except	
   where	
   the	
  

General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  has	
  designated	
  the	
  land	
  for	
  urban	
  uses.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2a:	
  Continue	
  to	
  implement	
  Chapter	
  8.01	
  (Right	
  to	
  Farm)	
  of	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  

Municipal	
  Code	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  protect	
  farming	
  uses	
  from	
  encroaching	
  urban	
  uses	
  and	
  to	
  

notify	
  potential	
  homebuyers	
  of	
  nearby	
  agricultural	
  operations.	
  

Action	
   COS	
   2b:	
   Consider	
   impacts	
   to	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   and	
   agricultural	
   productivity	
  

when	
   reviewing	
   new	
   development	
   projects,	
   amendments	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan,	
   and	
  

rezoning	
  applications.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2c:	
  Amend	
  Title	
  17	
  (Zoning)	
  of	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  Municipal	
  Code	
  to	
   include	
  

specific	
   agricultural	
   buffer	
   requirements	
   for	
   residential	
   and	
   sensitive	
   land	
   uses	
   (i.e.,	
  

schools,	
   day	
   care	
   facilities,	
   and	
   medical	
   facilities)	
   that	
   are	
   proposed	
   near	
   existing	
  

agricultural	
   lands	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   protect	
   the	
   associated	
   agricultural	
   operations	
   from	
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encroachment	
  by	
  incompatible	
  uses.	
  	
  	
  Buffers	
  shall	
  generally	
  be	
  defined	
  as	
  a	
  physical	
  

separation,	
   depending	
   on	
   the	
   land	
   use,	
   and	
   may	
   consist	
   of	
   topographic	
   features,	
  

roadways,	
  bike/pedestrian	
  paths,	
  greenbelts,	
  water	
  courses,	
  or	
  similar	
   features.	
  The	
  

buffer	
  shall	
  occur	
  on	
  the	
  parcel	
  for	
  which	
  a	
  permit	
  is	
  sought	
  and	
  shall	
  favor	
  protection	
  

of	
  the	
  maximum	
  amount	
  of	
  agricultural	
  land.	
  

Action	
   COS	
   2d:	
   Collaborate	
   with	
   water	
   suppliers	
   and	
   wastewater	
   treatment	
   plant	
  

operators	
   to	
   increase	
   the	
   availability	
   of	
   treated	
   or	
   recycled	
   water	
   for	
   agricultural	
  

purposes.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2e:	
  Work	
  with	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  to	
  establish	
  and	
  implement	
  consistent	
  

policies	
   for	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   in	
   Brentwood's	
   Planning	
   Area	
   that	
   prioritize	
   the	
  

preservation	
  of	
  agricultural	
  lands	
  and	
  support	
  ongoing	
  agricultural	
  activities.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2f:	
  Continue	
  to	
   implement,	
  and	
  periodically	
   review/update	
  as	
  necessary,	
  

Chapter	
   17.730	
   (Agricultural	
   Preservation	
   Program)	
   of	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   Municipal	
  

Code.	
  

Action	
   COS	
   2g:	
   Continue	
   to	
   implement	
   the	
   Agricultural	
   Enterprise	
   Implementation	
  

Plan	
   to	
   assist	
   local	
   farmers	
  with	
   a	
   variety	
   of	
   programs	
   that	
   facilitate	
   infrastructure	
  

improvements,	
   business	
   ventures,	
   and	
   other	
   initiatives	
   to	
   grow	
   the	
   agricultural	
  

industry	
  in	
  and	
  around	
  Brentwood.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
   COS	
   2h:	
   Coordinate	
   with	
   groups	
   such	
   as	
   the	
   Agricultural-­‐Natural	
   Resources	
  

Trust	
  of	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
   (ANRT),	
   the	
  Brentwood	
  Agricultural	
  Land	
  Trust	
   (BALT),	
  

and	
   Harvest	
   Time	
   in	
   Brentwood	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   fund	
   agricultural	
   easements,	
   programs	
  

that	
  protect	
  agricultural	
   lands,	
  and	
  programs	
  that	
  provide	
  marketing	
  assistance	
  and	
  

economic	
  support	
  to	
  local	
  farmers.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2i:	
  	
  Develop	
   a	
   program	
   to	
   provide	
   additional	
   support	
   for	
   agricultural	
  

tourism,	
  u-­‐pick	
   farms,	
  and	
  other	
  agricultural	
  activities	
  that	
  serve	
  as	
  a	
  regional	
  draw	
  

to	
  Brentwood	
  and	
  enhance	
  its	
  agricultural	
  heritage.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
   LU	
   1c:	
   Prioritize	
   the	
   processing	
   of	
   development	
   applications	
   for	
   infill,	
  

underutilized,	
   or	
   vacant	
   parcels	
   designated	
   for	
   urban	
   uses	
   over	
   those	
   projects	
  

requiring	
  annexation.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  LU	
  5a:	
  	
  Continue	
   to	
   designate	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   to	
   the	
   south	
   and	
   east	
   of	
   the	
  

city	
  limits	
  as	
  Agricultural	
  Conservation	
  on	
  the	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
   LU	
   5b:	
   Coordinate	
   with	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   County	
   to	
   encourage	
   and	
   facilitate	
   a	
  

variety	
   of	
   agricultural	
   enterprises	
   on	
   lands	
   identified	
   as	
   the	
   Agricultural	
   Enterprise	
  

Area	
   in	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan.	
   Agricultural	
   uses	
   within	
   this	
   area	
   should	
   be	
  

flexible	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  maximize	
  the	
  economic	
  vitality	
  of	
  smaller	
  agricultural	
  parcels	
  that	
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may	
  not	
  be	
  suitable	
  for	
  large-­‐scale	
  commercial	
  agricultural	
  operations.	
  	
  Allowed	
  uses	
  

should	
  be	
  agricultural	
  in	
  nature	
  and	
  may	
  include,	
  but	
  are	
  not	
  limited	
  to,	
  the	
  following:	
  

1. Visitor-­‐serving	
   uses	
   that	
   support	
   and	
   are	
   incidental	
   to	
   agricultural	
  

production,	
   such	
   as	
   tasting	
   rooms,	
   including	
   sales	
   and	
   promotion	
   of	
  

products	
  grown	
  or	
  processed	
  in	
  the	
  region,	
  educational	
  activities	
  and	
  tours,	
  

incidental	
   sales	
   of	
   items	
   related	
   to	
   local	
   area	
   agricultural	
   products,	
  

promotional	
   events,	
   and	
   farm	
   homestays,	
   which	
   allow	
   visitors	
   to	
   visit	
   a	
  

farm	
   in	
   the	
   form	
   of	
   a	
   vacation,	
   that	
   support	
   and	
   are	
   secondary	
   and	
  

incidental	
  to	
  local	
  agricultural	
  production.	
  	
  

2. Commercial	
  uses	
  that	
  directly	
  support	
  agricultural	
  operations,	
  including	
  

roadside	
  stands,	
  wholesale	
  and	
  retail	
  agricultural	
  sales,	
  and	
  wineries.	
  

3. Agricultural-­‐based	
   tourism	
  uses,	
   including	
  u-­‐pick	
   farms,	
  dude	
   ranches,	
  

lodging,	
   horseshows,	
   rodeos,	
   crop-­‐based	
   seasonal	
   events,	
   and	
   ancillary	
  

restaurants	
  and/or	
  stores.	
  

4. Equestrian	
  centers	
  and	
  facilities,	
  including	
  boarding	
  facilities.	
  

Response	
  G-­‐5:	
   The	
  commenter	
  requests	
  an	
  explanation	
  of	
  why	
  agricultural	
  land	
  would	
  be	
  converted	
  

to	
  non-­‐agricultural	
  uses,	
  given	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
  is	
  anticipated	
  to	
  result	
  

in	
  a	
  lower	
  buildout	
  population	
  than	
  the	
  current	
  General	
  Plan.	
  	
  As	
  shown	
  in	
  Table	
  3.2-­‐

1	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  the	
  California	
  Department	
  of	
  Conservation	
  Farmland	
  Mapping	
  and	
  

Monitoring	
   Program	
   (FMMP)	
   identifies	
   approximately	
   1,700	
   acres	
   of	
   Important	
  

Farmland	
  within	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  city	
  limits,	
  including	
  635.39	
  acres	
  of	
  Prime	
  Farmland,	
  

27.85	
  acres	
  of	
  Farmland	
  of	
  Statewide	
  Importance,	
  0.29	
  acre	
  of	
  Unique	
  Farmland,	
  and	
  

1,036.5	
  acres	
  of	
  Farmland	
  of	
  Local	
  Importance.	
  	
  The	
  majority	
  of	
  the	
  lands	
  within	
  the	
  

Brentwood	
  city	
  limits	
  are	
  designated	
  for	
  urban	
  land	
  uses	
  on	
  both	
  the	
  current	
  General	
  

Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  and	
  the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map.	
  	
  The	
  designation	
  

of	
  lands	
  within	
  the	
  city	
  limits	
  for	
  urban	
  land	
  uses	
  represents	
  a	
  land	
  use	
  pattern	
  that	
  

would	
   promote	
   infill	
   development	
   and	
   protect	
   agricultural	
   lands,	
   agricultural	
  

resources,	
  and	
  Williamson	
  Act	
  contract	
  lands	
  throughout	
  areas	
  beyond	
  the	
  city	
  limits.	
  

The	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  emphasizes	
  and	
  prioritizes	
   infill	
  development	
  as	
  a	
  key	
  

strategy	
   to	
   preserve	
   and	
   protect	
   the	
   greatest	
   amount	
   of	
   agricultural	
   land	
   feasible.	
  	
  

While	
   all	
   of	
   the	
   Important	
   Farmlands	
   within	
   the	
   city	
   limits	
   may	
   eventually	
   be	
  

converted	
   to	
   non-­‐agricultural	
   uses,	
   the	
  General	
   Plan	
   seeks	
   to	
  preserve	
   and	
  protect	
  

significant	
   quantities	
   of	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   outside	
   of	
   the	
   city	
   limits,	
   within	
   the	
  

Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  	
  

Table	
   3.2-­‐2	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   identifies	
   the	
   proposed	
   land	
   use	
   designation	
   for	
   the	
  

Important	
  Farmland	
  acres	
  located	
  in	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  As	
  shown	
  in	
  this	
  table,	
  of	
  the	
  

14,757	
  acres	
  of	
   Important	
  Farmland	
   located	
  within	
   the	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  12,534	
  acres	
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(approximately	
   85%)	
   are	
   assigned	
   land	
   use	
   designations	
   on	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   Land	
  

Use	
  Map	
  that	
  would	
  protect	
  the	
  agricultural	
  viability	
  of	
  the	
  land.	
  	
  	
  

As	
   described	
   in	
   greater	
   detail	
   in	
   Chapter	
   2.0	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   the	
   Agricultural	
  

Conservation	
   land	
   use	
   designation	
   is	
   designed	
   to	
   protect	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   and	
  

agricultural	
  operations.	
  	
  The	
  Permanent	
  Open	
  Space	
  designation	
  identifies	
  lands	
  that	
  

are	
  permanently	
  protected	
  from	
  future	
  urban	
  development	
  through	
  the	
  application	
  

of	
   conservation	
  easements	
  or	
  other	
   formal	
  mechanisms	
   to	
  ensure	
   that	
  open	
   space	
  

uses	
  are	
  continued	
  in	
  perpetuity.	
   	
  The	
  Park	
  designation	
  in	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  applies	
  

only	
   to	
   Marsh	
   Creek	
   State	
   Park,	
   and	
   does	
   not	
   include	
   any	
   parcels	
   proposed	
   for	
  

development	
  of	
  formal	
  recreational	
  facilities.	
  	
  The	
  Urban	
  Reserve	
  designation	
  serves	
  

as	
   a	
   placeholder	
   for	
   future	
   urban	
   development.	
   	
   The	
   land	
   designated	
   as	
   Urban	
  

Reserve	
   is	
   located	
   beyond	
   the	
   existing	
   Sphere	
   of	
   Influence	
   (SOI)	
   and	
   outside	
   the	
  

Urban	
  Limit	
  Line.	
  Lands	
  designated	
  Urban	
  Reserve	
  shall	
  not	
  be	
  extensively	
  subdivided	
  

or	
   developed	
   until	
   it	
   is	
   appropriate	
   to	
   develop	
   the	
   lands	
   with	
   urban	
   levels	
   of	
  

residential,	
   commercial,	
   parks	
   and	
   recreation,	
   and	
   public/semi-­‐public	
   uses.	
   	
   It	
   is	
  

expected	
  that	
  more	
  specific	
  planning	
  and	
  feasibility	
  studies	
  will	
  be	
  required	
  prior	
  to	
  

the	
   development	
   of	
   these	
   areas.	
   	
   Additionally,	
   there	
   are	
   areas	
   of	
   land	
   within	
   the	
  

Planning	
  Area	
  that	
  do	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  formal	
  land	
  use	
  designation,	
  which	
  consist	
  primarily	
  

of	
   utility	
   easements,	
   rights-­‐of-­‐way,	
   and	
   other	
   non-­‐developable	
   areas	
   that	
   are	
   not	
  

subject	
  to	
  urban	
  development.	
  	
  	
  

As	
  noted	
  in	
  Chapter	
  3.0	
  of	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR,	
  while	
  the	
  Draft	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  identifies	
  land	
  

uses	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
  limits,	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  note	
  that	
  all	
  lands	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
  

limits	
  remain	
  under	
  the	
  jurisdiction	
  and	
  land	
  use	
  planning	
  authority	
  of	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  

County.	
   	
   Adoption	
   and	
   implementation	
   of	
   the	
   proposed	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan	
  

would	
   not	
   directly	
   result	
   in	
   the	
   construction	
   of	
   any	
   residential,	
   commercial,	
   or	
  

industrial	
  land	
  uses	
  on	
  lands	
  within	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  boundaries,	
  nor	
  would	
  it	
  entitle	
  or	
  

result	
  in	
  the	
  direct	
  approval	
  of	
  any	
  development	
  projects.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  designation	
  of	
   lands	
  on	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
   is	
  meant	
   to	
  reflect	
   the	
  

City’s	
  vision	
  for	
  future	
  land	
  use	
  patterns	
  in	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  As	
  stated	
  above,	
  land	
  

use	
  planning	
  authority	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
  limits	
  in	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  areas	
  of	
  Contra	
  

Costa	
   County	
   rests	
   with	
   the	
   County.	
   	
   The	
   County’s	
   General	
   Plan	
   Land	
   Use	
  

designations	
  for	
  lands	
  within	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  city	
  limits,	
  

are	
  shown	
  on	
  Figure	
  3.10-­‐4	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  These	
   land	
  use	
  designations	
  currently	
  

(and	
  will	
  continue	
  to)	
  regulate	
  land	
  use	
  decisions	
  within	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  until	
  such	
  

time	
   as	
   these	
   lands	
  may	
   be	
   annexed	
   into	
   Brentwood.	
   	
   Annexation	
   of	
   lands	
   would	
  

require	
   approval	
   by	
   the	
  Contra	
   Costa	
   Local	
   Agency	
   Formation	
  Commission	
   (LAFCO)	
  

and	
   would	
   require	
   a	
   voter-­‐approved	
   change	
   to	
   the	
   existing	
   Urban	
   Limit	
   Line.	
   	
   No	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  required.	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  H	
  	
  	
   Erik	
   Alm,	
   District	
   Branch	
   Chief,	
   California	
  
Department	
  of	
  Transportation	
  (Caltrans)	
  

	
  

Response	
  H-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  introductory	
  remarks	
  and	
  notes	
  that	
  specific	
  comments	
  on	
  

the	
  General	
  Plan	
  and	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  provided	
  in	
  the	
  following	
  comments.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  H-­‐2:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   “Delay	
   Index”	
   for	
   analysis	
   of	
   the	
   freeway	
  
facility	
  is	
  insufficient,	
  and	
  asks	
  for	
  a	
  study	
  of	
  the	
  freeway’s	
  level	
  of	
  service.	
  

As	
  indicated	
  on	
  page	
  3.13-­‐28	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  the	
  Delay	
  Index	
  metric	
  has	
  been	
  set	
  by	
  
the	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  Transportation	
  Authority	
  (CCTA)	
  and	
  TRANSPLAN	
  as	
  the	
  Multimodal	
  
Transportation	
   Service	
   Objective	
   (MTSO)	
   to	
   be	
   applied	
   on	
   State	
   Route	
   4	
   in	
   East	
  
Contra	
   Costa	
   County.	
   	
   Justification	
   for	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   the	
   Delay	
   Index	
   instead	
   of	
  
conventional	
   freeway	
   level	
   of	
   service	
  methodologies	
   is	
   outlined	
   in	
   the	
  East	
   County	
  
Action	
   Plan	
   for	
   Routes	
   of	
   Regional	
   Significance,	
   TRANSPLAN,	
   2009.	
   	
   The	
   adopted	
  
standard	
   is	
   that	
   the	
  Delay	
   Index	
   should	
  not	
   exceed	
  2.5	
   during	
   the	
  AM	
  or	
   PM	
  peak	
  
period	
  for	
  SR	
  4.	
  	
  Following	
  is	
  an	
  excerpt	
  from	
  page	
  28	
  of	
  the	
  East	
  County	
  Action	
  Plan:	
  

“Anticipated	
   growth	
   that	
   has	
   already	
   been	
   approved	
   is	
   likely	
   to	
   be	
  
faster	
   than	
   the	
   ability	
   of	
   local	
   jurisdictions	
   and	
   Caltrans	
   to	
   provide	
  
capacity	
   relief.	
   	
   It	
   is	
   unreasonable	
   to	
   expect	
   that	
   uncongested	
  
conditions	
  can	
  ever	
  be	
  achieved	
  in	
  a	
  single	
  hour.	
  	
  Travelers	
  in	
  urban	
  and	
  
suburban	
  areas	
  have	
  come	
   to	
  accept	
  peak	
  hour	
  congestion,	
  especially	
  
on	
  the	
  freeway	
  routes.”	
  

While	
   the	
   commenter	
   provides	
   no	
   suggestion	
   for	
   alternative	
   methods	
   of	
   freeway	
  
performance,	
  one	
  alternative	
  method	
  commonly	
  used	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  projected	
  average	
  
speeds	
   during	
   peak	
   hours.	
   	
   Such	
   an	
   approach	
   is	
   used	
   by	
   the	
   Contra	
   Costa	
  
Transportation	
   Authority	
   in	
   its	
   Congestion	
   Management	
   Program	
   and	
   monitoring	
  
efforts,	
   including	
   the	
   2011	
   Congestion	
   Management	
   Program	
   Monitoring	
   Report,	
  
CCTA.	
  

The	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   provides	
   average	
   speeds	
   for	
   both	
   peak	
   hours	
   by	
   direction	
   in	
   Tables	
  
3.13-­‐19	
   and	
   3.13-­‐20.	
   	
   These	
   projections	
   are	
   summarized	
   in	
   the	
   following	
   table	
   for	
  
reference,	
   along	
   with	
   the	
   estimated	
   freeway	
   level	
   of	
   service	
   based	
   on	
   the	
   speed-­‐
based	
  LOS	
  criteria	
  utilized	
  by	
  CCTA.	
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SR	
  4	
  FREEWAY	
  PERFORMANCE	
  –	
  SR	
  160	
  TO	
  LONE	
  TREE	
  WAY	
  

	
   EASTBOUND	
   WESTBOUND	
  
	
   AM	
  Peak	
  Hour	
   PM	
  Peak	
  Hour	
   AM	
  Peak	
  Hour	
   PM	
  Peak	
  Hour	
  

Buildout	
  to	
  City	
  Limits	
   58.2/B	
   48.8/D	
   31.8/E	
   60.9/A	
  

Buildout	
  to	
  Planning	
  Area	
   56.7/C	
   49.8/D	
   33.0/E	
   59.8/B	
  
	
  Note:	
   Results	
  expressed	
  as	
  Average	
  Speed/Level	
  of	
  Service	
  
	
   Average	
  Speed	
  values	
  obtained	
  from	
  DEIR	
  Tables	
  3.13-­‐19	
  and	
  3.13-­‐20	
  
	
   Level	
  of	
  Service	
  thresholds	
  based	
  on	
  CCTA	
  2011	
  CMP	
  Monitoring	
  Report,	
  Table	
  3	
  

	
   The	
  analysis	
  of	
  potential	
  traffic	
  impacts	
  to	
  freeway	
  facilities	
  contained	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  

is	
  appropriate,	
  and	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  methodology	
  recommended	
  by	
  the	
  East	
  County	
  

Action	
   Plan	
   for	
   Routes	
   of	
   Regional	
   Significance.	
   	
   No	
   changes	
   to	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   are	
  

warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  H-­‐3:	
  	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  General	
  Plan	
  Policy	
  CIR	
  1-­‐4	
  and	
  Figure	
  CIR-­‐2	
  reference	
  the	
  

SR	
  4	
  Bypass,	
   and	
  notes	
   that	
   SR	
  4	
  has	
  been	
   adopted	
  by	
  Caltrans	
   and	
   is	
   no	
   longer	
   a	
  

bypass.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted.	
   	
   Policy	
   CIR	
   1-­‐4	
   lists	
   and	
   references	
   the	
   Routes	
   of	
  

Regional	
  Significance	
  identified	
  in	
  the	
  East	
  County	
  Action	
  Plan	
  for	
  Routes	
  of	
  Regional	
  

Significance,	
   produced	
   by	
   the	
   TRANSPLAN	
   Committee	
   and	
   the	
   Contra	
   Costa	
  

Transportation	
   Authority	
   (CCTA).	
   	
   In	
   order	
   to	
   maintain	
   consistency	
   with	
   this	
  

document,	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   lists	
   the	
   Routes	
   of	
   Regional	
   Significance	
   in	
   the	
   same	
  

manner	
  as	
   they	
  are	
   identified	
   in	
   the	
  East	
  County	
  Action	
  Plan	
  for	
  Routes	
  of	
  Regional	
  

Significance.	
   	
   Additionally,	
   Figure	
   CIR-­‐2	
   was	
   taken	
   directly	
   from	
   the	
   East	
   County	
  

Action	
  Plan	
  for	
  Routes	
  of	
  Regional	
  Significance,	
  and	
  was	
  intentionally	
  not	
  modified	
  by	
  

the	
  City	
  prior	
   to	
   inclusion	
   in	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
   in	
  order	
  to	
  maintain	
  consistency	
  with	
  

the	
  East	
  County	
  Action	
  Plan	
  for	
  Routes	
  of	
  Regional	
  Significance.	
   	
  Figure	
  CIR-­‐1	
   in	
  the	
  

General	
  Plan	
  is	
  the	
  City’s	
  Circulation	
  Diagram,	
  and	
  identifies	
  the	
  former	
  alignment	
  of	
  

SR	
  4	
  as	
  Brentwood	
  Boulevard,	
  and	
  identifies	
  the	
  former	
  alignment	
  of	
  the	
  SR	
  4	
  Bypass	
  

as	
   SR	
   4.	
   	
   The	
   City	
   appreciates	
   this	
   comment,	
   however,	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   language	
   and	
  

graphics	
   derived	
   directly	
   from	
   the	
   East	
   County	
   Action	
   Plan	
   for	
   Routes	
   of	
   Regional	
  

Significance	
   is	
   appropriate,	
   and	
   no	
   changes	
   to	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   or	
   General	
   Plan	
   are	
  

warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  H-­‐4:	
  	
   The	
   commenter	
   requests	
   that	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   incorporate	
   the	
   Contra	
   Costa	
  

Transportation	
  Authority’s	
  future	
  plans	
  for	
  SR	
  4,	
  and	
  notes	
  that	
  SR	
  4	
  is	
  planned	
  as	
  a	
  

four-­‐lane	
  freeway	
  with	
  a	
  wide	
  median.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  also	
  requests	
  that	
  the	
  Draft	
  

EIR	
   reflect	
   the	
   issues	
   raised	
   in	
   this	
   letter.	
   	
  Regarding	
   the	
   future	
  plans	
   for	
   SR	
  4;	
   this	
  

comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
  

Council	
   for	
   their	
   review	
   and	
   consideration.	
   	
   All	
   of	
   the	
   comments	
   raised	
   in	
   the	
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commenter	
   letter	
   have	
   been	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   responses	
   provided	
   above,	
   and	
   no	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  I	
  	
  	
   Louis	
  Parsons,	
  Discovery	
  Builders,	
  Inc.	
  
	
  

Response	
  I-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  requests	
  a	
  land	
  use	
  designation	
  change	
  to	
  the	
  parcel	
  located	
  at	
  1700	
  

Lone	
   Oak	
   Road.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
  

Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   review	
   and	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
  

does	
  not	
  address	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  

EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  J	
  	
  	
   William	
   R.	
   Kirkpatrick,	
   Manager	
   of	
   Water	
  
Distribution	
   Planning,	
   East	
   Bay	
   Municipal	
   Utility	
  
District	
  (EBMUD)	
  

	
  

Response	
  J-­‐1:	
   The	
   commenter	
   notes	
   that	
   Brentwood	
   is	
   located	
   outside	
   of	
   EBMUD’s	
   Ultimate	
  

Service	
  Boundary,	
  and	
  notes	
  that	
  EBMUD’s	
  Mokelumne	
  Aqueducts	
  are	
  located	
  within	
  

the	
  city	
  boundaries.	
  	
  This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  J-­‐2:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   future	
   projects	
   within	
   Brentwood	
   which	
   may	
   impact	
  

EBMUD	
  right-­‐of-­‐way	
  must	
  adhere	
  to	
  EBMUD’s	
  procedures	
  and	
  requirements	
  for	
  use	
  

of	
   the	
   right-­‐of-­‐way.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   reference	
  materials	
   related	
   to	
   these	
  

requirements.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   appreciated.	
   	
   The	
   City	
   will	
   continue	
   to	
  

coordinate	
   with	
   EBMUD	
   regarding	
   projects	
   within	
   Brentwood	
   that	
   may	
   impact	
  

EBMUD	
   right-­‐of-­‐way	
   and/or	
   infrastructure,	
   and	
   will	
   continue	
   to	
   ensure	
   that	
   all	
  

projects	
   and	
   actions	
   implement	
   the	
   appropriate	
   requirements.	
   	
   No	
   changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  K	
  	
  	
   Joel	
   Devalcourt,	
   Regional	
   Representative,	
   Greenbelt	
  
Alliance	
  

	
  

Response	
  K-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  introductory	
  remarks	
  and	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  does	
  not	
  

adequately	
   study	
   and	
  mitigate	
   for	
   significant	
   impacts	
   of	
   proposed	
   future	
   planning	
  

and	
  development.	
   	
  Specific	
  responses	
  to	
  issues	
  raised	
  in	
  the	
  commenter’s	
   letter	
  are	
  

provided	
  below.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐2:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
  General	
   Plan	
   encourages	
   sprawl-­‐type	
   development	
  

on	
  open	
  space	
  and	
  prime	
  farmland,	
  resulting	
  in	
  impacts	
  related	
  to	
  traffic,	
  air	
  quality,	
  

farmland,	
  open	
  space,	
  and	
  scenic	
  viewsheds.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  requests	
  that	
  the	
  Final	
  

EIR	
   consider	
   the	
   fiscal	
   impacts	
   of	
   developing	
   farmland	
   and	
   open	
   space.	
   	
   The	
  

commenter	
  does	
  not	
  provide	
  any	
  specific	
  details	
  or	
  information	
  regarding	
  impacts	
  to	
  

the	
   range	
   of	
   environmental	
   topics	
   listed	
   above	
   in	
   this	
   particular	
   portion	
   of	
   the	
  

comment	
  letter.	
   	
  The	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  includes	
  a	
  thorough	
  and	
  detailed	
  analysis	
  of	
   impacts	
  

related	
   to	
   (among	
   others)	
   traffic,	
   air	
   quality,	
   farmland,	
   open	
   space,	
   and	
   scenic	
  

resources.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

The	
   inclusion	
   of	
   a	
   fiscal	
   analysis	
   is	
   not	
   appropriate	
   for	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR.	
   The	
   CEQA	
  

Guidelines	
   define	
   the	
   parameters	
   under	
  which	
   the	
   consideration	
   of	
   socioeconomic	
  

impacts	
   is	
   included	
   in	
  an	
  environmental	
  evaluation.	
  CEQA	
  Guidelines	
   Section	
  15131	
  

states	
   that	
   “[e]conomic	
  or	
   social	
   information	
  may	
  be	
   included	
   in	
   an	
   EIR	
  or	
  may	
  be	
  

presented	
   in	
   whatever	
   form	
   the	
   agency	
   desires.”	
   Further,	
   Section	
   15131(a)	
   of	
   the	
  

Guidelines	
  states	
  that	
  “[e]conomic	
  or	
  social	
  effects	
  of	
  a	
  project	
  shall	
  not	
  be	
  treated	
  as	
  

significant	
  effects	
  on	
  the	
  environment.	
  An	
  EIR	
  may	
  trace	
  a	
  chain	
  of	
  cause	
  and	
  effect	
  

from	
   a	
   proposed	
   decision	
   on	
   a	
   project	
   through	
   anticipated	
   economic	
   or	
   social	
  

changes	
   resulting	
   from	
   the	
   project	
   to	
   physical	
   changes	
   caused	
   in	
   turn	
   by	
   the	
  

economic	
  or	
   social	
   changes	
   [emphasis	
  added].	
  The	
   intermediate	
  economic	
  or	
   social	
  

changes	
  need	
  not	
  be	
  analyzed	
  in	
  any	
  detail	
  greater	
  than	
  necessary	
  to	
  trace	
  the	
  chain	
  

of	
  cause	
  and	
  effect.	
  The	
  focus	
  of	
  the	
  analysis	
  shall	
  be	
  on	
  the	
  physical	
  changes.”	
  CEQA	
  

Guidelines	
   Section	
   15131(b)	
   also	
   provides	
   that	
   “[e]conomic	
   or	
   social	
   effects	
   of	
   a	
  

project	
  may	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  determine	
  the	
  significance	
  of	
  physical	
  changes	
  caused	
  by	
  the	
  

project.”	
  

The	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  includes	
  a	
  detailed	
  and	
  comprehensive	
  analysis	
  of	
  potential	
  impacts	
  to	
  

farmland	
   and	
  undeveloped	
   lands	
  within	
   the	
   city	
   limits	
   and	
   the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
   	
   The	
  

commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Chapter	
  3.1	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  which	
  includes	
  an	
  analysis	
  of	
  

impacts	
   to	
   aesthetics	
   and	
   visual	
   resources,	
   and	
   Chapter	
   3.2,	
   which	
   includes	
   an	
  

analysis	
   of	
   impacts	
   to	
   agricultural	
   and	
   forest	
   resources.	
   	
   Both	
   of	
   these	
   Draft	
   EIR	
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chapters	
   identify	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   included	
   in	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   that	
  

would	
  reduce	
  impacts	
  to	
  these	
  resources	
  to	
  the	
  greatest	
  extent	
  feasible.	
  	
  	
  

As	
  stated	
  above,	
  the	
  inclusion	
  of	
  a	
  fiscal	
  analysis	
  in	
  the	
  EIR	
  is	
  not	
  required.	
  	
  As	
  such,	
  

no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐3:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   all	
   of	
   the	
   land	
  within	
   SPAs	
   1	
   and	
   2	
   are	
   outside	
   of	
   the	
  

Urban	
  Limit	
  Line	
   (ULL),	
  and	
  notes	
  multiple	
  ballot	
  measures	
   related	
  to	
   the	
  ULL.	
   	
  The	
  

recommendations	
   for	
   inclusion	
   in	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR	
  provided	
  by	
   the	
   commenter	
   consist	
  

primary	
  of	
  ballot	
  measures	
  that	
  are	
  not	
  currently	
  in	
  effect,	
  including	
  ballot	
  measures	
  

that	
   were	
   rejected.	
   	
   The	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   correctly	
   and	
   accurately	
   identifies	
   the	
  

requirements	
  of	
  Measure	
  J	
  (see	
  page	
  3.10-­‐28),	
  and	
  notes	
  Measure	
  J’s	
  relationship	
  to	
  

the	
  currently	
  enforceable	
  ULL.	
  	
  The	
  background	
  narrative	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  

has	
  no	
  bearing	
  on	
  the	
  analysis	
  or	
  accuracy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted,	
  

and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
  

consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐4:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   if	
   development	
   in	
   SPA	
   1	
   and	
   SPA	
   2	
  moves	
   forward,	
   it	
  

would	
   require	
   a	
   voter-­‐approved	
   amendment	
   to	
   the	
   ULL	
   and	
   would	
   require	
  

annexation	
  into	
  the	
  city	
  limits.	
  	
  This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted.	
  	
  The	
  identification	
  of	
  SPAs	
  1	
  

and	
  2	
  on	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  would	
  not	
  formally	
  move,	
  alter,	
  or	
  break	
  the	
  

existing	
  ULL.	
  	
  If	
  future	
  development	
  projects	
  within	
  SPAs	
  1	
  and	
  2	
  were	
  proposed	
  for	
  

annexation	
   into	
   Brentwood,	
   the	
   annexation	
   would	
   require	
   LAFCO	
   approval.	
  	
  

Additionally,	
  future	
  development	
  within	
  SPAs	
  1	
  and	
  2	
  would	
  require	
  an	
  amendment	
  

to	
  the	
  existing	
  ULL.	
  	
  The	
  fiscal	
  impacts	
  of	
  such	
  actions	
  are	
  not	
  appropriate	
  for	
  analysis	
  

in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  as	
  described	
  under	
  Response	
  K-­‐2.	
   	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐5:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  Figure	
  2.0-­‐3	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  should	
  include	
  the	
  ULL,	
  and	
  

notes	
  that	
  the	
  ULL	
   is	
  shown	
  on	
  Figure	
  2.0-­‐2	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  Both	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  

and	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
   identify	
   the	
   location	
  of	
   the	
  ULL.	
   	
   It	
   is	
  not	
  necessary	
   to	
  depict	
   the	
  

existing	
  ULL	
  on	
   the	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
   (Figure	
  2.0-­‐3	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR).	
  This	
  

comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
  

Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐6:	
   The	
  commenter	
  includes	
  recommended	
  text	
  related	
  to	
  historic	
  growth	
  measures	
  and	
  

the	
  ULL.	
  	
  This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Response	
  K-­‐3.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐7:	
   The	
  commenter	
  recommends	
  including	
  language	
  related	
  to	
  buildout	
  of	
  SPAs	
  1	
  and	
  2	
  

with	
   respect	
   to	
   the	
   ULL.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
  

Response	
  K-­‐4.	
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Response	
  K-­‐8:	
   The	
   commenter	
   recommends	
   that	
   Figure	
   2.0-­‐3	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   include	
   the	
   ULL	
  

boundary.	
  This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Response	
  K-­‐5.	
  

Response	
  K-­‐9:	
   The	
   commenter	
   questions	
   how	
   SPAs	
   1	
   and	
   2	
   would	
   benefit	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   County	
  

residents,	
   and	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   objectives	
   for	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR	
   should	
   be	
  

defined	
  broadly	
  enough	
  so	
   that	
  alternatives	
  can	
  be	
  examined	
  that	
  offer	
  choices	
   for	
  

living	
  within	
   the	
  established	
  ULL	
  and	
  city	
   limits.	
   	
  The	
  objectives	
  of	
   the	
  General	
  Plan	
  

are	
  identified	
  on	
  Page	
  2.0-­‐18	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  These	
  10	
  objectives	
  reflect	
  the	
  input	
  

received	
   during	
   the	
   extensive	
   public	
   review	
   and	
   outreach	
   process	
   over	
   nearly	
   two	
  

years	
   of	
  General	
   Plan	
  Update	
   development.	
   	
   The	
   stated	
  objectives	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
   EIR	
  

meet	
   the	
   requirements	
   of	
   CEQA,	
   and	
   express	
   and	
   articulate	
   the	
   desires	
   of	
   the	
  

community,	
   General	
   Plan	
   Update	
   Working	
   Group,	
   Planning	
   Commission,	
   and	
   City	
  

Council.	
   	
   The	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   addresses	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   reasonable	
   project	
   alternatives,	
   in	
  

compliance	
  with	
  CEQA	
  Section	
  15126.6(f).	
  	
  This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  

Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   consideration.	
   	
   No	
   changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐10:	
   The	
   commenter	
   notes	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   buildout	
   population	
   projections	
  within	
   the	
  

city	
   limits	
   and	
   requests	
   language	
   describing	
   why	
   the	
   proposed	
   Planning	
   Area	
   is	
  

needed	
  and	
  how	
  it	
  is	
  an	
  effective	
  land	
  use	
  strategy.	
  The	
  designation	
  of	
  lands	
  on	
  the	
  

General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
   is	
  meant	
   to	
   reflect	
   the	
  City’s	
   vision	
   for	
   future	
   land	
  use	
  

patterns	
   in	
   the	
   Planning	
   Area.	
   	
   The	
   proposed	
   Land	
   Use	
  Map	
   reflects	
   the	
   land	
   use	
  

pattern	
   and	
   distribution	
   supported	
   by	
   the	
   community,	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   Update	
  

Working	
   Group,	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission,	
   and	
   the	
   City	
   Council.	
   	
   The	
   Draft	
   EIR	
  

includes	
   a	
   detailed	
   analysis	
   of	
   the	
   range	
   of	
   environmental	
   impacts	
   associated	
  with	
  

buildout	
   of	
   the	
   proposed	
  General	
   Plan	
   to	
   the	
   city	
   limits,	
   as	
  well	
   as	
   buildout	
   of	
   the	
  

proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  boundaries.	
  	
  The	
  analysis	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  

is	
  sufficient	
  to	
  provide	
  the	
  decision-­‐makers	
  with	
  the	
  information	
  needed	
  to	
  make	
  an	
  

informed	
   decision	
   regarding	
   the	
   environmental	
   implications	
   of	
   adoption	
   of	
   the	
  

General	
  Plan.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐11:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   FEIR	
   should	
   specify	
   that	
   the	
   City	
   Limits	
   Buildout	
  
Alternative	
  would	
  not	
   include	
  SPAs	
  1	
  and	
  2,	
  and	
  states	
  that	
  development	
  of	
  SPAs	
  1	
  
and	
   2	
   would	
   cause	
   irreparable	
   harm	
   to	
   prime	
   farmland,	
   range	
   land,	
   and	
   scenic	
  
viewsheds.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   an	
   alternative	
   that	
   removes	
   SPAs	
   1	
   and	
   2	
  
should	
   be	
   analyzed.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
   Pages	
   2.0-­‐14	
   and	
   2.0-­‐15	
  of	
   the	
  
Draft	
   EIR.	
   	
   As	
   specifically	
   described	
   on	
   these	
   pages,	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   evaluates	
   two	
  
buildout	
   scenarios	
   associated	
   with	
   the	
   proposed	
   General	
   Plan.	
   The	
   Draft	
   EIR	
  
evaluates	
  the	
  maximum	
  projected	
  development	
  that	
  could	
  occur	
  within	
  the	
  existing	
  
city	
  limits	
  if	
  every	
  parcel	
  in	
  the	
  city	
  developed	
  at	
  or	
  near	
  the	
  higher	
  end	
  of	
  densities	
  
and	
   intensities	
  allowed	
  under	
   the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan.	
  The	
  second	
  development	
  
scenario	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   EIR	
   is	
   the	
   maximum	
   projected	
   development	
   that	
   could	
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occur	
  within	
  the	
  existing	
  city	
   limits	
  and	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
   if	
  every	
  parcel	
   in	
   the	
  city	
  
and	
   the	
   Planning	
   Area	
   developed	
   at	
   or	
   near	
   the	
   higher	
   end	
   of	
   densities	
   and	
  
intensities	
  allowed	
  under	
  the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan.	
  

	
   The	
   General	
   Plan	
   Land	
   Use	
   Map	
   clearly	
   indicates	
   that	
   SPAs	
   1	
   and	
   2	
   are	
   located	
  
outside	
   of	
   the	
   city	
   limits.	
   	
   Additionally,	
   Table	
   2.0-­‐2	
   shows	
   that	
   new	
   development	
  
within	
  SPAs	
  1	
  and	
  2	
  would	
  occur	
  within	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  rather	
  than	
  the	
  city	
  limits.	
  	
  
The	
   information	
   requested	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
   has	
   been	
   included	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR.	
  	
  
Rather	
   than	
   include	
   a	
   City	
   Limits	
   Buildout	
   Alternative,	
   as	
   suggested	
   by	
   the	
  
commenter,	
  the	
  City	
  has	
  comparatively	
  addressed	
  the	
  impacts	
  related	
  to	
  buildout	
  of	
  
the	
  General	
  Plan	
  to	
  the	
  city	
  limits	
  and	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  in	
  extensive	
  detail	
  in	
  each	
  
section	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR.	
   	
   The	
   commenter’s	
   request	
   is	
   noted,	
   however,	
   given	
   the	
  
extensive	
  analysis	
  of	
  buildout	
  to	
  the	
  city	
  limits	
  contained	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  no	
  changes	
  
are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐12:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  in	
  Chapter	
  5.0	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  it	
  is	
  unclear	
  how	
  the	
  City	
  

Limits	
   Buildout	
   relates	
   to	
   the	
   Economic	
   Development	
   Alternative,	
   and	
   states	
   that	
  

many	
   of	
   the	
   proposed	
   mitigations	
   rely	
   on	
   a	
   clear	
   and	
   measurable	
   comparison	
  

between	
  alternatives.	
   	
  As	
  described	
   in	
  Chapter	
  5.0	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  the	
  alternatives	
  

analysis	
  provides	
  a	
  comparative	
  analysis	
  between	
  each	
  alternative	
  and	
  the	
  proposed	
  

project	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  potential	
  environmental	
  impacts.	
  	
  Table	
  5.0-­‐5	
  in	
  the	
  

Draft	
   EIR	
   includes	
   a	
   summary	
   of	
   the	
   comparative	
   analysis	
   between	
   the	
   project	
  

alternatives	
  and	
   the	
  proposed	
  project.	
   	
  The	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  does	
  not	
   include	
  a	
  City	
  Limits	
  

Buildout	
   Alternative.	
   	
   Rather,	
   buildout	
   of	
   the	
   proposed	
   General	
   Plan	
  was	
   analyzed	
  

under	
  two	
  development	
  scenarios,	
  one	
  of	
  which	
  was	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  to	
  

the	
  city	
  limits.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Response	
  K-­‐11.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  

EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐13:	
   The	
  commenter	
  requests	
  that	
  Section	
  2.4	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  specify	
  that	
  the	
  analysis	
  of	
  

City	
   Limits	
   Buildout	
   does	
   not	
   include	
   SPAs	
   1	
   and	
   2.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
  

Response	
  K-­‐11.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐14:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR	
   must	
   provide	
   a	
   clear	
   indication	
   of	
   the	
  

alternatives	
  used	
   through	
   the	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
  noted	
   in	
  Response	
  K-­‐11	
  above,	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  

analyzes	
   two	
   buildout	
   scenarios	
   for	
   the	
   General	
   Plan.	
   	
   One	
   scenario	
   addresses	
  

buildout	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   to	
   the	
   city	
   limits,	
   while	
   the	
   other	
   scenario	
   addresses	
  

buildout	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Area.	
   	
   Section	
   2.4	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
  

explains	
  these	
  two	
  development	
  scenarios	
  in	
  greater	
  detail.	
  	
  These	
  two	
  scenarios	
  are	
  

not	
   project	
   alternatives,	
   but	
   rather,	
   they	
   represent	
   an	
   analysis	
   of	
   the	
   proposed	
  

project.	
   	
   The	
  project	
  alternatives,	
   including	
   the	
  Economic	
  Development	
  Alternative,	
  

are	
  identified	
  in	
  Chapter	
  5.0	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Response	
  

K-­‐12	
  for	
  additional	
  details.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  required.	
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Response	
  K-­‐15:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  will	
  induce	
  auto-­‐oriented	
  suburban-­‐style	
  

growth	
  outside	
  of	
   Brentwood’s	
  ULL,	
   and	
   that	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR	
   should	
   evaluate	
   the	
   full	
  

range	
   of	
   impacts	
   that	
   may	
   result	
   from	
   this	
   type	
   of	
   growth	
   inducement.	
   	
   The	
  

commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Response	
  K-­‐11,	
  which	
  explains	
  that	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  includes	
  a	
  

full	
  and	
  detailed	
  analysis	
  of	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  which	
  

includes	
   lands	
   located	
   outside	
   of	
   the	
   ULL.	
   	
   The	
   potential	
   environmental	
   impacts	
  

associated	
   with	
   growth	
   that	
   may	
   occur	
   associated	
   with	
   General	
   Plan	
   buildout	
  

throughout	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  has	
  been	
  thoroughly	
  addressed	
   in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  The	
  

commenter	
   also	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR	
   should	
   include	
   a	
   detailed	
   analysis	
   of	
   how	
  

future	
   growth	
   could	
   be	
   incorporated	
   with	
   infill	
   development	
   to	
   suit	
   the	
   region’s	
  

housing	
  needs	
   as	
  part	
   of	
   the	
  City	
   Limits	
  Buildout	
   analysis.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted.	
  	
  

The	
  Draft	
  EIR	
   includes	
  a	
  detailed	
  analysis	
  of	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  within	
  the	
  

city	
   limits,	
   including	
   an	
   analysis	
   of	
   the	
   project’s	
   consistency	
   with	
   regional	
   housing	
  

needs	
  plans.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Impact	
  3.10-­‐3	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  This	
  issue	
  

has	
  been	
  adequately	
  addressed	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐16:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  while	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  specifies	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  direct	
  impacts	
  of	
  

land	
   conversion	
   under	
   the	
   Planning	
   Area	
   buildout	
   analysis,	
   there	
   are	
   additional	
  

impacts	
   not	
   considered	
   by	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   that	
   are	
   crucial	
   for	
   a	
   complete	
   analysis.	
  	
  

Detailed	
  responses	
  are	
  provided	
  in	
  the	
  following	
  responses.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐17:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR	
   must	
   include	
   an	
   analysis	
   of	
   the	
   fiscal	
  

investments	
   into	
   agricultural	
   resources	
   that	
   the	
   City	
   has	
   made.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
  

noted	
  and	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  

consideration.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Response	
  K-­‐2.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  

EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐18:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   EIR	
   must	
   evaluate	
   the	
   cumulative	
   effects	
   on	
  

agricultural	
   resources	
   from	
   development	
   in	
   SPA	
   1.	
   	
   The	
   analysis	
   requested	
   by	
   the	
  

commenter	
   is	
   included	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
  Table	
  3.2-­‐2,	
  

which	
   specifically	
   identifies	
   the	
   acres	
   of	
   Important	
   Farmland	
   located	
  within	
   SPA	
   1.	
  	
  

The	
  commenter	
  is	
  also	
  referred	
  to	
  Impact	
  3.2-­‐1,	
  which	
  identifies	
  impacts	
  to	
  farmland	
  

and	
   agricultural	
   resources	
   associated	
   with	
   buildout	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   to	
   the	
  

Planning	
   Area.	
   	
   This	
   issue	
   has	
   been	
   adequately	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
   EIR,	
   and	
   no	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐19:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   Figures	
   3.2-­‐1	
   and	
   3.2-­‐2	
   of	
   the	
  Draft	
   EIR	
   should	
   include	
  

land	
   that	
   the	
   City	
   has	
   invested	
   in	
   through	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   Agricultural	
   Land	
   Trust	
  

(BALT),	
  and	
  should	
  include	
  other	
  City	
  investments	
  related	
  to	
  agricultural	
  preservation	
  

efforts.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
  noted.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
  Response	
  K-­‐2.	
   	
  The	
  

addition	
   of	
   the	
   information	
   suggested	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
   would	
   not	
   alter	
   the	
  

conclusions	
   contained	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   would	
   it	
   lead	
   to	
   additional	
   mitigation	
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measures	
   that	
   may	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
   this	
   impact.	
   	
   The	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   includes	
   a	
  

thorough	
   and	
   comprehensive	
   analysis	
   of	
   potential	
   impacts	
   to	
   farmlands	
   and	
  

agricultural	
  resources.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐20:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
   that	
   the	
  Final	
  EIR	
  must	
  study	
  and	
  specify	
  mitigations	
   for	
   the	
  

fiscal	
   impacts	
   related	
   to	
   agricultural	
   resources.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
  

Response	
  K-­‐2.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐21:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
   that	
   the	
  Final	
  EIR	
  must	
  study	
  and	
  specify	
  mitigations	
   for	
   the	
  

cumulative	
  impacts	
  of	
  SPA	
  1	
  development	
  on	
  agricultural	
  resources.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  

is	
  referred	
  to	
  Response	
  K-­‐18.	
  	
  This	
  issue	
  has	
  been	
  thoroughly	
  addressed	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  

EIR	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐22:	
   The	
  commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
   shows	
   significant	
   increases	
   in	
   levels	
  of	
  air	
  

pollution,	
  greenhouse	
  gases,	
  and	
  vehicle	
  miles	
   travelled	
  will	
   result	
   from	
  buildout	
  of	
  

the	
  General	
  Plan	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  also	
  states	
  that	
  there	
  are	
  no	
  

mitigations	
   listed	
   for	
   the	
   increased	
   traffic	
   that	
   would	
   result	
   from	
   development	
  

associated	
   with	
   General	
   Plan	
   buildout.	
   	
   With	
   respect	
   to	
   cumulative	
   air	
   quality	
  

emissions	
   impacts,	
  the	
  commenter	
   is	
  referred	
  to	
  Tables	
  3.3-­‐7	
  and	
  3.3-­‐8	
   in	
  the	
  Draft	
  

EIR,	
   which	
   include	
   detailed	
   emissions	
   estimates	
   associated	
   with	
   buildout	
   of	
   the	
  

General	
  Plan	
  to	
  the	
  city	
  limits	
  and	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  These	
  tables	
  include	
  emissions	
  

from	
  vehicle	
  miles	
  travelled	
  (mobile	
  source	
  emissions).	
  	
  The	
  analysis	
  of	
  cumulative	
  air	
  

quality	
   emissions	
   impacts	
   is	
   provided	
   under	
   Impact	
   3.3-­‐1,	
   and	
   the	
   extensive	
   list	
   of	
  

policies	
   and	
  actions	
   included	
   in	
   the	
  General	
   Plan	
   to	
   reduce	
  air	
   quality	
  emissions	
   to	
  

the	
  greatest	
  extent	
  feasible	
  is	
  provided.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
   With	
   respect	
   to	
   greenhouse	
   gas	
   emissions	
   impacts,	
   the	
   commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
  

Section	
   3.7	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   which	
   includes	
   a	
   detailed	
   and	
   quantified	
   analysis	
   of	
  

cumulative	
   GHG	
   emissions	
   impacts	
   associated	
   with	
   buildout	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan,	
  

including	
   GHG	
   emissions	
   from	
  mobile	
   sources.	
   	
   With	
   respect	
   to	
   cumulative	
   traffic	
  

impacts,	
  the	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Section	
  3.13	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  which	
  includes	
  a	
  

detailed	
  analysis	
  of	
  cumulative	
  traffic	
  impacts	
  associated	
  with	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  

Plan.	
  	
  Table	
  3.13-­‐14	
  identifies	
  the	
  roadway	
  improvements	
  necessary	
  to	
  accommodate	
  

increased	
   traffic	
   associated	
  with	
  buildout	
  of	
   the	
  General	
   Plan	
   to	
   the	
   city	
   limits	
   and	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  	
  

	
   All	
   of	
   the	
   environmental	
   concerns	
   raised	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
   in	
   this	
   comment	
   have	
  

been	
  thoroughly	
  addressed	
  in	
  detail	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  

are	
  warranted.	
  	
  The	
  commenter’s	
  preference	
  to	
  restrict	
  future	
  urban	
  growth	
  to	
  areas	
  

within	
  the	
  current	
  ULL	
  is	
  noted,	
  and	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  

and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
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Response	
  K-­‐23:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   Final	
   EIR	
   should	
   investigate	
   how	
   the	
   project	
   will	
  

impact	
  attainment	
  of	
  the	
  goals	
  and	
  policies	
  outlined	
  in	
  Plan	
  Bay	
  Area.	
  	
  This	
  comment	
  

is	
  noted.	
  	
  The	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  is	
  supportive	
  of	
  the	
  primary	
  goals	
  and	
  policies	
  

contained	
   in	
   Plan	
  Bay	
  Area.	
   	
   The	
  proposed	
  General	
   Plan	
  promotes	
   and	
  encourages	
  

infill	
   development,	
   provides	
   for	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   housing	
   types	
   and	
   housing	
   densities,	
  

encourages	
  the	
  protection	
  and	
  preservation	
  of	
  agricultural	
   lands,	
  promotes	
  a	
  multi-­‐

modal	
  transportation	
  network,	
  and	
  includes	
  the	
  newly-­‐created	
  Mixed	
  Use	
  Pedestrian	
  

Transit	
  (MUPT)	
  land	
  use	
  designation	
  in	
  Priority	
  Area	
  1.	
  	
  The	
  City’s	
  proactive	
  approach	
  

to	
  these	
  issues	
  will	
  further	
  assist	
  with	
  implementation	
  of	
  Plan	
  Bay	
  Area.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  

to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  required.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐24:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  Final	
  EIR	
  must	
  include	
  analysis	
  and	
  specify	
  mitigation	
  

for	
   the	
  additional	
   vehicle	
   trips	
   that	
  would	
  be	
  generated	
  by	
  buildout	
  of	
   the	
  General	
  

Plan	
   to	
   the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
  Section	
  3.13	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  

EIR,	
   which	
   includes	
   a	
   detailed	
   and	
   quantified	
   analysis	
   of	
   transportation	
   and	
  

circulation	
  impacts	
  that	
  would	
  occur	
  associated	
  with	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  to	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  A	
  range	
  of	
  General	
  Plan	
  policies	
  and	
  actions	
  to	
  mitigate	
  potential	
  

circulation	
  impacts	
  associated	
  with	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  

are	
  provided	
  under	
  Impact	
  3.13-­‐1,	
  including	
  Action	
  CIR	
  1b,	
  which	
  identifies	
  a	
  specific	
  

list	
   of	
   roadway	
   improvements	
   necessary	
   to	
   accommodate	
   buildout	
   of	
   the	
   General	
  

Plan	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  This	
  issue	
  has	
  been	
  thoroughly	
  addressed	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  

and	
  no	
  changes	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐25:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  Final	
  EIR	
  must	
  include	
  an	
  analysis	
  that	
  links	
  land	
  use	
  

and	
   transportation	
   planning,	
   especially	
   as	
   it	
   relates	
   to	
   the	
   goals	
   of	
   Plan	
   Bay	
   Area.	
  	
  

This	
  comment	
  is	
  noted.	
  	
  The	
  circulation	
  analysis	
  contained	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  

the	
  proposed	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  and	
  the	
  associated	
  buildout	
  projections	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  

General	
   Plan.	
   	
   Action	
   CIR	
   1b	
   identifies	
   the	
   roadway	
   improvements	
   necessary	
   to	
  

provide	
   adequate	
   levels	
   of	
   service	
   to	
   support	
   the	
   proposed	
   land	
   use	
   plan.	
   	
   With	
  

respect	
  to	
  consistency	
  with	
  Plan	
  Bay	
  Area,	
  as	
  noted	
  on	
  Page	
  3.13-­‐18	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  

the	
  current	
  Regional	
  Transportation	
  Plan	
  (RTP)	
  produced	
  by	
  MTC,	
  Plan	
  Bay	
  Area,	
  was	
  

adopted	
  in	
  2013.	
  	
  Plan	
  Bay	
  Area	
  sets	
  forth	
  regional	
  transportation	
  policy	
  and	
  provides	
  

capital	
   program	
   planning	
   for	
   all	
   regional,	
   State,	
   and	
   Federally	
   funded	
   projects.	
   	
   In	
  

addition,	
  Plan	
  Bay	
  Area	
  provides	
  strategic	
   investment	
  recommendations	
  to	
   improve	
  

regional	
  transportation	
  system	
  performance	
  over	
  the	
  next	
  25	
  years.	
   	
   Investments	
  in	
  

regional	
   highway,	
   transit,	
   local	
   roadway,	
   bicycle,	
   and	
   pedestrian	
   projects	
   are	
   set	
  

forth.	
  	
  These	
  projects	
  have	
  been	
  identified	
  through	
  regional	
  and	
  local	
  transportation	
  

planning	
  processes,	
   and	
   in	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
   include	
   those	
  projects	
   listed	
   in	
   the	
  

CCTA’s	
   Congestion	
  Management	
   Program.	
   	
   Project	
   recommendations	
   are	
   premised	
  

upon	
  factors	
  related	
  to	
  existing	
  infrastructure	
  maintenance,	
  increased	
  transportation	
  

system	
  efficiencies,	
  improved	
  traffic	
  and	
  transit	
  operations,	
  and	
  strategic	
  expansions	
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of	
   the	
   regional	
   transportation	
   system.	
   The	
   2011	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   Congestion	
  

Management	
   Program	
   (referred	
   to	
   herein	
   as	
   the	
   CMP)	
   contains	
   projects	
   that	
   are	
  

proposed	
  for	
  programming	
  through	
  the	
  State	
  and	
  Federal	
   funding	
  cycles.	
   	
  The	
  CMP	
  

“includes	
   projects	
   already	
   programmed;	
   those	
   proposed	
   for	
   programming	
   through	
  

MTC’s	
   Regional	
   Transportation	
   Improvement	
   Program	
   and	
   Federal	
   processes;	
  

Transportation	
   Fund	
   for	
   Clean	
   Air	
   bicycle	
   projects;	
   and	
   developer-­‐funded	
   projects	
  

where	
  funding	
  through	
  fee	
  programs	
  is	
  imminent”	
  (p.	
  iv).	
  	
  The	
  CMP	
  identifies	
  projects	
  

throughout	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   County,	
   including	
   several	
   within	
   Brentwood,	
   which	
   have	
  

been	
  deemed	
  critical	
  to	
  regional	
  circulation	
  needs.	
  

In	
   addition	
   to	
   future	
   improvements	
   included	
   in	
   the	
   regional	
   CMP,	
   Brentwood	
   has	
  

identified	
   circulation	
   projects	
   needed	
   to	
   support	
   growth	
   within	
   the	
   city.	
   	
   These	
  

projects	
   are	
   included	
   in	
   the	
   City	
   of	
   Brentwood	
   2014/15	
   -­‐	
   2018/19	
   Capital	
  

Improvement	
  Program	
  (referred	
  to	
  herein	
  as	
  the	
  CIP).	
  	
  The	
  CIP	
  provides	
  descriptions	
  

of	
  the	
  improvements,	
  estimated	
  costs,	
  and	
  sources	
  of	
  funding.	
  

For	
   the	
   transportation	
   analysis	
   conducted	
   for	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   Update,	
   it	
   was	
  

assumed	
   that	
   the	
   circulation	
   improvements	
   identified	
   in	
   the	
   regional	
   CMP	
   and	
  

Brentwood	
  CIP	
  will	
  be	
  in	
  place	
  at	
  buildout.	
  	
  A	
  summary	
  of	
  the	
  circulation	
  projects	
  in	
  

and	
  surrounding	
  Brentwood	
  that	
  are	
  contained	
  in	
  the	
  regional	
  CMP	
  and	
  Brentwood	
  

CIP	
   is	
   shown	
   in	
   Table	
   3.13-­‐7	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR.	
   	
   This	
   issue	
   has	
   been	
   adequately	
  

addressed	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐26:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   California	
   is	
   currently	
   experiencing	
   significant	
   drought	
  

conditions	
  and	
  that	
  development	
   in	
  SPAs	
  1	
  and	
  2	
  will	
   increase	
  water	
  demand.	
   	
  The	
  

Brentwood	
  General	
   Plan	
   includes	
   an	
   extensive	
   set	
   of	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   aimed	
   at	
  

reducing	
  water	
  demand,	
  promoting	
  water	
  conservation,	
  and	
  ensuring	
  that	
  adequate	
  

water	
  supplies	
  are	
  available	
  to	
  serve	
  existing	
  and	
  future	
  growth	
  within	
  the	
  Planning	
  

Area.	
  Policy	
   IF	
  1-­‐3	
  requires	
  all	
  development	
  projects	
   to	
  mitigate	
  their	
   infrastructure	
  

service	
   impacts	
   or	
   demonstrate	
   that	
   the	
   City’s	
   infrastructure,	
   public	
   services,	
   and	
  

utilities	
  can	
  accommodate	
  the	
  increased	
  demand	
  for	
  services,	
  and	
  that	
  service	
  levels	
  

for	
  existing	
  users	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  degraded	
  or	
  impaired.	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐1	
  requires	
  the	
  City	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  the	
  water	
  system	
  and	
  water	
  supplies	
  are	
  

adequate	
   to	
   meet	
   the	
   needs	
   of	
   existing	
   and	
   future	
   development.	
   	
   Action	
   IF	
   2a	
  

requires	
  the	
  City	
  to	
  routinely	
  assess	
  its	
  ability	
  to	
  meet	
  demand	
  for	
  potable	
  water	
  by	
  

periodically	
  updating	
  the	
  Water	
  Master	
  Plan.	
  	
  The	
  General	
  Plan	
  also	
  includes	
  a	
  range	
  

of	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   that	
   call	
   for	
   continued	
   and	
   ongoing	
   water	
   conservation	
  

measures,	
   and	
   measures	
   to	
   increase	
   the	
   availability	
   and	
   use	
   of	
   recycled	
   water	
   in	
  

order	
  to	
  decrease	
  water	
  supply	
  demands	
  from	
  existing	
  sources.	
  	
  The	
  following	
  list	
  of	
  

policies	
   and	
   actions	
   would	
   ensure	
   that	
   water	
   conservation	
   measures	
   are	
  

incorporated	
   into	
   new	
  development	
   projects,	
   and	
   that	
   new	
  development	
   does	
   not	
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exceed	
  the	
  City’s	
  water	
  supply	
  availability.	
  	
  This	
  issue	
  has	
  been	
  adequately	
  addressed	
  

in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and	
  General	
  Plan.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  1-­‐1:	
  	
  	
  Provide	
   adequate	
   public	
   infrastructure	
   (i.e.,	
   street,	
   sewer,	
   water,	
   and	
  

storm	
  drain)	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  existing	
  and	
  future	
  development.	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  1-­‐2:	
   Require	
   development,	
   infrastructure,	
   and	
   long-­‐term	
   planning	
   projects	
  

to	
   be	
   consistent	
   with	
   all	
   applicable	
   City	
   infrastructure	
   plans,	
   including	
   the	
   Water	
  

Master	
  Plan,	
  the	
  Wastewater	
  Master	
  Plan,	
  and	
  the	
  Capital	
  Improvement	
  Program.	
  	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  1-­‐3:	
  	
   Require	
  all	
  development	
  projects	
  to	
  mitigate	
  their	
  infrastructure	
  service	
  

impacts	
  or	
  demonstrate	
  that	
  the	
  City’s	
  infrastructure,	
  public	
  services,	
  and	
  utilities	
  can	
  

accommodate	
  the	
   increased	
  demand	
  for	
  services,	
  and	
  that	
  service	
   levels	
  for	
  existing	
  

users	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  degraded	
  or	
  impaired.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  1-­‐4:	
  	
  	
  Require	
   new	
   development	
   projects	
   to	
   develop	
   comprehensive	
  

infrastructure	
  plans	
  for	
  City	
  review	
  and	
  approval	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  an	
  application	
  submittal.	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐1:	
  	
  	
  Ensure	
  the	
  water	
  system	
  and	
  supply	
   is	
  adequate	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  

existing	
  and	
  future	
  development.	
  	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐2:	
  	
  	
  Ensure	
   safe	
   drinking	
   water	
   standards	
   are	
   met	
   throughout	
   the	
  

community.	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐3:	
  	
  	
  Continue	
   to	
   implement	
  a	
   comprehensive	
  water	
   strategy	
   that	
  balances	
  

the	
   need	
   to	
   supply	
   water	
   to	
   all	
   users	
   served	
   by	
   the	
   City	
   with	
   potable	
   water	
   use	
  

reduction	
  measures.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐4:	
  	
  	
  Pursue	
   additional	
   water	
   supply	
   agreements	
   to	
   supplement	
   the	
   City's	
  

existing	
  system.	
  	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐5:	
  	
  	
  Continue	
   efforts	
   to	
   reduce	
   potable	
   water	
   use	
   and	
   increase	
   water	
  

conservation.	
  

Policy	
   IF	
   2-­‐6:	
   	
   Use	
   recycled	
   water	
   for	
   landscaping	
   irrigation	
   within	
   City	
   roadways,	
  

parks,	
  and	
  facilities	
  to	
  the	
  greatest	
  extent	
  feasible.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  9-­‐5:	
  Promote	
  water	
  conservation	
  among	
  water	
  users.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  9-­‐6:	
  Continue	
   to	
   require	
  new	
  development	
   to	
   incorporate	
  water	
  efficient	
  

fixtures	
  into	
  design	
  and	
  construction.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   9-­‐7:	
   Promote	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   reclaimed	
   water	
   and	
   other	
   non-­‐potable	
   water	
  

sources.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  9-­‐8:	
  Encourage	
  large-­‐scale	
  developments	
  and	
  golf	
  course	
  developments	
  to	
  

incorporate	
  dual	
  water	
  systems.	
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Policy	
   COS	
   9-­‐9:	
   Encourage	
   and	
   support	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   drought-­‐tolerant	
   and	
   regionally	
  

native	
  plants	
  in	
  landscaping.	
  

Action	
  IF	
  1a:	
  	
   Periodically	
   review	
   and	
   update	
   the	
   various	
   City	
   master	
   plans	
   for	
   the	
  

provision	
   and/or	
   extension	
   of	
   public	
   services	
   to	
   serve	
   existing	
   and	
   future	
  

development.	
  	
  These	
  plans	
  include,	
  but	
  are	
  not	
  limited	
  to,	
  the	
  Water	
  Master	
  Plan,	
  the	
  

Wastewater	
  Master	
  Plan,	
  and	
  the	
  Capital	
  Improvement	
  Program.	
  	
  

Action	
  IF	
  1b:	
  	
  	
  Develop	
  and	
  regularly	
  update	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  plan	
  which	
  establishes	
  

priorities	
  and	
  corrects	
  existing	
  inadequacies	
  in	
  the	
  City's	
  infrastructure	
  system.	
  

Action	
  IF	
  1c:	
  	
  	
  As	
   part	
   of	
   the	
   development	
   review	
   process,	
   determine	
   the	
   potential	
  

impacts	
   of	
   development	
   and	
   infrastructure	
   projects	
   on	
   public	
   infrastructure,	
   and	
  

ensure	
  that	
  new	
  development	
  contributes	
  its	
  fair	
  share	
  toward	
  necessary	
  on	
  and	
  off-­‐

site	
   infrastructure,	
  as	
  described	
   in	
   the	
  Growth	
  Management	
  Element	
  of	
   the	
  General	
  

Plan.	
  	
  

Action	
  IF	
  1d:	
  	
   Through	
  development	
   review,	
  ensure	
   that	
   infrastructure	
   is	
  adequately	
  

sized	
   to	
   accommodate	
   the	
   proposed	
   development	
   and,	
   if	
   applicable,	
   allow	
   for	
  

extensions	
  to	
  future	
  developments.	
  

Action	
  IF	
  1e:	
  	
  	
  	
  Identify	
  and	
  apply	
   for	
  Federal,	
   State,	
  and	
   regional	
   funding	
  sources	
   set	
  

aside	
  to	
  finance	
  infrastructure	
  costs.	
  

Action	
  IF	
  1f:	
  	
  	
   Develop	
   and	
   regularly	
   update	
   a	
   comprehensive	
   financing	
   plan	
   to	
  

accommodate	
  the	
  construction	
  of	
  master	
  planned	
  infrastructure.	
  

Action	
  IF	
  2a:	
  	
  	
  Routinely	
  assess	
  the	
  City’s	
  ability	
  to	
  meet	
  demand	
  for	
  potable	
  water	
  by	
  

periodically	
  updating	
  the	
  Water	
  Master	
  Plan.	
  	
  

Action	
  IF	
  2b:	
  	
   Explore	
   additional	
   permanent	
   water	
   sources	
   through,	
   and	
   contract	
  

with,	
   agencies	
   that	
   may	
   have	
   surplus	
   water	
   availability,	
   such	
   as	
   the	
   Contra	
   Costa	
  

Water	
  District,	
  the	
  East	
  Bay	
  Municipal	
  Utility	
  District,	
  the	
  East	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  Irrigation	
  

District,	
  and	
  other	
  potential	
  sources.	
  

Action	
  IF	
  2c:	
  	
  	
  Regularly	
   review	
  and	
  update	
   the	
  City’s	
  water	
  conservation	
  strategy	
   to	
  

be	
   consistent	
   with	
   current	
   best	
   management	
   practices	
   for	
   water	
   conservation,	
  

considering	
  measures	
   recommended	
   by	
   the	
   State	
   Department	
   of	
  Water	
   Resources,	
  

the	
   California	
   Urban	
   Water	
   Conservation	
   Council,	
   and	
   the	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   Water	
  

District.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  COS	
  9d:	
  Develop	
  and	
  provide	
  incentives	
  to	
  developers	
  and	
  businesses	
  that	
  use	
  

reclaimed	
  water	
  and	
  other	
  non-­‐potable	
  water	
  for	
  landscaping.	
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Action	
   COS	
   9e:	
   Continue	
   to	
   implement	
   Chapter	
   17.630	
   of	
   the	
   Brentwood	
  Municipal	
  

Code,	
  particularly	
  as	
  it	
  relates	
  to	
  water	
  conservation	
  efforts.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  9f:	
  Provide	
  a	
  conservation	
  page	
  (or	
  similar	
  page)	
  on	
  the	
  City’s	
  website	
  that	
  

provides	
   links	
   to	
   resource	
   agencies	
   and	
   provides	
   information	
   regarding	
   local	
   and	
  

regional	
   conservation	
   and	
   environmental	
   programs,	
   to	
   the	
   extent	
   that	
   the	
   City	
   has	
  

readily	
   available	
   information,	
   including	
   recycling	
   guidance	
   for	
   single	
   family	
  

residences,	
   businesses,	
   and	
   apartments,	
   opportunities	
   for	
   reuse	
   of	
   materials,	
   a	
  

description	
   of	
   how	
   to	
   compost,	
   and	
   a	
   description	
   of	
  methods	
   to	
   reduce	
  water	
   use,	
  

such	
  as	
  appropriate	
  reuse	
  and	
  recycling	
  of	
  water,	
  water	
  conservation	
  measures,	
  and	
  

xeriscaping.	
  

Action	
   COS	
   9g:	
  Develop	
   a	
   list	
   of	
   drought-­‐tolerant	
   and	
   native	
   plants	
   appropriate	
   for	
  

use	
  in	
  Brentwood	
  and	
  review	
  development	
  projects	
  for	
  adherence	
  to	
  this	
  list.	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐27:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  Final	
  EIR	
  must	
  address	
  the	
  immediate	
  and	
  cumulative	
  

impacts	
  that	
  Planning	
  Area	
  buildout	
  will	
  have	
  on	
  water	
  supply	
  in	
  Brentwood,	
  Contra	
  

Costa	
   County,	
   and	
   California.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
   Impact	
   3.14-­‐1,	
   which	
  

includes	
  a	
  quantitative	
  analysis	
  of	
  water	
  supply	
   impacts	
  associated	
  with	
  buildout	
  of	
  

the	
   General	
   Plan.	
   	
   Impact	
   3.14-­‐2	
   addresses	
   potential	
   impacts	
   associated	
   with	
   the	
  

construction	
   or	
   expansion	
   of	
   new	
   water	
   treatment	
   facilities	
   to	
   meet	
   buildout	
  

demands.	
  	
  Impact	
  4.14	
  addresses	
  potential	
  cumulative	
  impacts	
  associated	
  with	
  water	
  

demands	
  associated	
  with	
  General	
  Plan	
  buildout.	
   	
  Pages	
  3.9-­‐8	
   through	
  3.9-­‐12	
  of	
   the	
  

Draft	
   EIR	
   include	
   a	
   detailed	
   description	
   of	
   the	
   water	
   supply	
   sources	
   currently	
  

available	
   to	
   the	
   City.	
   	
   Impact	
   3.9-­‐2	
   addresses	
   potential	
   impacts	
   to	
   groundwater	
  

supplies,	
  including	
  potential	
  groundwater	
  depletion	
  impacts.	
  	
  	
  

The	
   General	
   Plan	
   includes	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   designed	
   to	
   ensure	
   an	
  

adequate	
   water	
   supply	
   for	
   development	
   and	
   to	
   minimize	
   the	
   potential	
   adverse	
  

effects	
   of	
   increased	
   water	
   use.	
   Policy	
   IF	
   1-­‐3	
   requires	
   all	
   development	
   projects	
   to	
  

mitigate	
   their	
   infrastructure	
   service	
   impacts	
   or	
   demonstrate	
   that	
   the	
   City’s	
  

infrastructure,	
  public	
  services,	
  and	
  utilities	
  can	
  accommodate	
  the	
  increased	
  demand	
  

for	
   services,	
   and	
   that	
   service	
   levels	
   for	
   existing	
   users	
   will	
   not	
   be	
   degraded	
   or	
  

impaired.	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐1	
  requires	
  the	
  City	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  the	
  water	
  system	
  and	
  water	
  supplies	
  are	
  

adequate	
   to	
   meet	
   the	
   needs	
   of	
   existing	
   and	
   future	
   development.	
   	
   Action	
   IF	
   2a	
  

requires	
  the	
  City	
  to	
  routinely	
  assess	
  its	
  ability	
  to	
  meet	
  demand	
  for	
  potable	
  water	
  by	
  

periodically	
  updating	
  the	
  Water	
  Master	
  Plan.	
  	
  The	
  General	
  Plan	
  also	
  includes	
  a	
  range	
  

of	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   that	
   call	
   for	
   continued	
   and	
   ongoing	
   water	
   conservation	
  

measures,	
   and	
   measures	
   to	
   increase	
   the	
   availability	
   and	
   use	
   of	
   recycled	
   water	
   in	
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order	
   to	
  decrease	
  water	
   supply	
  demands	
   from	
  existing	
   sources.	
   	
   These	
   issues	
  have	
  

been	
  adequately	
  addressed	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐28:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  Final	
  EIR	
  must	
  study	
  the	
  comparative	
  impacts	
  of	
  city	
  

limits	
   buildout	
   and	
   Planning	
   Area	
   buildout	
   in	
   terms	
   of	
   water	
   demands.	
   	
   The	
  

commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  the	
  additional	
  text	
  included	
  in	
  Chapter	
  3.0	
  of	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR.	
  	
  

As	
   described	
   in	
   Chapter	
   3.0,	
   Table	
   3.14-­‐6	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   summarizes	
   annual	
  

projections	
   of	
   demands	
   and	
   supplies	
   to	
   meet	
   those	
   demands	
   through	
   2035,	
   as	
  

documented	
  in	
  the	
  City’s	
  2010	
  Urban	
  Water	
  Management	
  Plan	
  (UWMP).	
  Table	
  3.14-­‐7	
  

summarizes	
   the	
   same	
   information	
   for	
   projected	
   maximum	
   day	
   demands	
   and	
  

supplies.	
  Table	
  3.14-­‐7	
  shows	
  a	
  range	
  in	
  demands	
  from	
  2010	
  through	
  2035	
  based	
  on	
  

two	
  different	
   growth	
   rate	
  projections:	
   a	
   high-­‐growth	
   curve,	
   developed	
   from	
  earlier	
  

studies	
   for	
  the	
  COBWTP,	
  and	
  a	
  straight-­‐line	
  growth	
  rate.	
  Actual	
  water	
  demands	
  are	
  

expected	
  to	
  fall	
  in	
  between	
  these	
  two	
  projections.	
  

As	
   shown	
   in	
   Table	
   2.0-­‐3	
   of	
   the	
  Draft	
   EIR,	
   the	
   projected	
   buildout	
   population	
   of	
   the	
  

proposed	
   General	
   Plan	
   within	
   the	
   city	
   limits	
   is	
   lower	
   than	
   the	
   projected	
   buildout	
  

population	
  of	
   the	
   existing	
  General	
   Plan	
   by	
   approximately	
   nine	
   percent.	
   	
   Therefore,	
  

buildout	
  of	
   the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  not	
  exceed	
   the	
  water	
  supply	
  demand	
  

projections	
   contained	
   in	
   the	
   City’s	
   2010	
   UWMP,	
   which	
   are	
   based	
   on	
   projected	
  

buildout	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  General	
  Plan.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  City’s	
  2010	
  UWMP	
  estimates	
  that	
  water	
  supply	
  buildout	
  demand	
  in	
  2035	
  will	
  be	
  

approximately	
  4,556	
  million	
  gallons	
  per	
  year	
   (MGY).	
   	
  This	
  equates	
   to	
   .051	
  MGY	
  per	
  

person	
   within	
   the	
   service	
   area.	
   	
   As	
   shown	
   in	
   Table	
   2.0-­‐3,	
   the	
   buildout	
   population	
  

within	
   the	
  Planning	
  Area	
   is	
   estimated	
   to	
  be	
  92,336.	
   	
  Applying	
   the	
  per	
   capita	
  water	
  

use	
  rate	
  of	
  .051	
  MGY,	
  the	
  total	
  annual	
  water	
  demand	
  associated	
  with	
  full	
  buildout	
  of	
  

the	
  General	
  Plan	
   to	
   the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  would	
  be	
  4,715	
  MGY.	
   	
  This	
  water	
  demand	
   is	
  

within	
  the	
  projected	
  available	
  supplies	
  shown	
  in	
  Table	
  3.14-­‐6.	
  	
  	
  

The	
   General	
   Plan	
   includes	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   designed	
   to	
   ensure	
   an	
  

adequate	
   water	
   supply	
   for	
   development	
   and	
   to	
   minimize	
   the	
   potential	
   adverse	
  

effects	
   of	
   increased	
   water	
   use.	
   Policy	
   IF	
   1-­‐3	
   requires	
   all	
   development	
   projects	
   to	
  

mitigate	
   their	
   infrastructure	
   service	
   impacts	
   or	
   demonstrate	
   that	
   the	
   City’s	
  

infrastructure,	
  public	
  services,	
  and	
  utilities	
  can	
  accommodate	
  the	
  increased	
  demand	
  

for	
   services,	
   and	
   that	
   service	
   levels	
   for	
   existing	
   users	
   will	
   not	
   be	
   degraded	
   or	
  

impaired.	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐1	
  requires	
  the	
  City	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  the	
  water	
  system	
  and	
  water	
  supplies	
  are	
  

adequate	
   to	
   meet	
   the	
   needs	
   of	
   existing	
   and	
   future	
   development.	
   	
   Action	
   IF	
   2a	
  

requires	
  the	
  City	
  to	
  routinely	
  assess	
  its	
  ability	
  to	
  meet	
  demand	
  for	
  potable	
  water	
  by	
  

periodically	
  updating	
  the	
  Water	
  Master	
  Plan.	
  	
  The	
  General	
  Plan	
  also	
  includes	
  a	
  range	
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of	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   that	
   call	
   for	
   continued	
   and	
   ongoing	
   water	
   conservation	
  

measures,	
   and	
   measures	
   to	
   increase	
   the	
   availability	
   and	
   use	
   of	
   recycled	
   water	
   in	
  

order	
  to	
  decrease	
  water	
  supply	
  demands	
  from	
  existing	
  sources.	
  	
  	
  

Given	
   that	
   projected	
   water	
   demands	
   associated	
   with	
   General	
   Plan	
   buildout	
   would	
  

not	
  exceed	
  the	
  projected	
  water	
  supplies	
  described	
  in	
  Brentwood’s	
  2010	
  Urban	
  Water	
  

Management	
  Plan,	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  includes	
  a	
  comprehensive	
  set	
  of	
  goals,	
  

policies,	
   and	
   actions	
   to	
   ensure	
   an	
   adequate	
   and	
   reliable	
   source	
   of	
   clean	
   potable	
  

water,	
   impacts	
   associated	
   with	
   water	
   supplies	
   are	
   less	
   than	
   cumulatively	
  

considerable.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐29:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
   that	
   the	
  Final	
  EIR	
  must	
  study	
   the	
   immediate	
  and	
  cumulative	
  

impacts	
   that	
   Planning	
   Area	
   buildout	
   would	
   have	
   on	
   water	
   supply	
   and	
   wastewater	
  

treatment	
   in	
   Brentwood,	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   County,	
   and	
   California.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   is	
  

referred	
  to	
  Responses	
  K-­‐26	
  through	
  K-­‐28	
  for	
  information	
  regarding	
  cumulative	
  water	
  

supplies.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
   Impacts	
  3.14-­‐3,	
   3.14-­‐4,	
   and	
  4.14	
   regarding	
  

the	
  analysis	
  of	
  potential	
  impacts	
  related	
  to	
  wastewater	
  treatment.	
  	
  These	
  topics	
  have	
  

been	
  adequately	
  addressed	
  and	
  no	
  additional	
  changes	
  are	
  required.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  K-­‐30:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  closing	
  remarks.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  required.	
  	
  	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐96	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  

	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐97	
  
	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐98	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐99	
  
	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐100	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐101	
  
	
  

	
  

Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  L	
  	
  	
   Dana	
  Eaton,	
  Ed.D,	
  Superintendent,	
  Brentwood	
  Union	
  
School	
  District	
  

	
  

Response	
  L-­‐1:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   introductory	
   remarks	
   and	
   notes	
   the	
   potential	
   population	
  

increase	
  that	
  may	
  occur	
  within	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area	
  upon	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan.	
  	
  

The	
  commenter	
  states	
   that	
   school	
  enrollment	
  would	
   increase	
  and	
   that	
  growth	
  may	
  

have	
  dramatic	
   impacts	
  on	
  school	
   facility	
  needs.	
   	
  This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  

to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  

the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  L-­‐2:	
   The	
   commenter	
   notes	
   that	
   population	
   growth	
   in	
   the	
   city	
   may	
   require	
   the	
  

construction	
   of	
   new	
   elementary	
   and	
   middle	
   schools,	
   and	
   provides	
   information	
  

regarding	
   appropriate	
   site	
   parameters	
   for	
   new	
   school	
   locations.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
  

notes	
   the	
  benefits	
  of	
  collaboration	
  with	
   the	
  City	
  during	
   the	
  entitlement	
  process	
   for	
  

development	
   projects.	
   This	
   comment	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
  

Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐3:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  future	
  school	
  zone	
  sites	
  can	
  be	
  established	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  

City	
   should	
   coordinate	
  with	
   the	
  District	
   regarding	
   future	
  development	
  projects	
  and	
  

potential	
  future	
  school	
  zone	
  sites.	
  This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  

Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐4:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  District	
  believes	
  the	
  City	
  agrees	
  with	
  the	
  commenter’s	
  

position	
  on	
   these	
   issues,	
   and	
   cites	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   from	
   the	
  General	
   Plan.	
   This	
  

comment	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  

consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐5:	
   The	
   commenter	
  notes	
   the	
   importance	
  of	
   appropriate	
   funding	
   for	
   the	
  acquisition	
  of	
  

school	
  sites	
  and	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  school	
  facilities.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  also	
  notes	
  the	
  

past	
   successes	
   in	
   collaboration	
   between	
   the	
   City	
   and	
   the	
   District,	
   and	
   that	
   future	
  

funding	
  may	
  require	
  requests	
  for	
  increases	
  in	
  property	
  taxes.	
  This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  

forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
  their	
  consideration.	
   	
  No	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐6:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   collection	
   of	
   fees	
   imposed	
   by	
   the	
   District	
   under	
  

Section	
   65995(h)	
   of	
   the	
   California	
   Government	
   Code	
   will	
   not	
  mitigate	
   the	
   impacts	
  

caused	
   by	
   future	
   development	
   under	
   the	
   General	
   Plan.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
  

acknowledges	
   that	
   Government	
   Code	
   Section	
   65995(h)	
   identifies	
   the	
   payment	
   of	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐102	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  

impact	
   fees	
   to	
   be	
   “full	
   and	
   complete”	
   mitigation	
   of	
   impacts	
   created	
   by	
   new	
  

development,	
   but	
   states	
   that	
   additional	
   funding	
  would	
   be	
   required.	
   	
   The	
  Draft	
   EIR	
  

includes	
   a	
   detailed	
   and	
   comprehensive	
   analysis	
   of	
   potential	
   impacts	
   to	
   school	
  

facilities	
  as	
  a	
  result	
  of	
  growth	
  that	
  may	
  be	
  accommodated	
  by	
  the	
  General	
  Plan.	
  	
  The	
  

commenter	
  is	
  correct	
  that	
  the	
  payment	
  of	
  development	
  impact	
  fees	
  consistent	
  with	
  

the	
  requirements	
  of	
  Government	
  Code	
  Section	
  65996(h)	
  provides	
  full	
  and	
  complete	
  

mitigation	
  of	
  this	
  impact,	
  which	
  is	
  described	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  

forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
  their	
  consideration.	
   	
  No	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐7:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  overcrowding	
  at	
  school	
  facilities	
  may	
  result	
  in	
  additional	
  

buses	
  at	
  each	
  school	
   site,	
  which	
  may	
   lead	
   to	
   traffic	
  delays,	
  noise,	
  and	
  air	
  pollution.	
  

This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
  

their	
  consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐8:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
   that	
   the	
  collection	
  of	
  developer	
   fees	
   is	
  not	
  sufficient	
   to	
   fully	
  

fund	
  new	
  school	
  facilities,	
  and	
  that	
  additional	
  revenue	
  sources	
  such	
  as	
  tax	
  increment	
  

increases	
   may	
   be	
   required.	
   This	
   comment	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
  

Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐9:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
   that	
   the	
   funding	
  of	
  new	
  schools	
  should	
  be	
  viewed	
  as	
  critical	
  

infrastructure	
   associated	
   with	
   a	
   functioning	
   society.	
   This	
   comment	
   has	
   been	
  

forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
  their	
  consideration.	
   	
  No	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐10:	
   The	
  commenter	
  cites	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  policies	
  and	
  actions	
  from	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  related	
  to	
  

the	
   provision	
   of	
   infrastructure	
   and	
   related	
   services.	
   This	
   comment	
   has	
   been	
  

forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
  their	
  consideration.	
   	
  No	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐11:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   sample	
   language	
   for	
   inclusion	
   in	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   to	
  

strengthen	
   requirements	
   for	
   mitigation	
   for	
   school	
   sites.	
   This	
   comment	
   has	
   been	
  

forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
  their	
  consideration.	
   	
  No	
  

changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐12:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  be	
  strengthened	
  by	
  unambiguous	
  

policies	
  regarding	
  planning	
  for	
  future	
  school	
  sites	
  and	
  facilities,	
  and	
  provides	
  specific	
  

examples	
   in	
   the	
   following	
   comments.	
   The	
   commenter	
   requests	
   that	
   General	
   Plan	
  

Policy	
   CSF	
   5-­‐1	
   be	
   modified	
   to	
   provide	
   additional	
   details	
   regarding	
   future	
  

collaboration	
   between	
   the	
   District	
   and	
   the	
   City	
   regarding	
   the	
   planning	
   for	
   future	
  

school	
  sites.	
  This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  

Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐103	
  
	
  

Response	
  L-­‐13:	
   The	
   commenter	
   requests	
   that	
   General	
   Plan	
   Policy	
   CSF	
   5-­‐1	
   be	
  modified	
   to	
   provide	
  

additional	
   details	
   regarding	
   future	
   collaboration	
   between	
   the	
   District	
   and	
   the	
   City	
  

regarding	
  the	
  planning	
  for	
  future	
  school	
  sites.	
  This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐14:	
   The	
   commenter	
   requests	
   that	
   General	
   Plan	
   Action	
   CSF	
   5a	
   be	
   modified	
   to	
   provide	
  

additional	
   details	
   regarding	
   future	
   collaboration	
   between	
   the	
   District	
   and	
   the	
   City	
  

regarding	
  the	
  planning	
  for	
  future	
  school	
  sites.	
  This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  L-­‐15:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   closing	
   remarks	
   and	
   expresses	
   support	
   for	
   the	
   open	
   and	
  

collaborative	
   process	
   the	
   City	
   has	
   used	
   during	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   Update.	
   	
   The	
  

commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   City	
   and	
   District	
   have	
   compatible	
   goals,	
   and	
   states	
  

support	
  for	
  ongoing	
  collaboration.	
  This	
  comment	
  has	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  

Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
  

	
  

	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐104	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐105	
  
	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐106	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐107	
  
	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐108	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐109	
  
	
  

	
  

Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  M	
  	
  	
   Jeremy	
   S.	
   White,	
   President,	
   Grupe	
   Investment	
  
Company,	
  Inc.	
  

	
  

Response	
  M-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  requests	
  a	
  land	
  use	
  designation	
  change	
  to	
  the	
  parcel	
  located	
  at	
  7303	
  

Brentwood	
   Boulevard.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
  

Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   review	
   and	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
  

commenter	
  does	
  not	
  address	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and,	
  as	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  

to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐110	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐111	
  
	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐112	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  

	
  

Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  N	
  	
  	
   Doug	
  Moore	
  and	
  Grant	
  Alvernaz,	
  Property	
  Owners	
  
	
  

Response	
  N-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  requests	
  a	
  land	
  use	
  designation	
  change	
  to	
  the	
  parcel	
  located	
  at	
  2700	
  

Empire	
   Avenue.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
  

Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   review	
   and	
   consideration.	
   	
   The	
   commenter	
  

does	
  not	
  address	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  

warranted.	
  	
  	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐113	
  
	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐114	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐115	
  
	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐116	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐117	
  
	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐118	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
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Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  O	
  	
  	
   Juan	
   Pablo	
   Galván,	
   Land	
   Use	
   Planner,	
   Save	
   Mount	
  
Diablo	
  	
  	
  

	
  

Response	
  O-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  background	
   information	
   regarding	
   the	
  Save	
  Mount	
  Diablo	
  

organization,	
  and	
  identifies	
  efforts	
  the	
  organization	
  has	
  undertaken	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  with	
  

respect	
  to	
  planning	
  issues	
  in	
  Brentwood.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  O-­‐2:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  information	
  regarding	
  open	
  space	
  resources	
  in	
  the	
  vicinity	
  

of	
  Brentwood	
  and	
  suggests	
  that	
  the	
  City	
  integrate	
  these	
  resources	
  into	
  the	
  planning	
  

process.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
  

Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  O-­‐3:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
  should	
  focus	
  on	
  Brentwood’s	
  

location	
  relative	
  to	
  open	
  space	
  resources,	
  recreational	
  opportunities,	
  and	
  agricultural	
  

preservation.	
   This	
   comment	
   has	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
  

City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐4:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  does	
  not	
  reflect	
  

voters’	
   repeated	
  direction	
   to	
   tighten	
  growth	
  management	
  and	
   live	
  within	
   the	
  city’s	
  

boundaries.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  suggested	
  language	
  and	
  general	
  map	
  revisions	
  

related	
   to	
   the	
   Sphere	
   of	
   Influence	
   and	
   Planning	
   Area.	
   	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
  

provided	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
  with	
   respect	
   to	
   the	
   content	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   have	
  

been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  

during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  

Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
  

the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  or	
  reduce	
  the	
  severity	
  of	
  any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  O-­‐5:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR’s	
  analysis	
  of	
  project	
  effects	
  and	
  alternatives	
  
analysis	
  is	
  thorough,	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  City	
  has	
  done	
  a	
  good	
  job	
  of	
  developing	
  the	
  General	
  
Plan	
   using	
   the	
   principles	
   of	
   smart	
   growth	
   and	
   sustainable	
   development.	
   	
   The	
  
commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  letter	
  includes	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  suggested	
  edits	
  and	
  revisions	
  to	
  
the	
  General	
  Plan	
  goals,	
  policies,	
  and	
  actions,	
  and	
  states	
  that	
  these	
  suggestions	
  should	
  
be	
  regarded	
  as	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  mitigation	
  measures	
  described	
  in	
  the	
  
EIR.	
  	
  Responses	
  to	
  specific	
  items	
  and	
  issues	
  raised	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  are	
  provided	
  in	
  
the	
  following	
  responses.	
  	
  In	
  many	
  cases,	
  the	
  commenter	
  provides	
  suggested	
  language	
  
revisions	
   for	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   document,	
   but	
   does	
   not	
   provide	
   any	
   supporting	
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information	
  or	
  justification	
  as	
  to	
  how	
  this	
  suggested	
  language	
  would	
  improve,	
  alter,	
  
or	
  augment	
  the	
  analysis	
  and	
  conclusions	
  contained	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  

CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15088	
  requires	
  that	
  lead	
  agencies	
  evaluate	
  and	
  respond	
  to	
  
all	
   comments	
   on	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR	
   that	
   regard	
   an	
   environmental	
   issue.	
   	
   The	
   written	
  
response	
   must	
   address	
   the	
   significant	
   environmental	
   issue	
   raised	
   and	
   provide	
   a	
  
detailed	
  response,	
  especially	
  when	
  specific	
  comments	
  or	
  suggestions	
  (e.g.,	
  additional	
  
mitigation	
  measures)	
  are	
  not	
  accepted.	
  	
  In	
  addition,	
  the	
  written	
  response	
  must	
  be	
  a	
  
good	
   faith	
  and	
  reasoned	
  analysis.	
   	
  However,	
   lead	
  agencies	
  only	
  need	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  
significant	
   environmental	
   issues	
   associated	
   with	
   the	
   project	
   and	
   do	
   not	
   need	
   to	
  
provide	
  all	
  of	
   the	
   information	
  requested	
  by	
  the	
  commenter,	
  as	
   long	
  as	
  a	
  good	
  faith	
  
effort	
  at	
  full	
  disclosure	
  is	
  made	
  in	
  the	
  EIR	
  (CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15204(a)).	
  

CEQA	
   Guidelines	
   Section	
   15204	
   recommends	
   that	
   commenters	
   provide	
   detailed	
  
comments	
  that	
  focus	
  on	
  the	
  sufficiency	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
   in	
   identifying	
  and	
  analyzing	
  
the	
  possible	
  environmental	
  impacts	
  of	
  the	
  project	
  and	
  ways	
  to	
  avoid	
  or	
  mitigate	
  the	
  
significant	
  effects	
  of	
  the	
  project,	
  and	
  that	
  commenters	
  provide	
  evidence	
  supporting	
  
their	
  comments.	
   	
  Pursuant	
  to	
  CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15064,	
  an	
  effect	
  shall	
  not	
  be	
  
considered	
  significant	
  in	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  substantial	
  evidence.	
  	
  

Response	
  O-­‐6:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   addition	
   of	
   new	
   content	
   in	
   certain	
   sections	
   of	
   the	
  

General	
  Plan	
  would	
  facilitate	
  future	
  development	
  and	
  planning	
  efforts,	
  and	
  revisions	
  

to	
  figures	
  would	
   improve	
  perspective	
  on	
  the	
  city	
  and	
  the	
  surrounding	
  environment.	
  	
  

Detailed	
  responses	
  to	
  issues	
  raised	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  are	
  provided	
  in	
  the	
  responses	
  

below.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  O-­‐7:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   suggested	
   General	
   Plan	
   text	
   revisions	
   related	
   to	
   smart	
  

street	
   standards	
   and	
   regional	
   trails.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
   provided	
   by	
   the	
  

commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  

project.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
   the	
  adequacy	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  has	
  

the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
  

revisions	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   would	
   avoid	
   or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
   any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐8:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   Community	
   Services	
   and	
   Facilities	
   Element	
   should	
  

include	
  a	
  map	
  of	
  community	
  parks	
  in	
  the	
  city.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
  is	
  referred	
  to	
  Figure	
  

3.3-­‐2	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   Update	
   Existing	
   Conditions	
   Report,	
   which	
   includes	
   a	
  

citywide	
   map	
   of	
   existing	
   park	
   facilities.	
   	
   The	
   Existing	
   Conditions	
   Report	
   is	
   a	
  

supplemental	
   supporting	
   document	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   policy	
   document,	
   and	
  

contains	
   extensive	
   background	
   data	
   in	
   support	
   of	
   it.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
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provided	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
  with	
   respect	
   to	
   the	
   content	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   have	
  

been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  

during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  

Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
  

the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  or	
  reduce	
  the	
  severity	
  of	
  any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐9:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  a	
   range	
  of	
   suggested	
   input	
   to	
   the	
  Conservation	
  and	
  Open	
  

Space	
   Element	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
   provided	
   by	
   the	
  

commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  

project.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
   the	
  adequacy	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  has	
  

the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
  

revisions	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   would	
   avoid	
   or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
   any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐10:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   input	
   related	
   to	
   the	
   Economic	
   Development	
  

Element	
   and	
   ties	
   economic	
   development	
   benefits	
   to	
   open	
   space	
   preservation.	
   The	
  

input	
  and	
  suggestions	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  

General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
  

their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  

the	
   adequacy	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
  

information	
  explaining	
  how	
  the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  

or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
  of	
   any	
  environmental	
   impacts	
  addressed	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  or	
  

how	
  the	
  suggested	
  revisions	
  would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
  the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  

As	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐11:	
   The	
   commenter	
   suggests	
   adding	
   language	
   to	
   the	
   Growth	
   Management	
   Element	
  

noting	
   that	
   changes	
   to	
   the	
  Urban	
   Limit	
   Line	
   require	
   voter	
   approval.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
  

suggestions	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  

Plan	
   have	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
  

consideration	
  during	
   review	
  of	
   the	
  project.	
   	
   The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
   the	
  

adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  has	
  the	
  commenter	
  provided	
  supporting	
   information	
  

explaining	
  how	
  the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  or	
  reduce	
  the	
  

severity	
   of	
   any	
   environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
  

suggested	
  revisions	
  would	
  bolster	
  or	
  improve	
  the	
  analysis	
   in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
  such,	
  

no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
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Response	
  O-­‐12:	
   The	
  commenter	
  suggests	
  that	
  the	
  Urban	
  Limit	
  Line	
  be	
  added	
  to	
  General	
  Plan	
  Figure	
  

LU-­‐1.	
  	
  The	
  General	
  Plan	
  includes	
  Figure	
  LU-­‐3,	
  which	
  depicts	
  the	
  Urban	
  Limit	
  Line,	
  city	
  

limits,	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  and	
  Sphere	
  of	
  Influence	
  boundaries.	
  The	
  input	
  and	
  suggestions	
  

provided	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
  with	
   respect	
   to	
   the	
   content	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   have	
  

been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  

during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  

Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
  

the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  or	
  reduce	
  the	
  severity	
  of	
  any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐13:	
   The	
   commenter	
   suggests	
   that	
   the	
   Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  depict	
  more	
   areas	
  of	
   public	
   open	
  

space.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
   provided	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
   with	
   respect	
   to	
   the	
  

content	
  of	
   the	
  General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  

City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  

not	
   addressed	
   the	
   adequacy	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
  

supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
   revisions	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
  

would	
   avoid	
  or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
  of	
   any	
  environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR,	
  or	
  how	
  the	
  suggested	
  revisions	
  would	
  bolster	
  or	
  improve	
  the	
  analysis	
  in	
  the	
  

Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  As	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐14:	
   The	
  commenter	
  suggests	
  that	
  the	
  Sphere	
  of	
   Influence	
  be	
  tightened	
  to	
  protect	
  open	
  

space	
  resources.	
   	
  The	
  City	
  does	
  not	
  have	
  the	
  authority	
  to	
  unilaterally	
  alter	
  or	
  revise	
  

the	
   established	
   Sphere	
   of	
   Influence.	
   	
   Changes	
   to	
   the	
   Sphere	
   of	
   Influence	
   require	
  

approval	
   from	
   the	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   Local	
   Agency	
   Formation	
   Commission	
   (LAFCO).	
   The	
  

input	
  and	
  suggestions	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  

General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
   for	
  

their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  

the	
   adequacy	
   of	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
  

information	
  explaining	
  how	
  the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  

or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
  of	
   any	
  environmental	
   impacts	
  addressed	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  or	
  

how	
  the	
  suggested	
  revisions	
  would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
  the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  

As	
  such,	
  no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐15:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   land	
   use	
   designations	
   on	
   the	
   parcels	
   at	
   the	
   northeast	
  

corner	
   of	
   Marsh	
   Creek	
   State	
   Park	
   should	
   be	
   removed.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
  

provided	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
  with	
   respect	
   to	
   the	
   content	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   have	
  

been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  

during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  

Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
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the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  or	
  reduce	
  the	
  severity	
  of	
  any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐16:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  suggested	
  language	
  for	
  the	
  Noise	
  Element	
  related	
  to	
  noise	
  

sources	
   adjacent	
   to	
   open	
   space.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
   provided	
   by	
   the	
  

commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  

project.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
   the	
  adequacy	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  has	
  

the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
  

revisions	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   would	
   avoid	
   or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
   any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐17:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   introductory	
   remarks	
   for	
   specific	
   suggested	
  modifications	
  

to	
  General	
   Plan	
   goals,	
   policies,	
   and	
   actions	
   in	
   the	
   following	
   comments.	
   	
   Responses	
  

are	
  provided	
  below.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  O-­‐18:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   language	
  modification	
   suggestions	
   for	
   policies	
  

contained	
   in	
   the	
   Circulation	
   Element.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
   provided	
   by	
   the	
  

commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  

project.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
   the	
  adequacy	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  has	
  

the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
  

revisions	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   would	
   avoid	
   or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
   any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐19:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   language	
  modification	
   suggestions	
   for	
   policies	
  

contained	
   in	
   the	
   Community	
   Services	
   and	
   Facilities	
   Element.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
  

suggestions	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  

Plan	
   have	
   been	
   forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
  

consideration	
  during	
   review	
  of	
   the	
  project.	
   	
   The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
   the	
  

adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  has	
  the	
  commenter	
  provided	
  supporting	
   information	
  

explaining	
  how	
  the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  or	
  reduce	
  the	
  

severity	
   of	
   any	
   environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
  

suggested	
  revisions	
  would	
  bolster	
  or	
  improve	
  the	
  analysis	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
  such,	
  

no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
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Response	
  O-­‐20:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   language	
  modification	
   suggestions	
   for	
   policies	
  

contained	
   in	
   the	
  Conservation	
  and	
  Open	
  Space	
  Element.	
  The	
   input	
  and	
  suggestions	
  

provided	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
  with	
   respect	
   to	
   the	
   content	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   have	
  

been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  

during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  

Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
  

the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  or	
  reduce	
  the	
  severity	
  of	
  any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐21:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   language	
  modification	
   suggestions	
   for	
   policies	
  

contained	
   in	
   the	
   Economic	
   Development	
   Element.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
  

provided	
   by	
   the	
   commenter	
  with	
   respect	
   to	
   the	
   content	
   of	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   have	
  

been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  

during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  

Draft	
   EIR,	
   nor	
   has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
  

the	
  proposed	
  revisions	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  avoid	
  or	
  reduce	
  the	
  severity	
  of	
  any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐22:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   language	
  modification	
   suggestions	
   for	
   policies	
  

contained	
  in	
  the	
  Fiscal	
  Sustainability	
  Element.	
  The	
  input	
  and	
  suggestions	
  provided	
  by	
  

the	
  commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
  forwarded	
  

to	
  the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  

the	
  project.	
   	
   The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
   the	
  adequacy	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  

has	
   the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
  

revisions	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   would	
   avoid	
   or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
   any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐23:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   language	
  modification	
   suggestions	
   for	
   policies	
  

contained	
   in	
   the	
   Land	
   Use	
   Element.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
   provided	
   by	
   the	
  

commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  

project.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
   the	
  adequacy	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  has	
  

the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
  

revisions	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   would	
   avoid	
   or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
   any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
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would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐24:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   a	
   range	
   of	
   language	
  modification	
   suggestions	
   for	
   policies	
  

contained	
   in	
   the	
   Safety	
   Element.	
   The	
   input	
   and	
   suggestions	
   provided	
   by	
   the	
  

commenter	
  with	
  respect	
  to	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  have	
  been	
  forwarded	
  to	
  

the	
  Planning	
  Commission	
  and	
  City	
  Council	
  for	
  their	
  consideration	
  during	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  

project.	
   	
  The	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  addressed	
   the	
  adequacy	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  has	
  

the	
   commenter	
   provided	
   supporting	
   information	
   explaining	
   how	
   the	
   proposed	
  

revisions	
   to	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   would	
   avoid	
   or	
   reduce	
   the	
   severity	
   of	
   any	
  

environmental	
   impacts	
   addressed	
   in	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR,	
   or	
   how	
   the	
   suggested	
   revisions	
  

would	
  bolster	
  or	
   improve	
   the	
  analysis	
   in	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
   	
  As	
   such,	
  no	
  changes	
   to	
   the	
  

Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  

Response	
  O-­‐25:	
   The	
  commenter	
  states	
  that	
  the	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  can	
  be	
  

understood	
  as	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  mitigation	
  described	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  and	
  that	
  aside	
  

from	
   the	
   comments	
   above,	
   there	
   are	
   very	
   few	
   comments	
   on	
   the	
   Draft	
   EIR.	
   	
   The	
  

commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
   Response	
   O-­‐5.	
   While	
   the	
   commenter	
   has	
   provided	
  

suggested	
  language	
  revisions	
  for	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  document,	
  the	
  commenter	
  has	
  not	
  

provided	
   any	
   supporting	
   information	
   or	
   justification	
   as	
   to	
   how	
   this	
   suggested	
  

language	
  would	
  improve,	
  alter,	
  or	
  augment	
  the	
  analysis	
  and	
  conclusions	
  contained	
  in	
  

the	
   Draft	
   EIR.	
   	
   The	
   commenter’s	
   suggested	
   language	
   revisions	
   do	
   not	
   address	
   the	
  

content	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  nor	
  do	
  they	
  address	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  analysis	
  contained	
  

in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  No	
  changes	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  O-­‐26:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   the	
   terms	
   “passage	
   species”	
   and	
   “corridor	
  

dwellers”	
  on	
  Page	
  3.4-­‐38	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  is	
  confusing,	
  and	
  notes	
  that	
  this	
  particular	
  

section	
   could	
   be	
   revised	
   to	
   provide	
   additional	
   clarity	
   to	
   the	
   reader.	
   	
   As	
   shown	
   in	
  

Chapter	
  3.0	
  of	
  this	
  Final	
  EIR,	
  the	
  following	
  text	
  changes	
  are	
  made	
  to	
  Page	
  3.4-­‐38	
  to	
  

eliminate	
  the	
  confusing	
  use	
  of	
  these	
  terms:	
  

Species	
   utilize	
   movement	
   corridors	
   in	
   several	
   ways.	
   “Passage	
   species”	
   are	
   those	
  
Some	
  species	
  that	
  use	
  corridors	
  as	
  thru-­‐ways	
  between	
  outlying	
  habitats.	
  The	
  habitat	
  
requirements	
  for	
  passage	
  species	
  are	
  generally	
  less	
  than	
  those	
  for	
  corridor	
  dwellers.	
  
Passage	
  species	
  use	
  corridors	
  for	
  brief	
  durations,	
  such	
  as	
  for	
  seasonal	
  migrations	
  or	
  
movement	
   within	
   a	
   home	
   range.	
   As	
   such,	
   movement	
   corridors	
   do	
   not	
   necessarily	
  
have	
  to	
  meet	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  habitat	
  requirements	
  necessary	
  for	
  a	
  passage	
  some	
  species’	
  
everyday	
   survival.	
   “Corridor	
   dwellers”	
   are	
   those	
   Other	
   species	
   that	
   have	
   limited	
  
dispersal	
   capabilities	
   –	
   a	
   category	
   that	
   includes	
   most	
   plants,	
   insects,	
   and	
   some	
  
reptiles,	
  amphibians,	
  and	
  small	
  mammals,	
  and	
  birds	
  –	
  and	
  use	
  corridors	
  for	
  a	
  greater	
  
length	
  of	
  time.	
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The	
  changes	
  shown	
  above	
  to	
  not	
  alter	
  the	
  conclusions	
  contained	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  No	
  
additional	
  changes	
  are	
  warranted.	
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  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐135	
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   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐136	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐137	
  
	
  

	
  

Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  P	
  	
  	
   Richard	
   D.	
   Sestero,	
   Project	
   Manager,	
   West	
   Coast	
  
Home	
  Builders,	
  Inc.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

Response	
  P-­‐1:	
   The	
  commenter	
  requests	
  a	
  land	
  use	
  designation	
  change	
  to	
  property	
  shown	
  as	
  SPA	
  E	
  

on	
   the	
   existing	
  General	
   Plan	
   Land	
  Use	
  Map.	
   	
   This	
   comment	
   is	
   noted	
   and	
  has	
   been	
  

forwarded	
   to	
   the	
   Planning	
   Commission	
   and	
   City	
   Council	
   for	
   their	
   review	
   and	
  

consideration.	
  	
  The	
  commenter	
  does	
  not	
  address	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  and	
  

no	
  changes	
  to	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐138	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  



COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
   2.0	
  
	
  

Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
   2.0-­‐139	
  
	
  



2.0	
   COMMENTS	
  ON	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  AND	
  RESPONSES	
  
	
  

2.0-­‐140	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  
	
  

	
  

Response	
  to	
  Letter	
  Q	
  	
  	
   Kathleen	
   A.	
   Dadey,	
   Ph.D,	
   Chief,	
   California	
   South	
  
Branch,	
  U.S.	
  Army	
  Corps	
  of	
  Engineers	
  

	
  

Response	
  Q-­‐1:	
   The	
   commenter	
   provides	
   background	
   information	
   regarding	
   the	
   Army	
   Corps	
   of	
  

Engineers’	
   jurisdiction	
   over	
   waters	
   of	
   the	
   United	
   States,	
   and	
   recommends	
   that	
   a	
  

wetland	
  delineation	
  be	
  prepared	
  for	
  the	
  project	
  site.	
  	
  The	
  proposed	
  project	
  consists	
  

of	
   a	
   comprehensive	
   update	
   to	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan,	
   which	
   applies	
   to	
   the	
  

entire	
   city	
   and	
   Planning	
   Area.	
   	
   The	
   preparation	
   of	
   a	
   wetland	
   delineation	
   is	
   not	
  

appropriate	
   for	
   this	
   project,	
   given	
   that	
   no	
   specific	
   development	
   is	
   currently	
  

proposed,	
  and	
  there	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  specific	
  project	
  site	
  analyzed	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  Potential	
  

impacts	
  to	
  wetlands	
  protected	
  by	
  Section	
  404	
  of	
  the	
  Clean	
  Water	
  Act	
  are	
  addressed	
  

under	
   Impact	
  3.4-­‐3.	
   	
   This	
   issue	
  has	
  been	
  adequately	
   addressed,	
   and	
  no	
   changes	
   to	
  

the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  are	
  required.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  Q-­‐2:	
   The	
   commenter	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   range	
   of	
   alternatives	
   considered	
   should	
   include	
  

alternatives	
  that	
  avoid	
  impacts	
  to	
  wetlands	
  or	
  other	
  waters	
  of	
  the	
  United	
  States.	
  	
  The	
  

commenter	
   is	
   referred	
   to	
   Response	
  Q-­‐1.	
   	
   There	
   is	
   no	
   single	
   project	
   site	
   or	
   specific	
  

development	
  project	
  analyzed	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR,	
  given	
  the	
  programmatic	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  

project.	
   	
  Wetlands	
   and	
  waters	
   of	
   the	
  United	
   States	
   occur	
   throughout	
   the	
   Planning	
  

Area.	
   	
   The	
  General	
   Plan	
   includes	
   a	
  wide	
   range	
   of	
   policies	
   and	
   actions	
   that	
   seek	
   to	
  

protect	
   wetlands	
   and	
  waters	
   of	
   the	
   United	
   States,	
   including	
   Policy	
   COS	
   4-­‐7,	
   which	
  

requires	
  consultation	
  with	
  State	
  and	
  Federal	
  agencies	
  during	
  the	
  development	
  review	
  

process	
   to	
   help	
   identify	
   wetland	
   and	
   riparian	
   habitat	
   that	
   has	
   candidacy	
   for	
  

restoration,	
   conservation,	
   and/or	
   mitigation,	
   and	
   focusing	
   restoration	
   and/or	
  

conservation	
  efforts	
  on	
  areas	
  that	
  would	
  maximize	
  multiple	
  beneficial	
  uses	
  for	
  such	
  

habitat.	
   Policy	
   COS	
  4-­‐8	
   requires	
   conservation	
  of	
   riparian	
  habitat	
   along	
   local	
   creeks,	
  

including	
  but	
  not	
  limited	
  to	
  Marsh	
  Creek,	
  Deer	
  Creek,	
  Dry	
  Creek,	
  and	
  Sand	
  Creek,	
  in	
  

order	
  to	
  maintain	
  water	
  quality	
  and	
  provide	
  suitable	
  habitat	
  for	
  native	
  fish	
  and	
  plant	
  

species.	
   	
  This	
   issue	
  has	
  been	
  adequately	
  addressed	
   in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  and	
  no	
  changes	
  

are	
  warranted.	
  	
  	
  

Response	
  Q-­‐3:	
   The	
  commenter	
  provides	
  closing	
  remarks	
  and	
  contact	
  information.	
  	
  	
  



ERRATA	
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Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
   3.0-­‐1	
  
	
  

This	
   chapter	
   includes	
   minor	
   edits	
   to	
   the	
   EIR.	
   	
   These	
   modifications	
   resulted	
   from	
   responses	
   to	
  
comments	
  received	
  during	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  public	
  review	
  period.	
  

Revisions	
   herein	
   do	
   not	
   result	
   in	
   new	
   significant	
   environmental	
   impacts,	
   do	
   not	
   constitute	
  
significant	
  new	
   information,	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  alter	
   the	
  conclusions	
  of	
   the	
  environmental	
  analysis	
   that	
  
would	
  warrant	
  recirculation	
  of	
   the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  pursuant	
  to	
  State	
  CEQA	
  Guidelines	
  Section	
  15088.5.	
  	
  
Changes	
  are	
  provided	
  in	
  revision	
  marks	
  with	
  underline	
  for	
  new	
  text	
  and	
  strike	
  out	
  for	
  deleted	
  text.	
  	
  	
  

3.1	
  REVISIONS	
  TO	
  THE	
  DRAFT	
  EIR	
  
TABLE	
  OF	
  CONTENTS	
  

The	
  following	
  table-­‐numbering	
  corrections	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  the	
  Table	
  of	
  Contents	
  in	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐1:	
  	
   Intersection	
  LOS	
  Criteria ................................................................3.13-­‐10	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐2:	
  	
   Rural	
  Road	
  Level	
  of	
  Service	
  Criteria ...............................................3.13-­‐11	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐3:	
  	
   Multilane	
  Highway	
  Level	
  of	
  Service	
  Criteria...................................3.13-­‐12	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐4:	
  	
   Summary	
  of	
  Existing	
  Peak	
  Hour	
  Intersection	
  Levels	
  of	
  Service......3.13-­‐14	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐5:	
  	
   Peak	
  Hour	
  Rural	
  Roadway	
  LOS .......................................................3.13-­‐16	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐6	
  7:	
  	
  Peak	
  Hour	
  Delay	
  Index	
  on	
  SR	
  4	
  –	
  SR	
  160	
  to	
  Lone	
  Tree	
  Way...........3.13-­‐17	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐7	
  8:	
  	
  Planned	
  Brentwood	
  Area	
  Major	
  Transportation	
  Improvements ...3.13-­‐22	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐8	
  9:	
  	
  Net	
   Increase	
   in	
   Development	
   by	
   General	
   Plan	
   Buildout	
  

Scenario..........................................................................................3.13-­‐25	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐910:	
  	
  Applied	
  ITE	
  Trip	
  Generation	
  Rates .................................................3.13-­‐26	
  

Table	
   3.13-­‐10	
   12:	
   Net	
   Additional	
   Vehicle	
   Trips	
   by	
   General	
   Plan	
   Buildout	
  

Scenario..........................................................................................3.13-­‐26	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐11	
  14:	
  General	
  Plan	
  Roadway	
  Improvements ........................................3.13-­‐27	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐12	
  15:	
  Summary	
  of	
  Peak	
  Hour	
  Intersection	
  Levels	
  of	
  Service	
  With	
  	
  	
  

	
   General	
  Plan	
  Buildout	
  to	
  City	
  Limits...............................................3.13-­‐30	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐13	
  16:	
  Summary	
  of	
  Peak	
  Hour	
  Intersection	
  Levels	
  of	
  Service	
  With	
  	
  

	
   General	
  Plan	
  Buildout	
  to	
  Planning	
  Area .........................................3.13-­‐32	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐14	
  17:	
  Summary	
  of	
  Roadway	
  Segment	
  Levels	
  of	
  Service	
  With	
  	
  

	
   General	
  Plan	
  Buildout	
  to	
  City	
  Limits...............................................3.13-­‐34	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐15	
  18:	
  Summary	
  of	
  Roadway	
  Segment	
  Levels	
  of	
  Service	
  With	
  	
  

	
   General	
  Plan	
  Buildout	
  to	
  Planning	
  Area .........................................3.13-­‐35	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐16	
  19:	
  Summary	
  of	
  PM	
  Peak	
  Hour	
  Delay	
  Index	
  on	
  SR	
  4	
  –	
  SR	
  160	
  to	
  	
  

	
   Lone	
  Tree	
  Way	
  with	
  General	
  Plan	
  Buildout	
  to	
  City	
  Limits..............3.13-­‐36	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐17	
  20:	
  Summary	
  of	
  PM	
  Peak	
  Hour	
  Delay	
  Index	
  on	
  SR	
  4	
  –	
  SR	
  160	
  to	
  	
  



3.0	
   ERRATA	
  
	
  

3.0-­‐2	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  
	
  

	
   Lone	
  Tree	
  Way	
  with	
  General	
  Plan	
  Buildout	
  to	
  Planning	
  Area ........3.13-­‐36	
  

Table	
   3.13-­‐18	
   21:	
   Summary	
   of	
   Vehicle	
   Miles	
   Traveled	
   with	
   General	
   Plan	
  

Buildout	
  to	
  City	
  Limits ....................................................................3.13-­‐37	
  

Table	
  3.13-­‐19	
  22:	
  Summary	
  of	
  Vehicle	
  Miles	
  Traveled	
  with	
  General	
  Plan	
  	
  

	
   Buildout	
  to	
  Planning	
  Area...............................................................3.13-­‐37	
  

EXECUTIVE	
  SUMMARY	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  the	
  Executive	
  Summary	
  of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  (DEIR).	
  	
  	
  

1.0	
   INTRODUCTION	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Chapter	
  1.0	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

2.0	
   PROJECT	
  DESCRIPTION	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Chapter	
  2.0	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR	
  

3.1	
   AESTHETICS	
  AND	
  VISUAL	
  RESOURCES	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.1	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.2	
   AGRICULTURAL	
  AND	
  FOREST	
  RESOURCES	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.2	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.3	
   AIR	
  QUALITY	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.3	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.4	
   BIOLOGICAL	
  AND	
  NATURAL	
  RESOURCES	
  	
  

The	
  following	
  text	
  was	
  added	
  to	
  page	
  3.4-­‐23	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR:	
  

The	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  
The	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  is	
  a	
  comprehensive,	
  long-­‐term	
  management	
  plan	
  for	
  the	
  Delta.	
  Required	
  by	
  
the	
   2009	
   Delta	
   Reform	
   Act,	
   it	
   creates	
   new	
   rules	
   and	
   recommendations	
   to	
   further	
   the	
  
State’s	
  coequal	
  goals	
  for	
  the	
  Delta:	
  Improve	
  statewide	
  water	
  supply	
  reliability,	
  and	
  protect	
  
and	
   restore	
   a	
   vibrant	
   and	
   healthy	
   Delta	
   ecosystem,	
   all	
   in	
   a	
   manner	
   that	
   preserves,	
  
protects,	
  and	
  enhances	
  the	
  unique	
  agricultural,	
  cultural,	
  and	
  recreational	
  characteristics	
  of	
  
the	
  Delta.	
  

Developed	
  through	
  eight	
  drafts,	
  hundreds	
  of	
  hours	
  of	
  public	
  meetings,	
  and	
  thousands	
  of	
  
public	
   comments	
  over	
   two	
   years,	
   the	
  Delta	
  Plan	
   is	
   guided	
  by	
   the	
  best	
   available	
   science.	
  
The	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  is	
  founded	
  on	
  cooperation	
  and	
  coordination	
  among	
  affected	
  agencies.	
  The	
  
Delta	
   Plan	
   is	
   also	
   enforceable	
   through	
   regulatory	
   authority,	
   as	
   spelled	
   out	
   in	
   the	
   Delta	
  
Reform	
  Act,	
  that	
  requires	
  State	
  and	
  local	
  agencies	
  to	
  be	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan.	
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The	
   Delta	
   Plan	
  was	
   unanimously	
   adopted	
   by	
   the	
   Delta	
   Stewardship	
   Council	
   on	
  May	
   16,	
  
2013.	
  	
   Subsequently	
   its	
   14	
   regulatory	
   policies	
   were	
   approved	
   by	
   the	
   Office	
   of	
  
Administrative	
   Law,	
   a	
   State	
   agency	
   that	
   ensures	
   the	
   regulations	
   are	
   clear,	
   necessary,	
  
legally	
   valid,	
   and	
   available	
   to	
   the	
   public.	
   	
  The	
   Delta	
   Plan	
   became	
   effective	
   with	
   legally-­‐
enforceable	
  regulations	
  on	
  September	
  1,	
  2013.	
  

The	
  following	
  text	
  was	
  added	
  to	
  page	
  3.4-­‐43	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR:	
  

Impact	
  3.4-­6:	
  General	
  Plan	
  implementation	
  would	
  not	
  conflict	
  with	
  
the	
   provisions	
   of	
   an	
   adopted	
   Habitat	
   Conservation	
   Plan,	
   Natural	
  
Community	
  Conservation	
  Plan,	
  or	
  other	
  approved	
  local,	
  regional,	
  or	
  
State	
  habitat	
  conservation	
  plan	
  (Less	
  than	
  Significant)	
  
The	
   East	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   County	
   Habitat	
   Conservation	
   Plan	
   /	
   Natural	
   Community	
  
Conservation	
   Plan	
   (HCP/NCCP	
   or	
   Plan)	
   is	
   intended	
   to	
   provide	
   regional	
   conservation	
   and	
  
development	
  guidelines	
  to	
  protect	
  natural	
  resources	
  while	
  improving	
  and	
  streamlining	
  the	
  
permit	
  process	
  for	
  endangered	
  species	
  and	
  wetland	
  regulations.	
  The	
  Plan	
  was	
  developed	
  
by	
   a	
   team	
   of	
   scientists	
   and	
   planners	
   with	
   input	
   from	
   independent	
   panels	
   of	
   science	
  
reviewers	
  and	
  stakeholders.	
  Within	
  the	
  174,018	
  acre	
  inventory	
  area,	
  the	
  Plan	
  will	
  provide	
  
permits	
  for	
  between	
  8,670	
  and	
  11,853	
  acres	
  of	
  development	
  and	
  will	
  permit	
  impacts	
  on	
  an	
  
additional	
   1,126	
   acres	
   from	
   rural	
   infrastructure	
   projects.	
   The	
   Preserve	
   System	
   to	
   be	
  
acquired	
   under	
   the	
   Plan	
   will	
   encompass	
   23,800	
   to	
   30,300	
   acres	
   of	
   land	
   that	
   will	
   be	
  
managed	
  for	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  28	
  species	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  natural	
  communities	
  that	
  they,	
  and	
  
hundreds	
   of	
   other	
   species,	
   depend	
   upon.	
   By	
   proactively	
   addressing	
   the	
   long-­‐term	
  
conservation	
  needs,	
  the	
  Plan	
  strengthens	
  local	
  control	
  over	
  land	
  use	
  and	
  provides	
  greater	
  
flexibility	
  in	
  meeting	
  other	
  needs	
  such	
  as	
  housing,	
  transportation,	
  and	
  economic	
  growth	
  in	
  
the	
   area.	
   The	
   City	
   of	
   Brentwood	
   approved	
   an	
   ordinance	
   in	
   2007	
   that	
   requires	
   future	
  
development	
  projects	
  to	
  comply	
  with	
  the	
  HCP/NCCP.	
  Additionally,	
  Action	
  COS	
  3a	
  from	
  the	
  
Conservation	
  and	
  Open	
  Space	
  Element	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  requires	
  new	
  development,	
  as	
  
well	
  as	
  infrastructure	
  projects,	
  long-­‐range	
  planning	
  projects,	
  and	
  other	
  projects,	
  to	
  comply	
  
with	
  the	
  requirements	
  of	
  the	
  Plan	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  potentially	
  significant	
  impacts	
  to	
  special	
  
status	
   species	
   and	
   sensitive	
   resources	
   are	
   adequately	
   addressed.	
   Implementation	
  of	
   the	
  
General	
   Plan	
  would	
   not	
   conflict	
   with	
   the	
   provisions	
   of	
   an	
   adopted	
   HCP/NCCP,	
   or	
   other	
  
approved	
  local,	
  regional,	
  or	
  State	
  habitat	
  conservation	
  plan.	
  The	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  have	
  
a	
  less	
  than	
  significant	
  impact	
  relative	
  to	
  this	
  topic.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  is	
  a	
  comprehensive,	
  long-­‐term	
  management	
  plan	
  for	
  the	
  Delta.	
  Required	
  by	
  
the	
   2009	
   Delta	
   Reform	
   Act,	
   it	
   creates	
   new	
   rules	
   and	
   recommendations	
   to	
   further	
   the	
  
State’s	
  coequal	
  goals	
  for	
  the	
  Delta:	
  Improve	
  statewide	
  water	
  supply	
  reliability,	
  and	
  protect	
  
and	
   restore	
   a	
   vibrant	
   and	
   healthy	
   Delta	
   ecosystem,	
   all	
   in	
   a	
   manner	
   that	
   preserves,	
  
protects,	
  and	
  enhances	
  the	
  unique	
  agricultural,	
  cultural,	
  and	
  recreational	
  characteristics	
  of	
  
the	
  Delta.	
  

The	
   Delta	
   Plan	
   contains	
   a	
   set	
   of	
   regulatory	
   policies	
   that	
   will	
   be	
   enforced	
   by	
   the	
   Delta	
  
Stewardship	
   Council’s	
   appellate	
   authority	
   and	
   oversight.	
   The	
   Delta	
   Plan	
   also	
   contains	
  



3.0	
   ERRATA	
  
	
  

3.0-­‐4	
   Final	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Report	
  –	
  2014	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  
	
  

priority	
   recommendations,	
   which	
   are	
   non-­‐regulatory	
   but	
   call	
   out	
   actions	
   essential	
   to	
  
achieving	
  the	
  coequal	
  goals.	
  

The	
  majority	
  of	
  the	
  regulatory	
  policies	
  contained	
  in	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  are	
  not	
  applicable	
  to	
  the	
  
Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan.	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  includes	
  Policy	
  G	
  R1,	
  which	
  calls	
  on	
  
the	
  Delta	
   Stewardship	
   Council	
   to	
   develop	
   a	
  Delta	
   Science	
   Plan,	
  which	
   is	
   not	
   relevant	
   or	
  
applicable	
  to	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  Update.	
  	
  Many	
  of	
  the	
  other	
  policies	
  in	
  the	
  Delta	
  
Plan	
  apply	
  to	
  State-­‐level	
  regulatory	
  agencies,	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  California	
  Department	
  of	
  Water	
  
Resources,	
  which	
  are	
  also	
  not	
  applicable	
  to	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  Update.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  proposed	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  strongly	
  and	
  specifically	
  supports	
  and	
  furthers	
  the	
  
primary	
   goals	
   of	
   the	
   Delta	
   Plan.	
   	
   For	
   example,	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   General	
   Plan	
   includes	
   a	
  
robust	
  set	
  of	
  policies	
  and	
  actions	
  aimed	
  at	
  protecting,	
  preserving,	
  and	
  strengthening	
   the	
  
agricultural	
   lands	
  and	
  resources	
  surrounding	
   the	
  city,	
  and	
  throughout	
   the	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  
Policies	
  and	
  actions	
   in	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  that	
  provide	
  for	
  extensive	
  agricultural	
  protection	
  
include:	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐1:	
  	
  Support	
   and	
   encourage	
   the	
   preservation	
   of	
   agricultural	
   lands	
  
throughout	
  Brentwood’s	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  particularly	
  in	
  areas	
  to	
  the	
  south	
  and	
  east	
  
of	
  the	
  city	
  limits.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐2:	
  	
  	
  Maintain	
  permanent	
  agricultural	
   lands	
  surrounding	
  the	
  city	
   limits	
  
to	
   serve	
   as	
   community	
   separators	
   and	
   continue	
   the	
   agricultural	
   heritage	
   of	
  
Brentwood.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐3:	
  	
  	
  Encourage	
   and	
   support	
   programs	
   that	
   create	
   or	
   establish	
  
permanent	
  agricultural	
  areas	
  in	
  Brentwood’s	
  Planning	
  Area.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐4:	
  	
  	
  Participate	
   in	
   regional	
   planning	
   efforts	
   with	
   agencies	
   such	
   as	
  
Contra	
   Costa	
   County,	
   the	
   cities	
   of	
   Antioch	
   and	
   Oakley,	
   land	
   trusts,	
   and	
   other	
  
regional	
   partners	
   to	
   establish	
   and	
   maintain	
   permanent	
   agricultural	
   areas	
  
surrounding	
  Brentwood.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐5:	
  	
  	
  Work	
   with	
   the	
   Local	
   Agency	
   Formation	
   Commission	
   (LAFCO)	
   on	
  
issues	
   of	
  mutual	
   concern	
   including	
   the	
   conservation	
   of	
   agricultural	
   land	
   through	
  
consistent	
   use	
   of	
   LAFCO	
   policies,	
   particularly	
   those	
   related	
   to	
   conversion	
   of	
  
agricultural	
  lands	
  and	
  establishment	
  of	
  adequate	
  buffers	
  between	
  agricultural	
  and	
  
non-­‐agricultural	
   uses,	
   and	
   the	
   designation	
   of	
   a	
   reasonable	
   and	
   logical	
   Sphere	
   of	
  
Influence	
  (SOI)	
  boundary	
  for	
  the	
  City.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐6:	
  	
  	
  Minimize	
  conflicts	
  between	
  agricultural	
  and	
  urban	
  land	
  uses.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐7:	
  	
  	
  Require	
   the	
   use	
   of	
   buffers	
   such	
   as	
   greenbelts,	
   drainage	
   features,	
  
parks,	
  or	
  other	
  improved	
  and	
  maintained	
  features	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  separate	
  residential	
  
and	
  other	
  sensitive	
  land	
  uses,	
  such	
  as	
  schools	
  and	
  hospitals,	
  from	
  agricultural	
  lands	
  
and	
  agricultural	
  operations.	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐8:	
  	
  	
  Require	
  new	
  development	
  to	
  have	
  structural	
  setbacks	
  that	
  respect	
  
agricultural	
  operations.	
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Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐9:	
  	
  	
  Developers	
   shall	
   be	
   responsible	
   for	
   mitigating	
   impacts	
   upon	
  
nearby	
  agriculture.	
   	
   Setbacks	
  and	
  buffers	
   shall	
   be	
  provided	
  by	
   the	
  developer	
  and	
  
not	
  encroach	
  upon	
  productive	
  agricultural	
  areas.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐10:	
  	
  	
  Limit	
  incompatible	
  uses	
  (i.e.,	
  schools,	
  hospitals,	
  and	
  high	
  density	
  
residential)	
  near	
  agriculture.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐11:	
  	
  Work	
  with	
  agricultural	
  landowners	
  to	
  improve	
  practices	
  that	
  have	
  
resulted	
   in	
   adverse	
   impacts	
   to	
   adjacent	
   properties.	
   	
   Such	
   practices	
   include	
   site	
  
drainage	
  and	
  flood	
  control	
  measures.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐12:	
  	
  Promote	
  best	
  management	
  practices	
  in	
  agricultural	
  operations	
  to	
  
reduce	
   emissions,	
   conserve	
   energy	
   and	
   water,	
   and	
   utilize	
   alternative	
   energy	
  
sources.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐13:	
   	
   Assist	
   agricultural	
   landowners	
   and	
   farmers	
   with	
   a	
   variety	
   of	
  
programs	
  aimed	
  at	
  preserving	
  agricultural	
  lands,	
  increasing	
  opportunities	
  for	
  local	
  
sales	
  of	
  agricultural	
  products,	
  and	
  increasing	
  access	
  to	
  local	
  commodities	
  markets.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐14:	
  	
  Encourage	
  agricultural	
  landowners	
  in	
  Brentwood’s	
  Planning	
  Area	
  
to	
  participate	
   in	
  Williamson	
  Act	
  contracts	
  and	
  other	
  programs	
   that	
  provide	
   long-­‐
term	
  protection	
  of	
  agricultural	
  lands.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  2-­‐15:	
  	
  Support	
  the	
  procurement	
  of	
  expanded	
  and	
  additional	
  water	
  rights	
  
which	
  provide	
  for	
  contractual	
  supply	
  reliability	
  for	
  agricultural	
  use.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐16:	
   	
   Encourage	
   small-­‐scale	
   food	
   production,	
   such	
   as	
   community	
  
gardens	
  and	
  cooperative	
  neighborhood	
  growing	
  efforts,	
  on	
  parcels	
  within	
  the	
  city	
  
limits,	
   provided	
   that	
   the	
   operations	
   do	
   not	
   conflict	
   with	
   existing	
   adjacent	
   urban	
  
uses.	
  

Policy	
   COS	
   2-­‐17:	
   	
   Encourage	
   and	
   support	
   the	
   development	
   of	
   new	
   agricultural	
  
related	
   industries	
   featuring	
   alternative	
   energy,	
   utilization	
   of	
   agricultural	
   waste,	
  
biofuels,	
  and	
  solar	
  or	
  wind	
  farms.	
  

Policy	
  LU	
  1-­‐4:	
  	
   Require	
  new	
  development	
  to	
  occur	
  in	
  a	
  logical	
  and	
  orderly	
  manner,	
  
focusing	
   growth	
   on	
   infill	
   locations	
   and	
   areas	
   designated	
   for	
   urbanization	
   on	
   the	
  
Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  (Figure	
  LU-­‐1),	
  and	
  be	
  subject	
  to	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  provide	
  urban	
  services,	
  
including	
  paying	
  for	
  any	
  needed	
  extension	
  of	
  services.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  LU	
  1-­‐5:	
  	
   Encourage	
   new	
   development	
   to	
   be	
   contiguous	
   to	
   existing	
  
development,	
  whenever	
  possible.	
  

Policy	
  LU	
  2-­‐7:	
  	
   Strongly	
   encourage	
   residential	
   development	
   in	
   the	
   city	
   in	
   a	
  
balanced	
   and	
   efficient	
   pattern	
   that	
   reduces	
   sprawl,	
   preserves	
   open	
   space,	
   and	
  
creates	
  convenient	
  connections	
  to	
  other	
  land	
  uses.	
  

Policy	
  LU	
  5-­‐1:	
  	
  	
   Maintain	
   significant	
   areas	
   of	
   permanent	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   and	
  
open	
  space	
  surrounding	
  the	
  city	
  limits.	
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Policy	
  LU	
  5-­‐2:	
  	
   Protect	
   agricultural	
   land	
   from	
   urban	
   development	
   except	
   where	
  
the	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  has	
  designated	
  the	
  land	
  for	
  urban	
  uses.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2a:	
   Continue	
   to	
   implement	
   Chapter	
   8.01	
   (Right	
   to	
   Farm)	
   of	
   the	
  
Brentwood	
   Municipal	
   Code	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   protect	
   farming	
   uses	
   from	
   encroaching	
  
urban	
  uses	
  and	
  to	
  notify	
  potential	
  homebuyers	
  of	
  nearby	
  agricultural	
  operations.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2b:	
   Consider	
  impacts	
  to	
  agricultural	
  lands	
  and	
  agricultural	
  productivity	
  
when	
  reviewing	
  new	
  development	
  projects,	
  amendments	
  to	
  the	
  General	
  Plan,	
  and	
  
rezoning	
  applications.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2c:	
   Amend	
   Title	
   17	
   (Zoning)	
   of	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   Municipal	
   Code	
   to	
  
include	
   specific	
   agricultural	
   buffer	
   requirements	
   for	
   residential	
   and	
   sensitive	
   land	
  
uses	
  (i.e.,	
  schools,	
  day	
  care	
  facilities,	
  and	
  medical	
  facilities)	
  that	
  are	
  proposed	
  near	
  
existing	
  agricultural	
  lands	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  associated	
  agricultural	
  operations	
  
from	
  encroachment	
  by	
  incompatible	
  uses.	
  	
  	
  Buffers	
  shall	
  generally	
  be	
  defined	
  as	
  a	
  
physical	
   separation,	
   depending	
   on	
   the	
   land	
   use,	
   and	
  may	
   consist	
   of	
   topographic	
  
features,	
   roadways,	
   bike/pedestrian	
   paths,	
   greenbelts,	
   water	
   courses,	
   or	
   similar	
  
features.	
  The	
  buffer	
  shall	
  occur	
  on	
  the	
  parcel	
  for	
  which	
  a	
  permit	
  is	
  sought	
  and	
  shall	
  
favor	
  protection	
  of	
  the	
  maximum	
  amount	
  of	
  agricultural	
  land.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2d:	
   Collaborate	
  with	
  water	
  suppliers	
  and	
  wastewater	
  treatment	
  plant	
  
operators	
   to	
   increase	
   the	
  availability	
  of	
   treated	
  or	
   recycled	
  water	
   for	
  agricultural	
  
purposes.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2e:	
  	
  	
  Work	
   with	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   County	
   to	
   establish	
   and	
   implement	
  
consistent	
   policies	
   for	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   in	
   Brentwood's	
   Planning	
   Area	
   that	
  
prioritize	
   the	
   preservation	
   of	
   agricultural	
   lands	
   and	
   support	
   ongoing	
   agricultural	
  
activities.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2f:	
  	
  	
   Continue	
   to	
   implement,	
   and	
   periodically	
   review/update	
   as	
  
necessary,	
   Chapter	
   17.730	
   (Agricultural	
   Preservation	
   Program)	
   of	
   the	
   Brentwood	
  
Municipal	
  Code.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2g:	
   Continue	
  to	
  implement	
  the	
  Agricultural	
  Enterprise	
  Implementation	
  
Plan	
  to	
  assist	
  local	
  farmers	
  with	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  programs	
  that	
  facilitate	
  infrastructure	
  
improvements,	
   business	
   ventures,	
   and	
   other	
   initiatives	
   to	
   grow	
   the	
   agricultural	
  
industry	
  in	
  and	
  around	
  Brentwood.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2h:	
   Coordinate	
  with	
  groups	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  Agricultural-­‐Natural	
  Resources	
  
Trust	
   of	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   County	
   (ANRT),	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   Agricultural	
   Land	
   Trust	
  
(BALT),	
   and	
  Harvest	
   Time	
   in	
   Brentwood	
   in	
   order	
   to	
   fund	
   agricultural	
   easements,	
  
programs	
   that	
   protect	
   agricultural	
   lands,	
   and	
   programs	
   that	
   provide	
   marketing	
  
assistance	
  and	
  economic	
  support	
  to	
  local	
  farmers.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  COS	
  2i:	
   Develop	
   a	
   program	
   to	
   provide	
   additional	
   support	
   for	
   agricultural	
  
tourism,	
   u-­‐pick	
   farms,	
   and	
   other	
   agricultural	
   activities	
   that	
   serve	
   as	
   a	
   regional	
  
draw	
  to	
  Brentwood	
  and	
  enhance	
  its	
  agricultural	
  heritage.	
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Action	
  LU	
  1c:	
  	
  	
   Prioritize	
   the	
   processing	
   of	
   development	
   applications	
   for	
   infill,	
  
underutilized,	
   or	
   vacant	
   parcels	
   designated	
   for	
   urban	
   uses	
   over	
   those	
   projects	
  
requiring	
  annexation.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  LU	
  5a:	
  	
   Continue	
   to	
  designate	
  agricultural	
   lands	
   to	
   the	
   south	
  and	
  east	
  of	
  
the	
  city	
  limits	
  as	
  Agricultural	
  Conservation	
  on	
  the	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  LU	
  5b:	
  	
  	
   Coordinate	
  with	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County	
  to	
  encourage	
  and	
  facilitate	
  a	
  
variety	
  of	
  agricultural	
  enterprises	
  on	
  lands	
  identified	
  as	
  the	
  Agricultural	
  Enterprise	
  
Area	
   in	
   the	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan.	
  Agricultural	
  uses	
  within	
   this	
  area	
   should	
  be	
  
flexible	
   in	
   order	
   to	
  maximize	
   the	
   economic	
   vitality	
   of	
   smaller	
   agricultural	
   parcels	
  
that	
   may	
   not	
   be	
   suitable	
   for	
   large-­‐scale	
   commercial	
   agricultural	
   operations.	
  	
  
Allowed	
  uses	
  should	
  be	
  agricultural	
  in	
  nature	
  and	
  may	
  include,	
  but	
  are	
  not	
  limited	
  
to,	
  the	
  following:	
  

1. Visitor-­‐serving	
   uses	
   that	
   support	
   and	
   are	
   incidental	
   to	
   agricultural	
  
production,	
   such	
   as	
   tasting	
   rooms,	
   including	
   sales	
   and	
   promotion	
   of	
  
products	
  grown	
  or	
  processed	
  in	
  the	
  region,	
  educational	
  activities	
  and	
  tours,	
  
incidental	
   sales	
   of	
   items	
   related	
   to	
   local	
   area	
   agricultural	
   products,	
  
promotional	
   events,	
   and	
   farm	
   homestays,	
   which	
   allow	
   visitors	
   to	
   visit	
   a	
  
farm	
   in	
   the	
   form	
   of	
   a	
   vacation,	
   that	
   support	
   and	
   are	
   secondary	
   and	
  
incidental	
  to	
  local	
  agricultural	
  production.	
  	
  

2. Commercial	
   uses	
   that	
   directly	
   support	
   agricultural	
   operations,	
   including	
  
roadside	
  stands,	
  wholesale	
  and	
  retail	
  agricultural	
  sales,	
  and	
  wineries.	
  

3. Agricultural-­‐based	
   tourism	
   uses,	
   including	
   u-­‐pick	
   farms,	
   dude	
   ranches,	
  
lodging,	
   horseshows,	
   rodeos,	
   crop-­‐based	
   seasonal	
   events,	
   and	
   ancillary	
  
restaurants	
  and/or	
  stores.	
  

4. Equestrian	
  centers	
  and	
  facilities,	
  including	
  boarding	
  facilities.	
  

Additionally,	
   the	
   General	
   Plan	
   includes	
   extensive	
   policies	
   aimed	
   at	
   protecting	
   surface	
  
water	
  resources	
  and	
  water	
  conservation.	
  	
  	
  

The	
   policies	
   in	
   the	
   Delta	
   Plan	
   specifically	
   applicable	
   to	
   the	
   Brentwood	
  General	
   Plan	
   are	
  
summarized	
  below,	
  along	
  with	
  a	
  discussion	
  of	
   the	
  General	
  Plan’s	
   consistency	
  with	
   these	
  
applicable	
  policies.	
  	
  	
  

Delta	
  Plan	
  Policy	
  WR	
  R1:	
  Implement	
  Water	
  Efficiency	
  and	
  Water	
  Management	
  Planning	
  
Laws.	
   	
   The	
   proposed	
  General	
   Plan	
   is	
   consistent	
  with	
   this	
   policy.	
   	
   The	
   following	
  General	
  
Plan	
  policies	
  and	
  actions	
  support	
  water	
  conservation	
  and	
  water	
  efficiency,	
  as	
  required	
  by	
  
this	
  policy:	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  9-­‐5:	
  	
  	
   Promote	
  water	
  conservation	
  among	
  water	
  users.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  9-­‐6:	
  	
  	
   Continue	
   to	
   require	
   new	
   development	
   to	
   incorporate	
   water	
  
efficient	
  fixtures	
  into	
  design	
  and	
  construction.	
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Policy	
  COS	
  9-­‐7:	
  	
  	
   Promote	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  reclaimed	
  water	
  and	
  other	
  non-­‐potable	
  water	
  
sources.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  9-­‐8:	
  	
  	
   Encourage	
   large-­‐scale	
   developments	
   and	
   golf	
   course	
  
developments	
  to	
  incorporate	
  dual	
  water	
  systems.	
  

Policy	
  COS	
  9-­‐9:	
  	
  	
   Encourage	
  and	
  support	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  drought-­‐tolerant	
  and	
  regionally	
  
native	
  plants	
  in	
  landscaping.	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐3:	
  	
  	
   Continue	
   to	
   implement	
   a	
   comprehensive	
   water	
   strategy	
   that	
  
balances	
   the	
   need	
   to	
   supply	
   water	
   to	
   all	
   users	
   served	
   by	
   the	
   City	
   with	
   potable	
  
water	
  use	
  reduction	
  measures.	
  	
  	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐5:	
  	
  	
   Continue	
   efforts	
   to	
   reduce	
   potable	
  water	
   use	
   and	
   increase	
  water	
  
conservation.	
  

Policy	
  IF	
  2-­‐6:	
  	
  	
  	
   Use	
  recycled	
  water	
  for	
  landscaping	
  irrigation	
  within	
  City	
  roadways,	
  
parks,	
  and	
  facilities	
  to	
  the	
  greatest	
  extent	
  feasible.	
  	
  	
  

Action	
  COS	
  9d:	
   Develop	
  and	
  provide	
   incentives	
  to	
  developers	
  and	
  businesses	
  that	
  
use	
  reclaimed	
  water	
  and	
  other	
  non-­‐potable	
  water	
  for	
  landscaping.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  9e:	
   Continue	
   to	
   implement	
   Chapter	
   17.630	
   of	
   the	
   Brentwood	
  
Municipal	
  Code,	
  particularly	
  as	
  it	
  relates	
  to	
  water	
  conservation	
  efforts.	
  

Action	
  COS	
  9g:	
   Develop	
   a	
   list	
   of	
   drought-­‐tolerant	
   and	
   native	
   plants	
   appropriate	
  
for	
  use	
  in	
  Brentwood	
  and	
  review	
  development	
  projects	
  for	
  adherence	
  to	
  this	
  list.	
  	
  

Action	
  IF	
  2a:	
  	
  	
   Routinely	
   assess	
   the	
   City’s	
   ability	
   to	
   meet	
   demand	
   for	
   potable	
  
water	
  by	
  periodically	
  updating	
  the	
  Water	
  Master	
  Plan.	
  	
  

Action	
  IF	
  2b:	
  	
   Explore	
  additional	
  permanent	
  water	
  sources	
  through,	
  and	
  contract	
  
with,	
  agencies	
  that	
  may	
  have	
  surplus	
  water	
  availability,	
  such	
  as	
  the	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  
Water	
   District,	
   the	
   East	
   Bay	
   Municipal	
   Utility	
   District,	
   the	
   East	
   Contra	
   Costa	
  
Irrigation	
  District,	
  and	
  other	
  potential	
  sources.	
  

Action	
  IF	
  2c:	
  	
  	
   Regularly	
  review	
  and	
  update	
  the	
  City’s	
  water	
  conservation	
  strategy	
  
to	
  be	
  consistent	
  with	
  current	
  best	
  management	
  practices	
   for	
  water	
  conservation,	
  
considering	
  measures	
  recommended	
  by	
  the	
  State	
  Department	
  of	
  Water	
  Resources,	
  
the	
   California	
   Urban	
   Water	
   Conservation	
   Council,	
   and	
   the	
   Contra	
   Costa	
   Water	
  
District.	
  	
  	
  

Delta	
  Plan	
  Policy	
  DP	
  P1:	
  Locate	
  New	
  Urban	
  Development	
  Wisely:	
   	
  This	
  policy	
  limits	
  new	
  
residential,	
   commercial,	
  and	
   industrial	
  development	
   to	
  areas	
  designated	
   for	
  such	
  uses	
   in	
  
the	
  general	
  plans	
  of	
  cities	
  and	
  counties	
  as	
  of	
  May	
  16,	
  2013,	
  and	
  areas	
  within	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  
County’s	
   2006	
   voter-­‐approved	
   Urban	
   Limit	
   Line.	
   	
   The	
   proposed	
   General	
   Plan	
   Land	
   Use	
  
Map	
  identifies	
   land	
  use	
  designations	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  city	
   limits,	
  and	
  outside	
  of	
  
the	
  ULL,	
  that	
  have	
  been	
  determined	
  to	
  be	
  appropriate	
  for	
  future	
  residential,	
  commercial,	
  
and	
   industrial	
   land	
  uses.	
   	
  These	
  areas	
  are	
  generally	
   located	
  east	
  of	
   the	
  city	
   limits	
   (to	
  the	
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west	
  of	
  Sellers	
  Avenue	
  and	
  north	
  of	
  Chestnut	
  Street)	
  and	
  south	
  of	
  Marsh	
  Creek	
  Road,	
  east	
  
of	
  the	
  city	
  limits,	
  near	
  the	
  southern	
  tip	
  of	
  Brentwood.	
  	
  	
  

While	
  the	
  Draft	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  identifies	
  land	
  uses	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
  limits,	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  
to	
  note	
  that	
  all	
   lands	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
  limits	
  remain	
  under	
  the	
  jurisdiction	
  and	
  land	
  use	
  
planning	
  authority	
  of	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  County.	
  	
  Adoption	
  and	
  implementation	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  
Brentwood	
  General	
   Plan	
  would	
  not	
  directly	
   result	
   in	
   the	
   construction	
  of	
   any	
   residential,	
  
commercial,	
  or	
  industrial	
  land	
  uses	
  on	
  lands	
  within	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  boundaries,	
  nor	
  would	
  it	
  
entitle	
  or	
  result	
  in	
  the	
  direct	
  approval	
  of	
  any	
  development	
  projects.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  designation	
  of	
  lands	
  on	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  Map	
  is	
  meant	
  to	
  reflect	
  the	
  City’s	
  
vision	
   for	
   future	
   land	
   use	
   patterns	
   in	
   the	
   Planning	
   Area.	
   	
   As	
   stated	
   above,	
   land	
   use	
  
planning	
  authority	
  outside	
  of	
   the	
  city	
   limits	
   in	
   the	
  unincorporated	
  areas	
  of	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  
County	
  rests	
  with	
  the	
  County.	
  	
  The	
  County’s	
  General	
  Plan	
  Land	
  Use	
  designations	
  for	
  lands	
  
within	
  the	
  Planning	
  Area,	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  city	
  limits,	
  are	
  shown	
  on	
  Figure	
  3.10-­‐4	
  
of	
  the	
  Draft	
  EIR.	
  	
  These	
  land	
  use	
  designations	
  currently	
  (and	
  will	
  continue	
  to)	
  regulate	
  land	
  
use	
   decisions	
  within	
   the	
   Planning	
  Area,	
   until	
   such	
   time	
   as	
   these	
   lands	
  may	
   be	
   annexed.	
  	
  
Annexation	
  of	
   lands	
  would	
  require	
  approval	
  by	
  the	
  Contra	
  Costa	
  Local	
  Agency	
  Formation	
  
Commission	
   (LAFCO)	
   and	
  would	
   require	
   a	
   voter-­‐approved	
   change	
   to	
   the	
   existing	
   Urban	
  
Limit	
  Line.	
  	
  	
  

The	
   proposed	
   project	
   would	
   not	
   result	
   in	
   a	
   conflict	
   with	
   Delta	
   Plan	
   Policy	
   DP	
   P1,	
   since	
  
adoption	
  of	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  not	
  result	
  in	
  the	
  formal	
  re-­‐designation	
  of	
  
any	
   lands	
   outside	
   of	
   the	
   city	
   limits	
   to	
   residential,	
   commercial,	
   or	
   industrial,	
   nor	
   would	
  
adoption	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  entitle	
  or	
  otherwise	
  approve	
  any	
  residential,	
  commercial,	
  or	
  
industrial	
   lands	
  or	
  projects	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  city	
   limits.	
   	
  As	
  such,	
  the	
  proposed	
  project	
  does	
  
not	
  conflict	
  with	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  Policy	
  DP	
  P1.	
  	
  The	
  potential	
  for	
  the	
  Brentwood	
  General	
  Plan	
  to	
  
conflict	
  with	
  the	
  Delta	
  Plan	
  is	
  considered	
  a	
  less	
  than	
  significant	
  impact,	
  and	
  no	
  additional	
  
mitigation	
  is	
  required.	
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The	
  following	
  revisions	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  page	
  3.4-­‐38	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR:	
  

Impact	
   3.4-­4:	
   General	
   Plan	
   implementation	
   would	
   not	
   interfere	
  
substantially	
  with	
  the	
  movement	
  of	
  any	
  native	
  resident	
  or	
  migratory	
  fish	
  
or	
   wildlife	
   species	
   or	
   with	
   established	
   native	
   resident	
   or	
   migratory	
  
wildlife	
  corridors,	
  or	
  impede	
  the	
  use	
  of	
  native	
  wildlife	
  nursery	
  sites	
  (Less	
  
than	
  Significant)	
  
Habitat	
   loss,	
   fragmentation,	
   and	
   degradation	
   resulting	
   from	
   land	
   use	
   changes	
   or	
   habitat	
  
conversion	
  can	
  alter	
  the	
  use	
  and	
  viability	
  of	
  wildlife	
  movement	
  corridors	
  (i.e.,	
  linear	
  habitats	
  that	
  
naturally	
  connect	
  and	
  provide	
  passage	
  between	
  two	
  or	
  more	
  otherwise	
  disjunct	
  larger	
  habitats	
  or	
  
habitat	
   fragments).	
   Wildlife	
   habitat	
   corridors	
   maintain	
   connectivity	
   for	
   daily	
   movement,	
   travel,	
  
mate-­‐seeking,	
   and	
   migration;	
   plant	
   propagation;	
   genetic	
   interchange;	
   population	
   movement	
   in	
  
response	
   to	
   environmental	
   change	
   or	
   natural	
   disaster;	
   and	
   recolonization	
   of	
   habitats	
   subject	
   to	
  
local	
  extirpation	
  or	
  removal.	
  The	
  suitability	
  of	
  a	
  habitat	
  as	
  a	
  wildlife	
  movement	
  corridor	
  is	
  related	
  
to,	
   among	
   other	
   factors,	
   the	
   habitat	
   corridor’s	
   dimensions	
   (length	
   and	
   width),	
   topography,	
  
vegetation,	
  exposure	
  to	
  human	
  influence,	
  and	
  the	
  species	
  in	
  question.	
  

Species	
  utilize	
  movement	
  corridors	
  in	
  several	
  ways.	
  “Passage	
  species”	
  are	
  those	
  Some	
  species	
  that	
  
use	
   corridors	
   as	
   thru-­‐ways	
   between	
   outlying	
   habitats.	
   The	
   habitat	
   requirements	
   for	
   passage	
  
species	
  are	
  generally	
  less	
  than	
  those	
  for	
  corridor	
  dwellers.	
  Passage	
  species	
  use	
  corridors	
  for	
  brief	
  
durations,	
  such	
  as	
  for	
  seasonal	
  migrations	
  or	
  movement	
  within	
  a	
  home	
  range.	
  As	
  such,	
  movement	
  
corridors	
  do	
  not	
  necessarily	
  have	
  to	
  meet	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  habitat	
  requirements	
  necessary	
  for	
  a	
  passage	
  
some	
   species’	
   everyday	
   survival.	
   “Corridor	
   dwellers”	
   are	
   those	
   Other	
   species	
   that	
   have	
   limited	
  
dispersal	
   capabilities	
   –	
   a	
   category	
   that	
   includes	
   most	
   plants,	
   insects,	
   and	
   some	
   reptiles,	
  
amphibians,	
  and	
  small	
  mammals,	
  and	
  birds	
  –	
  and	
  use	
  corridors	
  for	
  a	
  greater	
  length	
  of	
  time.	
  	
  

3.5	
   CULTURAL	
  RESOURCES	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.5	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.6	
   GEOLOGY,	
  SOILS,	
  AND	
  MINERALS	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.6	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.7	
   GREENHOUSE	
  GASES	
  AND	
  CLIMATE	
  CHANGE	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.7	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.8	
   HAZARDS	
  	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.8	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.9	
   HYDROLOGY	
  AND	
  WATER	
  QUALITY	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.9	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
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3.10	
   LAND	
  USE	
  AND	
  POPULATION	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.10	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.11	
   NOISE	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.11	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.12	
   PUBLIC	
  SERVICES	
  AND	
  RECREATION	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.12	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.13	
   TRANSPORTATION	
  AND	
  CIRCULATION	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Section	
  3.13	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

3.14	
   UTILITIES	
  

The	
  following	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  page	
  3.14-­‐13	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

Impact	
   3.14-­1:	
   General	
   Plan	
   implementation	
   would	
   result	
   in	
   an	
  
increased	
  demand	
  for	
  water	
  supplies	
  (Less	
  than	
  Significant)	
  
Implementation	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  would	
  result	
  in	
  increased	
  population	
  and	
  employment	
  
growth	
   within	
   the	
   Planning	
   Area,	
   and	
   a	
   corresponding	
   increase	
   in	
   the	
   demand	
   for	
  
additional	
  water	
  supplies.	
  	
  

As	
   described	
   in	
   Chapter	
   2.0,	
   the	
  General	
   Plan	
   is	
   expected	
   to	
   accommodate	
   up	
   to	
   9,972	
  
new	
  residential	
  dwelling	
  units	
  and	
  up	
  to	
  9,896,951	
  square	
  feet	
  of	
  non-­‐residential	
  building	
  
space	
  within	
  the	
  city	
   limits	
  at	
  full	
  buildout.	
   	
  This	
  new	
  growth	
  within	
  the	
  city	
   limits	
  would	
  
increase	
  the	
  city’s	
  population	
  by	
  approximately	
  27,639	
  residents.	
  The	
  full	
  development	
  of	
  
the	
   new	
   non-­‐residential	
   uses	
   shown	
   in	
   Table	
   2.0-­‐2	
   would	
   increase	
   the	
   employment	
   in	
  
Brentwood	
  by	
  approximately	
  21,232	
  jobs.	
  	
  

As	
  shown	
  in	
  Table	
  2.0-­‐2,	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  could	
  yield	
  an	
  additional	
  3,642	
  new	
  
residential	
   units	
   and	
  2,994,116	
   square	
   feet	
   of	
   new	
  non-­‐residential	
   building	
   space	
  within	
  
the	
   Planning	
   Area.	
   	
   This	
   new	
   growth	
   would	
   increase	
   the	
   Planning	
   Area’s	
   population	
   by	
  
approximately	
   11,419	
   residents.	
   The	
   full	
   development	
   of	
   the	
   new	
   non-­‐residential	
   uses	
  
shown	
   in	
   Table	
   2.0-­‐2	
   would	
   increase	
   the	
   employment	
   in	
   the	
   Planning	
   Area	
   by	
  
approximately	
  6,276	
  jobs.	
  

Water	
   users	
   within	
   the	
   Brentwood	
   service	
   area	
   include	
   single-­‐family	
   residences,	
  
apartments,	
   condominiums,	
   commercial	
   uses,	
   industrial	
   uses,	
   business	
   park	
   uses,	
  
government	
   uses,	
   miscellaneous	
   uses,	
   landscape	
   irrigation,	
   pools,	
   and	
   mobile	
   home	
  
customers.	
  	
  	
  

The	
   City	
   currently	
   has	
   approximately	
   17,000	
   water	
   service	
   accounts.	
   Total	
   water	
  
production	
   in	
   2008,	
   the	
   City’s	
   highest	
   use	
   year,	
   was	
   4,537	
   million	
   gallons.	
   The	
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predominant	
  use	
  was	
  potable	
  use,	
  with	
  some	
  untreated	
  water	
  and	
  recycled	
  water	
  served	
  
for	
   landscape	
   irrigation.	
   Statistics	
   are	
   not	
   available	
   for	
   2008,	
   however	
   in	
   2010,	
   88%	
   of	
  
water	
   was	
   potable	
   use,	
   and	
   12%	
   was	
   non-­‐potable	
   use.	
   Total	
   production	
   equates	
   to	
   an	
  
average	
  production	
  of	
  12.4	
  million	
  gallons	
  per	
  day	
  (mgd).	
  	
  

The	
   city	
   has	
   experienced	
   significant	
   growth	
   in	
   population	
   in	
   the	
   last	
   10	
   years,	
   with	
  
corresponding	
   growth	
   in	
   water	
   use.	
   In	
   2001,	
   the	
   city’s	
   population	
   was	
   26,200	
   and	
   the	
  
city’s	
   water	
   use	
  was	
   about	
   2,200	
  million	
   gallons	
   per	
   year	
   (5.9	
  mgd	
   average	
   daily	
   water	
  
use).	
   By	
   2010,	
   the	
   city’s	
   population	
   had	
   grown	
   to	
   51,400,	
   with	
   an	
   annual	
   water	
   use	
   of	
  
about	
  3,900	
  million	
  gallons	
  per	
  year	
  (10.7	
  mgd	
  average	
  daily	
  water	
  use).	
  The	
  city,	
  like	
  most	
  
communities	
  in	
  California,	
  has	
  experienced	
  lower	
  water	
  use	
  in	
  recent	
  years	
  due	
  to	
  drought	
  
and	
  the	
  downturn	
  in	
  the	
  economy.	
  	
  

The	
   city’s	
   water	
   use	
   is	
   predominantly	
   by	
   residential	
   customers.	
   Of	
   the	
   17,000	
   water	
  
service	
   accounts,	
   14,900	
   are	
   single-­‐family	
   residential	
   accounts.	
   Single-­‐family	
   residential	
  
use	
  accounts	
  for	
  65%	
  of	
  total	
  water	
  consumption.	
  Landscape	
  irrigation	
  accounts	
  for	
  27%	
  of	
  
total	
  water	
  use,	
  commercial/institutional	
  for	
  5%	
  of	
  use,	
  multi-­‐family	
  residential	
  for	
  3%	
  of	
  
total	
  use,	
  and	
  other	
  for	
  0.5%	
  of	
  total	
  use	
  (City	
  of	
  Brentwood	
  UWMP,	
  2010,	
  completed	
  May	
  
24,	
  2011).	
  	
  

The	
  City’s	
  2010	
  Urban	
  Water	
  Management	
  Plan	
  includes	
  a	
  projection	
  of	
  annual	
  water	
  use	
  
at	
  full	
  buildout.	
  The	
  city’s	
  projected	
  average	
  annual	
  use	
  at	
  buildout	
  is	
  about	
  7,100	
  million	
  
gallons/year	
  (19.5	
  mgd	
  average	
  daily	
  demand).	
  	
  

As	
   described	
   in	
   the	
   2010	
  UWMP,	
   according	
   to	
   the	
  Water	
   Conservation	
  Act	
   of	
   2009,	
   the	
  
2020	
  water	
  use	
   target	
  will	
   be	
   calculated	
  by	
  using	
  one	
  of	
   four	
  methods.	
  As	
   an	
   individual	
  
urban	
  water	
  retailer,	
  the	
  City	
  has	
  chosen	
  Method	
  1	
  for	
  its	
  water	
  use	
  target,	
  which	
  aims	
  to	
  
reduce	
   consumption	
   to	
   80%	
   of	
   the	
   city’s	
   baseline	
   per	
   capita	
   water	
   use	
   by	
   2020.	
   To	
  
calculate	
  this	
  water	
  use	
  target,	
  the	
  City	
  used	
  gross	
  water	
  use	
  data	
  for	
  the	
  10-­‐year	
  baseline	
  
period	
  of	
  2001	
  to	
  2010.	
  The	
  city’s	
  annual	
  baseline	
  water	
  use	
   for	
   this	
  10-­‐year	
  period	
  was	
  
calculated	
   as	
   238	
   gallons	
   per	
   capita	
   per	
   day	
   (GPCD).	
   The	
   10-­‐year	
   baseline	
   water	
   use	
  
targets	
   were	
   calculated	
   as	
   214	
   GPCD	
   by	
   2015	
   and	
   191	
   GPCD	
   by	
   2020.	
   Water	
   use	
  
projections	
  were	
  estimated	
  by	
  using	
  service	
  area	
  population	
  projections	
  provided	
  by	
   the	
  
City’s	
   Finance	
  Department,	
  which	
   relied	
  on	
  estimates	
   from	
   the	
  California	
  Department	
  of	
  
Finance.	
  

One	
  of	
  the	
  primary	
  methods	
  that	
  the	
  City	
  plans	
  to	
  reduce	
  water	
  use	
  is	
  through	
  an	
  increase	
  
in	
   recycled	
  water	
  use.	
  The	
  City	
  started	
   to	
  develop	
  and	
  deliver	
   recycled	
  water	
  supplies	
   in	
  
2005.	
   Recycled	
   water	
   use	
   was	
   subtracted	
   from	
   water	
   use	
   sector	
   data	
   (landscape	
   and	
  
industrial)	
   to	
   reflect	
   gross	
   water	
   use	
   calculations	
   adequately.	
   Data	
   reveal	
   a	
   decrease	
   in	
  
recycled	
   water	
   deliveries	
   between	
   2005	
   and	
   2010	
   because	
   one	
   of	
   the	
   largest	
   recycled	
  
water	
  users,	
  Sunset	
  Park,	
  requested	
  potable	
  water	
  for	
  landscape	
  irrigation.	
  However,	
  the	
  
City	
   has	
   also	
   increased	
   its	
   recycled	
   water	
   deliveries	
   since	
   2005,	
   growing	
   from	
   one	
  
customer	
  to	
  six	
  customers,	
  and	
  the	
  numbers	
  appear	
  to	
  be	
  increasing.	
  The	
  plan	
  concludes	
  
that	
  the	
  City	
  will	
  meet	
  the	
  2015	
  and	
  2020	
  water	
  use	
  targets	
  while	
  delivering	
  an	
  adequate	
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supply	
  of	
  water	
  to	
   its	
  customers	
  over	
  the	
  next	
  20-­‐	
  to	
  25-­‐year	
  planning	
  period.	
  The	
  City’s	
  
water	
  use	
  in	
  2010	
  was	
  significantly	
  lower	
  than	
  previous	
  years.	
  Thus,	
  no	
  reduction	
  in	
  use	
  is	
  
needed	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  2015	
  or	
  2020	
  water	
  use	
  targets.	
  However,	
  reductions	
  will	
  be	
  made	
  by	
  
the	
  City	
   to	
  maintain	
   the	
  2020	
  water	
  use	
   target	
   in	
   future	
   years.	
   These	
   reductions	
   can	
  be	
  
made	
   primarily	
   with	
   increased	
   use	
   of	
   recycled	
   water	
   in	
   the	
   landscape	
   sector,	
   such	
   as	
  
existing	
   and	
   future	
   parkways	
   and	
   golf	
   courses,	
   as	
  well	
   as	
   through	
   City	
   fire	
   hydrant	
   use,	
  
which	
   is	
   included	
   in	
  the	
  “other”	
  water	
  use	
  sector.	
  Water	
  reductions	
  will	
  also	
  continue	
  to	
  
be	
  made,	
  due	
  in	
  large	
  part	
  to	
  the	
  City’s	
  successful	
  water	
  conservation	
  program	
  and	
  further	
  
implementation	
   of	
   water-­‐efficient	
   technologies	
   and	
   practices.	
   In	
   addition,	
   the	
   City	
   will	
  
continue	
   its	
   outreach	
   and	
  education	
   efforts	
   for	
   residents,	
   such	
   as	
  water	
   audits	
   and	
   leak	
  
detection	
   and	
   prevention,	
   and	
   the	
   City	
   plans	
   to	
   upgrade	
   its	
   automatic	
   meter	
   reading	
  
system	
  with	
  a	
  radio	
  frequency	
  wireless	
  fixed	
  base	
  system	
  that	
  transmits	
  information	
  four	
  
times	
  a	
  day.	
  

Water	
   use	
   varies	
   seasonally,	
   with	
   maximum	
   water	
   use	
   typically	
   occurring	
   during	
   the	
  
months	
  of	
   June,	
   July,	
  August,	
  and	
  September,	
  due	
   to	
   increased	
   landscape	
   irrigation.	
  The	
  
City	
  must	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  meet	
  demand	
  from	
  all	
  supply	
  sources	
  on	
  the	
  maximum	
  demand	
  day	
  
of	
   the	
   year,	
   and	
   also	
   provide	
   adequate	
   water	
   distribution	
   system	
   facilities	
   to	
   supply	
  
customers	
   and	
   maintain	
   adequate	
   pressure	
   on	
   the	
   maximum	
   demand	
   day.	
   The	
   City	
  
projects	
  a	
  maximum	
  demand	
  of	
  41	
  mgd	
  at	
  buildout	
  (City	
  of	
  Brentwood	
  UWMP,	
  2010).	
  

4.0	
   OTHER	
  CEQA-­‐REQUIRED	
  TOPICS	
  

The	
  following	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  page	
  4.0-­‐17	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  

Impact	
  4.14:	
  Cumulative	
  Impact	
  on	
  Utilities	
  	
  
(Less	
  than	
  Cumulatively	
  Considerable)	
  
Cumulative	
  growth	
   that	
  would	
  occur	
  within	
   the	
  cumulative	
  analysis	
  area	
  over	
   the	
   life	
  of	
  
the	
   proposed	
   General	
   Plan	
   will	
   result	
   in	
   increased	
   demand	
   for	
   water	
   service,	
   sewer	
  
service,	
  and	
  solid	
  waste	
  disposal	
  services.	
  	
  

Water:	
   Table	
   3.14-­‐6	
   summarizes	
   annual	
   projections	
   of	
   demands	
   and	
   supplies	
   to	
   meet	
  
those	
   demands	
   through	
   2035,	
   as	
   documented	
   in	
   the	
   City’s	
   2010	
   Urban	
   Water	
  
Management	
  Plan.	
  Table	
  3.14-­‐7	
  summarizes	
  the	
  same	
  information	
  for	
  projected	
  maximum	
  
day	
   demands	
   and	
   supplies.	
   Table	
   3.14-­‐7	
   shows	
   a	
   range	
   in	
   demands	
   from	
   2010	
   through	
  
2035	
   based	
   on	
   two	
   different	
   growth	
   rate	
   projections:	
   a	
   high-­‐growth	
   curve,	
   developed	
  
from	
   earlier	
   studies	
   for	
   the	
   COBWTP,	
   and	
   a	
   straight-­‐line	
   growth	
   rate.	
   Actual	
   water	
  
demands	
  are	
  expected	
  to	
  fall	
  in	
  between	
  these	
  two	
  projections.	
  

As	
  shown	
  in	
  Table	
  2.0-­‐3,	
  the	
  projected	
  buildout	
  population	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
  
within	
   the	
   city	
   limits	
   is	
   lower	
   than	
   the	
   projected	
   buildout	
   population	
   of	
   the	
   existing	
  
General	
  Plan	
  by	
  approximately	
  nine	
  percent.	
  	
  Therefore,	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  General	
  
Plan	
  would	
  not	
  exceed	
  the	
  water	
  supply	
  demand	
  projections	
  contained	
  in	
  the	
  City’s	
  2010	
  
UWMP,	
  which	
  are	
  based	
  on	
  projected	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  General	
  Plan.	
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The	
   City’s	
   2010	
   UWMP	
   estimates	
   that	
   water	
   supply	
   buildout	
   demand	
   in	
   2035	
   will	
   be	
  
approximately	
  4,556	
  million	
  gallons	
  per	
  year	
  (MGY).	
  	
  This	
  equates	
  to	
  .051	
  MGY	
  per	
  person	
  
within	
   the	
   service	
   area.	
   	
   As	
   shown	
   in	
   Table	
   2.0-­‐3,	
   the	
   buildout	
   population	
   within	
   the	
  
Planning	
  Area	
   is	
  estimated	
  to	
  be	
  92,336.	
   	
  Applying	
   the	
  per	
  capita	
  water	
  use	
  rate	
  of	
   .051	
  
MGY,	
  the	
  total	
  annual	
  water	
  demand	
  associated	
  with	
  full	
  buildout	
  of	
  the	
  General	
  Plan	
  to	
  
the	
   Planning	
   Area	
   would	
   be	
   4,715	
   MGY.	
   	
   This	
   water	
   demand	
   is	
   within	
   the	
   projected	
  
available	
  supplies	
  shown	
  in	
  Table	
  3.14-­‐6.	
  	
  	
  

The	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
  includes	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  policies	
  and	
  actions	
  designed	
  to	
  ensure	
  an	
  
adequate	
  water	
  supply	
  for	
  development	
  and	
  to	
  minimize	
  the	
  potential	
  adverse	
  effects	
  of	
  
increased	
   water	
   use.	
   Policy	
   IF	
   1-­‐3	
   requires	
   all	
   development	
   projects	
   to	
   mitigate	
   their	
  
infrastructure	
   service	
   impacts	
   or	
   demonstrate	
   that	
   the	
   City’s	
   infrastructure,	
   public	
  
services,	
   and	
   utilities	
   can	
   accommodate	
   the	
   increased	
   demand	
   for	
   services,	
   and	
   that	
  
service	
  levels	
  for	
  existing	
  users	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  degraded	
  or	
  impaired.	
  

Policy	
   IF	
   2-­‐1	
   requires	
   the	
   City	
   to	
   ensure	
   that	
   the	
   water	
   system	
   and	
   water	
   supplies	
   are	
  
adequate	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  needs	
  of	
  existing	
  and	
  future	
  development.	
  	
  Action	
  IF	
  2a	
  requires	
  the	
  
City	
   to	
   routinely	
   assess	
   its	
   ability	
   to	
   meet	
   demand	
   for	
   potable	
   water	
   by	
   periodically	
  
updating	
   the	
  Water	
   Master	
   Plan.	
   	
   The	
   proposed	
   General	
   Plan	
   also	
   includes	
   a	
   range	
   of	
  
policies	
  and	
  actions	
  that	
  call	
  for	
  continued	
  and	
  ongoing	
  water	
  conservation	
  measures,	
  and	
  
measures	
  to	
  increase	
  the	
  availability	
  and	
  use	
  of	
  recycled	
  water	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  decrease	
  water	
  
supply	
  demands	
  from	
  existing	
  sources.	
  	
  	
  

Given	
   that	
   projected	
   water	
   demands	
   associated	
   with	
   General	
   Plan	
   buildout	
   would	
   not	
  
exceed	
   the	
   projected	
   water	
   supplies	
   described	
   in	
   the	
   2010	
   Brentwood	
   Urban	
   Water	
  
Management	
  Plan,	
  and	
   that	
   the	
  proposed	
  General	
  Plan	
   includes	
  a	
   comprehensive	
   set	
  of	
  
goals,	
   policies,	
   and	
   actions	
   to	
   ensure	
   an	
   adequate	
   and	
   reliable	
   source	
   of	
   clean	
   potable	
  
water,	
  impacts	
  associated	
  with	
  water	
  supplies	
  are	
  less	
  than	
  cumulatively	
  considerable.	
  	
  	
  

5.0	
   ALTERNATIVES	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Chapter	
  5.0	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
  	
  	
  

6.0	
   REPORT	
  PREPARERS	
  

No	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  Chapter	
  6.0	
  of	
  the	
  DEIR.	
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