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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION
1.0

INTRODUCTION

A specific plan is a document designed to implement the goals and policies of the General Plan. The City
of Brentwood Priority Area 1 (PA-1) Specific Plan will identify the community’s vision for the future
growth, development, and conservation of open space and resources within the Specific Plan Area in a
manner consistent with the quality of life desired by residents and businesses. The PA-1 Specific Plan
will contain detailed development standards, distribution of land uses, infrastructure requirements, and
implementation measures for the development of a specific geographic area.
These land use distributions, development standards, and regulations are critical components of a
specific plan, since it is through these standards that the goals and policies of the General Plan are
implemented.
The specific plan is similar in nature to the zoning ordinance because it deals with implementation
through the use of development regulations. Unlike the citywide zoning ordinance, however, specific
plans are targeted to specific planning areas. This allows for greater flexibility and provides an
opportunity to focus regulations and standards on the goals of a specific geographic area. This is the
primary purpose of a specific plan, which provides a mechanism to target implementation measures
toward a specific planning area. In addition, detailed, project-level environmental review (as is the case
of the City’s plans for PA-1) can provide streamlining benefits for future development within the
respective specific plan area.
This Land Use Alternatives Report identifies a range of growth and development options for the City to
consider as development of the PA-1 Specific Plan proceeds towards completion.

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE LAND USE ALTERNATIVES REPORT
The PA-1 Specific Plan will include a Land Use Map. The Land Use Map will include designations for each
parcel in the PA-1 Specific Plan Area. The Land Use Map is the primary mechanism in the Specific Plan
that will dictate the future development pattern and allowed uses within the Plan Area.
The purpose of this Land Use Alternatives Report is to provide the City with a resource tool to examine
different possible approaches to accommodate future development, economic growth, maintain fiscal
sustainability, and ensure adequate protection of resources and open space. This report presents three
different Land Use Map alternatives. An analysis of the land use, circulation, fiscal sustainability, and
economic development potential relative to each alternative is provided.
This report will be used by the community at-large, the PA-1 Specific Plan Working Group, the Planning
Commission, and ultimately the City Council to select a preferred Land Use Map, which will be included
in the Draft PA-1 Specific Plan that is prepared and circulated for public review.
The City anticipates that the Land Use Alternatives Report will stimulate discussion and lead to
confirmation and selection of courses of action to be reflected in the preferred Land Use Map and Policy
Document, which will be prepared in collaboration with the PA-1 Specific Plan Working Group.
The report purposely does not reach conclusions or suggest the manner in which the City should
proceed in the development of the PA-1 Specific Plan. Rather, it provides a forum to facilitate discussion
on important land use issues.
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1.2 GENERAL PLAN GUIDANCE ON PRIORITY AREA 1
In July 2014, the City of Brentwood completed and adopted a comprehensive update to the General
Plan. The updated General Plan was the result of an approximately 2-year process, and included
extensive community input, public participation, and input from the General Plan Update Working
Group. During the course of preparing the General Plan Update, issues and opportunities associated
with Priority Area 1 were discussed at great length by the City Council, Planning Commission, Working
Group, and the public. As such, the General Plan provides very specific guidance regarding future
growth and development priorities for PA-1.
The following provides a summary of the General Plan’s guidance regarding Priority Area 1.
Priority Areas
Priority Area (PA) – A Priority Area is an overlay designation that identifies an area of the city that
warrants particular attention with respect to the land use mix, jobs/housing balance, and overall
design and integration of future development projects. In addition to the parcel-specific land use
designations assigned to all parcels within a Priority Area, a Priority Area overlay designation
establishes a set of overarching guidance policies that shall be used by the City to ensure quality
and integrated development that assists in meeting the economic development goals of this
General Plan. Development within a Priority Area shall be consistent with the underlying land use
designations. One Priority Area is identified in this General Plan.
PA-1 – PA-1 is located in the northwest corner of the city, south of Lone Tree Way, west of Shady
Willow Lane, generally north of Sand Creek, and east of Heidorn Ranch Road. PA-1 is located
within the Brentwood city limits. State Route 4 traverses PA-1 from north to south and bisects the
area nearly in half. PA-1 is depicted as an overlay on the General Plan Land Use Map (see Figure 11). The General Plan policy guidance for PA-1 includes the following framework:
1. PA-1 shall be predominantly developed with a mixture of uses that generate jobs,
including but not limited to regional commercial, general commercial, professional
office, business park, and light industrial. Approximately 80% of the net developable
acreage of lands within PA-1 that are designated Mixed Use Pedestrian Transit should
be dedicated for these types of uses.
2. The State Route 4 interchange at Lone Tree Way should be utilized to provide an
optimal mix of jobs-generating uses.
3. Lands within PA-1 adjacent and in close proximity to SR 4 and the SR 4 interchange shall
be reserved exclusively for jobs-generating and commercial uses. Residential uses may
be allowed adjacent to and in close proximity to SR 4 if such residential uses are directly
incorporated into commercial and/or business park development projects as vertical
mixed-use residences (i.e., residential over retail or office space).
4. Land use plans for this area should contemplate a future transit facility that could
accommodate a future eBART station and/or park-and-ride facility, but the land use plan
should be valid and beneficial to the City and the area if an eBART station does not
materialize.
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5. Opportunities for mixed-use buildings, including flex live/work space, transit-oriented
development, and emerging business flex space should be provided.
6. Exclusive residential uses within PA-1 should not exceed 20% of the net developable
acreage of all MUPT parcels within the PA.
7. Commercial, office, and business park projects within PA-1 are encouraged to include
and incorporate vertical mixed residential uses. Commercial, office, and business park
projects that incorporate residential uses on the second and third stories shall not be
counted towards the 20% maximum residential allocation on MUPT parcels within PA-1.
8. Encourage a mix of land uses, including jobs-generating uses and residential uses, to be
distributed throughout PA-1, and discourage large concentrations of residential-only
uses.
9. The development of a large-scale (i.e., 30-60 acre) regional commercial development
within PA-1 is strongly encouraged, and should be considered as development
applications within PA-1 are received and processed.
10. Residential uses within PA-1 should be designed to complement the predominant jobsgenerating and commercial land uses, and should occur at the medium, high, and very
high density levels. Densities should generally increase and transition from the medium
density range in the south to the higher-density ranges in the northern area of PA-1.
11. Increases in residential densities within PA-1 may be granted by the City if the developer
or project applicant provides the City with significant infrastructure improvements or
other concessions that provide a community benefit (i.e., school sites, park lands in
excess of minimum requirements, or utility infrastructure that exceeds the demand of
the proposed project).
12. Residential density bonuses may be granted if commercial and/or office/business park
uses are provided on-site within a residential development project.
13. Planning for this PA shall include areas of open space, green space connectivity,
optimization and protection of creek corridors, an integrated network of trails and open
space connections, and appropriate trails and circulation connectivity with areas
surrounding the PA. Residential development that results in isolated or stand-alone
neighborhoods from the rest of PA-1 or surrounding Brentwood neighborhoods shall be
discouraged.
14. Planning for future development within PA-1 should include a collaborative effort
between the City and property owners within PA-1 in order to craft a future
development plan that provides for a balanced mix of land uses, infrastructure, and
public open space within PA-1.
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The majority of land within Priority Area 1 (approximately 249 acres) is designated Mixed Use Pedestrian
Transit (MUPT) by the General Plan Land Use Map. The General Plan defines the MUPT land use
designation as follows:
Mixed Use Pedestrian Transit (MUPT) – The MUPT designation identifies an area which,
because of its strategic location, access, and visibility to SR 4, shall be developed predominately
with jobs-generating and commercial uses. This designation is intended to provide high-quality
jobs in office, professional, research and technology, and light industry sectors, and to allow
commercial uses with a regional focus. This area is envisioned to be served by mass transit (i.e.,
eBART) or located at or near a destination point with a regular bus route. Other uses may include
integrated medium to very high density residential development and amenities, including
services, restaurants, and recreation opportunities, in a pedestrian-friendly environment. Multifamily housing units will be allowed at a density of 5.1 to 30.0 units per acre, in accordance with
the policy direction provided by Priority Area 1 (there is no applicable mid-range density for this
designation).
Figure 1-1 shows the General Plan land use designations for Priority Area 1.

1.3 TRANSIT STATION PLANNING FRAMEWORK
As noted above, one of the policy directions for PA-1 established by the General Plan is that future land
use plans for PA-1 should contemplate a future transit facility that could accommodate a future eBART
station and/or park-and-ride facility.
In order for a future eBART station within PA-1 to remain a viable option, the land use plan adopted for
PA-1 must include an appropriate mix of jobs and housing in close proximity to the potential eBART
station location, in order to achieve ridership levels that would warrant the significant financial
investment required to extend eBART into the PA-1 Specific Plan area.
The Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
provide guidance and planning frameworks that shape how future investment decisions are made with
respect to the extension of the regional transit network.
E BART
The eBART Project represents an expansion of rail service into East Contra Costa County. The eBART
Project provides a cost-effective way to bring BART service to Antioch, and the rest of East Contra Costa
County, including, potentially, Brentwood. eBART will provide East Contra Costa County with frequent,
reliable, and high quality rail service that will connect the growing region of East Contra Costa County
with areas already served by BART.
eBART (which stands for East Contra Costa County BART) has evolved as part of a long-term effort to
extend rail transit service into East Contra Costa County. The concept of eBART was developed in 20012002 as part of the State Route 4 East Corridor Transit Study. In 2004 voters approved Regional Measure
2 which included $96 million for eBART. In the same year Contra Costa County voters approved Measure
J which provided $150 million for eBART.
The original eBART concept envisioned a rail service extending into East Contra Costa County as far to
the southeast as the Byron/Discovery Bay area, nearly 23 miles in length. Environmental studies and
engineering began in 2005 and in 2009 project development was completed for Phase I of the project.
Construction of Phase I began in 2011 and is scheduled for completion in 2018.
1-4
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The Phase I eBART project, currently nearing completion and undergoing track testing, involves a tenmile extension of BART service into East Contra Costa County. The extension will use Diesel Multiple Unit
(DMU) rail technology to extend eastward from the existing BART system at the Pittsburg/Bay Point
BART Station in the median of State Route 4 to Antioch, with the Antioch Station at Hillcrest Avenue and
a future infill station at Railroad Avenue in Pittsburg called Pittsburg Center Station.

2014 eBART Next Segment Study
The Next Segment Study prepared by BART in 2014 explored the options for an extension of the eBART
project beyond the Phase I terminus of the Antioch Station at Hillcrest Avenue. The goal of the study
was to identify the most suitable alignment for the extension and the location of the next terminus or
end of the line station. The options were evaluated with the purpose of selecting a single station option
for recommendation.
The Study identified four potential eBART station locations in Brentwood, as shown on Figure 1-3. The
Mokelumne Trail station and the Sand Creek station were found to have the highest potential for
optimal ridership, based on adopted land use plans. The Mokelumne Trail station is located in the
center of the PA-1 planning area. The Lone Tree station was identified at the northern edge of PA-1, but
was found to have a lower potential based on existing and planned land uses in the vicinity. A fourth
station, located at Balfour Road and SR 4 in the south end of Brentwood, was also determined to have a
lower potential for feasibility.

Brentwood City Council Direction on a Future Station Location
On March 14, 2017 the Brentwood City Council adopted a resolution supporting the findings and
recommendations in the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) eBART Next Segment
Study, and stating that the preferred location for the East Contra Costa Transit Extension Brentwood
station is near the intersection of the Mokelumne Trail and State Route 4, and supporting the
construction of the Mokelumne Trail pedestrian and bicycle bridge over State Route 4 for access to an
interim and future station (Resolution No. 2017-37).
The Mokelumne Trail location is located in the approximate center of PA-1, as shown on Figure 1-3.

BART Policy Framework for System Expansion
When assessing potential investment in system expansions, BART has adopted a series of goals to guide
the decision making process in terms of future investments. These goals include:
•

Enhance regional mobility, especially access to jobs

•

Generate new ridership on a cost-effective basis

•

Demonstrate a commitment to transit-supportive growth and development

•

Enhance multi-modal access to the BART system

•

Develop projects in partnership with communities that will be served

•

Implement and operate technology-appropriate service

•

Assure that all projects address the needs of the District’s residents
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Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Policy Guidance
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission, or MTC, is the transportation planning, financing, and
coordinating agency for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area, which includes Brentwood.
MTC’s Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Policy, adopted in 2005, requires new regional transit
expansion projects to meet corridor housing thresholds that require local governments and transit
providers to work together to show how they will provide for a minimum amount of housing within
walking distance of transit stations. The goal is to make regional transit investments as efficient as
possible and encourage local jurisdictions to focus growth around transit nodes.
The 2007 MTC Station Area Planning Manual identifies a range of “place types” that may be suitable for
future station locations, and the characteristics and development intensities appropriate for each place
type. The four primary place types identified in the Planning Manual include: Regional Center, City
Center, Suburban Center, and Transit Town Center.
The PA-1 Specific Plan area is intended to meet the definition and criteria for a Suburban Center. A
Suburban Center should have the following characteristics:
•

Significant center of economic and cultural activity with regional-scale destinations

•

Moderate- to high-density mix of residential, commercial, employment, and civic/cultural uses

•

Regional-serving destination retail opportunity; need for local-serving and community-serving
retail

•

Introducing housing into predominantly employment uses and improving connections/access to
transit

In terms of development guidelines, residential densities, and employment densities, the 2007 MTC
Station Area Planning Manual identifies the following for Suburban Centers:
•

Housing Mix: mid-rise, low-rise, some high-rise and town-homes

•

Station Area Total Units Target (within ½ mile): 2,500 – 10,000

•

Net Project Density (new housing): 35-100 du/acre

•

Station Area Total Jobs Target: 7,500 – 50,000

E X IS T IN G A N D P E N D IN G R E S ID E N T IA L D E V E L O P M E N T
PA-1 T R A N S IT S T A T IO N

W IT H IN

½

M IL E O F T H E

As shown on Figure 1-4, there are approximately 269 existing housing units within ½ mile of the
potential future transit station in PA-1 (as measured from the approximate entrance to the platform
within the SR 4 median), and approximately 226 approved/pending units within a ½ mile radius – for a
total of approximately 495 units. In order to reach the minimum residential housing unit concentration
for a transit station, described above, the PA-1 Specific Plan would need to accommodate approximately
2,000 new housing units.
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1.4 ORGANIZATION AND CONTENT OF THIS REPORT
This Land Use Alternatives Report is divided into three chapters: 1.0 Introduction, 2.0 Land Use
Alternatives, and 3.0 Comparative Map Alternatives Analysis.

C H A P T E R 1: I N T R O D U C T IO N
The Introduction chapter describes the purpose of this Land Use Alternatives Report, summarizes the
key planning framework that is being used to guide preparation of the PA-1 Specific Plan, and identifies
how the three maps analyzed within this report were developed.

C H A P T E R 2: L A N D U S E A L T E R N A T IV E S
The land use alternatives were developed to provide three different approaches to future land use and
development in Priority Area 1. The alternatives illustrate the effects of placing a range of emphases on
residential growth, jobs-generating growth, and mixed-use development within PA-1.

C H A P T E R 3: C O M P A R A T IV E M A P A L T E R N A T IV E S A N A L Y S IS
This chapter provides a comparative analysis of the three Land Use Map alternatives. This chapter is
intended to provide supporting analysis and context for decision makers as the Land Use Map
alternatives are reviewed and considered. The analysis in this section focuses on the following factors,
as they relate to each Land Use Map alternative:
•

Growth projections

•

Fiscal and economic implications

•

Traffic and mobility implications

1.5 HOW THE LAND USE MAPS WERE DEVELOPED
The Land Use Map alternatives presented in this report were developed from two primary sources,
which include public input received at the community visioning workshop that was conducted during the
initial phases of the Specific Plan preparation process, and input from members of the PA-1 Specific Plan
Working Group.

P U B L IC F E E D B A C K

FROM THE

PA-1 S P E C IF IC P L A N P U B L IC W O R K S H O P

On April 17, 2017 the project team hosted a public workshop to receive input on key priorities for the
PA-1 Specific Plan. Approximately 30 members of the public attended the workshop. Following a
presentation from the consultant team, which provided an overview of the Specific Plan preparation
process and key issues to address in the PA-1 Specific Plan, the public was asked to provide input on a
variety of topics. The feedback received from the public is summarized below.
Development Types
The public was asked: “What type of development would you like to see in PA-1?” Responses were
provided on Post-it notes.
A wide range of input was received regarding the types of development that should occur within PA-1.
Responses included: office/business parks, light industrial, commercial and retail centers,
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manufacturing, biotech, research and development, hotel/motel, and a wide range of suggestions for
housing types - ranging from single-family residential to very-high density residential.
Job Industries
The public was asked: “What types of jobs and industries should the City attempt to attract to PA-1?”
Responses were provided on Post-it notes.
Some of the most prevalent responses included: medical offices/healthcare, high tech,
biotech/research, light industrial, and manufacturing.
Transit
The public was asked: “What are your transit and transportation priorities for PA-1? Is eBART desirable?
Should other transportation options be emphasized?” Responses were provided on Post-it notes.
The vast majority of responses received during the public workshop were supportive of eBART. Other
responses noted the need to plan for ride sharing programs, bus services, and park and ride facilities.
Some comments noted the importance of setting land aside for a future eBART station, with plans to
make interim use of the land for park and ride, bus stops, etc.
Residential Density Survey
The public was provided information and an
overview regarding residential development
densities. Sample graphics were provided
that depicted density levels, and sample
images of existing development projects
throughout the state and region were shown
at various residential density levels.
Two distinct questions were posed to the
public:
1. What level of residential density is
most desirable within PA-1?
2. What is the highest (maximum) residential density level that the City should consider for PA-1?
Workshop participants were provided photo samples depicting existing development projects in the
region at the following residential densities:
•

10-19 dwelling units/acre (du/ac)

•

20-29 du/ac

•

30-39 du/ac

•

40-49 du/ac

•

50+ du/ac

1-8
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In terms of which residential density levels were most desirable for PA-1, the two most common
responses were 10-19 du/ac and 20-29 du/ac (8 votes each), followed by 40-49 du/ac (7 votes). The
least common response was 50+ du/ac (1 vote).
In terms of which residential densities should be the highest considered for PA-1, the most common
response was 20-29 du/ac (9 votes), followed by 30-39 du/ac and 40-49 du/ac (7 votes each). There
were no votes for 10-19 du/ac being the highest density level that should be considered.
Mapping Activity
Working in groups of approximately 4-8 people per group, workshop participants were provided with a
map of PA-1 and given the following instructions:
Using the color markers, identify which land use types should occur on each parcel within the
Specific Plan area. Please use each color at least once on your map.
Brown - High Density Housing (example: multi-story apartment buildings)
Orange - Medium Density Housing (example: low-rise apartments, condos, or very small lot
single-family homes)
Blue - Jobs centers (example: business parks or manufacturing centers)
Red - Retail/Commercial centers (example: shopping centers, entertainment venues, restaurants,
etc.)
Black - Mixed Use Development (example: ground-floor retail or offices with apartments above)
The maps created by each group at the workshop were provided to the PA-1 Working Group for their
review and consideration as that group worked to develop more refined preliminary maps for PA-1.

RESPONSES

TO THE

O N L IN E S U R V E Y

An online survey was developed in order to help determine priorities as the City plans for the future of
the Priority Area 1 Specific Plan. The online survey was developed through Peak Democracy and was
available through the Specific Plan website. The survey was developed to pose questions and to gather
details regarding City employment, future development, and future eBART service. From April 13, 2017
to June 9, 2017, the survey was completed or partially completed by 264 people and included
approximately 13.2 hours of public comment. All of the respondents currently live in Brentwood.
Following is a summary of the online surveying and the results of the community input related to
priorities for the future of the Priority Area 1 Specific Plan.
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Survey Results
HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN BRENTWOOD?
Over 15 years

22.5%

11-15 years

21.3%

6-10 years

27.0%

2-5 years

21.3%

Less than 2 years

7.9%

DO YOU WORK IN BRENTWOOD?
No

64.8%

Yes

35.2%

WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE MORE OF IN BRENTWOOD, SPECIFICALLY WITHIN THE PRIORITY AREA 1 PLAN AREA?
Other

25.8%

Cultural events

25.8%

Public gathering spaces

34.8%
61.8%

Parks and recreation
Light industrial uses

23.6%

Offices
High density housing
Low to medium density housing
Entertainment facilities

46.1%
4.5%
24.7%
44.9%
60.7%

Restaurants
Shops

1-10
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DO YOU THINK THERE ARE ENOUGH EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN BRENTWOOD?
Don't know / Unsure

11.2%

No

71.9%

Yes

16.9%

WHAT TYPES OF JOBS OR INDUSTRIES SHOULD BRENTWOOD TRY TO ATTRACT WITHIN PRIORITY AREA 1 (YOU MAY
CHOOSE MULTIPLE SELECTIONS)?
Other
Energy Production

12.4%
16.9%

"Green" industries
Industrial and manufacturing
Service industries and trades (construction, etc.)

43.8%
19.1%
15.7%

Hi-tech jobs (biotech, computers, etc.)

75.3%

Professional (accountants, lawyers, etc.)

51.7%

Medical
Retail sales

48.3%
24.7%

HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THE PROSPECT OF THE CITY APPROVING HIGH DENSITY, TRANSIT-ORIENTED HOUSING WITHIN
PRIORITY AREA 1? HIGH DENSITY HOUSING IMPLIES APARTMENTS AND CONDOS, POTENTIALLY UP TO EIGHT STORIES TALL,
WITH DENSITIES OF 30 OR MORE HOUSING UNITS PER ACRE.
Strongly oppose

73.0%

Oppose
Neutral
Support
Strongly support

10.1%
6.7%
4.5%
5.6%
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HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THE PROSPECT OF EBART SERVICE BEING EXTENDED TO BRENTWOOD AT STATE ROUTE 4,
SOUTH OF LONE TREE WAY? EBART IS A LIGHT RAIL SYSTEM THAT WOULD CONNECT TO AREAS ALREADY SERVED BY
BART.
Strongly oppose

42.7%

Oppose

4.5%

Neutral

6.7%

Support

20.2%

Strongly support

25.8%

IF THE CITY NEEDED TO APPROVE MORE HIGH DENSITY HOUSING WITHIN PRIORITY AREA 1 TO HELP FACILITATE AN EBART
EXTENSION INTO BRENTWOOD, WOULD THIS CHANGE YOUR OPINION ON THE APPROPRIATENESS OF HIGH DENSITY
HOUSING WITHIN PRIORITY AREA 1?
Neutral - No bearing

32.6%

No - Less likely to support
Yes - More likely to support

53.9%
13.5%

HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THE PROSPECT OF A TRANSIT FACILITY BEING CONSTRUCTED WITHIN PRIORITY AREA 1
(PRESUMABLY NEAR STATE ROUTE 4, BETWEEN LONE TREE WAY AND SAND CREEK ROAD)?
Strongly oppose
Oppose
Neutral

43.8%
4.5%
15.7%

Support
Strongly support

1-12
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Survey participants were also posed with the following open-ended question:
WHAT TYPE OF FUTURE DEVELOPMENT WOULD YOU LIKE TO SEE WITHIN PRIORITY AREA 1?
The most prevalent responses to this question (in no particular order) included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Recreation and entertainment uses
Restaurants and retail uses
Agricultural operations and support uses
High tech jobs center
Mixed use office park with live-work units
High-density housing
Low-density housing
Parks and open space

PA-1 S P E C IF IC P L A N W O R K IN G G R O U P
The PA-1 Specific Plan Working Group
was appointed by the City Council. It
consists of members from the City
Council, Planning Commission, property
owners within PA-1, and the community
at-large. The Working Group has been
coordinating with City staff and the
Specific
Plan
consultant
team
throughout the development of the PA1 Specific Plan. The Working Group will
review the Land Use Map alternatives,
provide input and revisions to the maps,
and develop a recommended PA-1 Land
Use Map, which will be forwarded to the
City Council for additional input and
consideration.
On June 22, 2017 the Working Group
engaged in a detailed mapping activity
to generate three different land use
map scenarios, which are the basis of
the analysis in this report.
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PA-1 Boundary

PRIORITY AREA 1 SPECIFIC PLAN

Figure 1-3. eBART Potential Station
Sites and Alignments

Source: Bay Area Reapid Transit eBART Next
Segment Study, 2014. Map date: September 8, 2017.
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2.0

LAND USE ALTERNATIVES

This section describes the three land use alternatives for the future growth within Priority Area 1. A
summary of the land uses and growth that may occur under each alternative is presented along with an
analysis of the key differences between the alternatives.

2.1

SUMMARY

OF

A L T E R N A T IV E S

The land use alternatives were developed to provide three different approaches to future land use and
development within Priority Area 1. The alternatives illustrate the effects of focusing on varying levels
and intensities of residential development and jobs-generating development.
Each of the Land Use Map Alternatives share some common features. These include:
•

A 10-acre transit station area located west of SR 4, south of the East Bay Municipal Utility
District (EBMUD) Mokelumne Aqueduct.

•

A future eBART platform located within the median of SR 4, immediately south of the future
Mokelumne Bicycle and Pedestrian Overcrossing.

•

A 1-acre future fire station, located at the northwest corner of Shady Willow Lane and the
Mokelumne Trail.

•

The two existing commercial shopping centers within PA-1 (Lone Tree Plaza and Brentwood
Station) are assumed to remain under their current uses, and no changes to land uses are
assumed or proposed.

Each land use alternative is described briefly below. The following sections include an expanded
description of each alternative analyzed in this report.
Alternative 1 – “Intensive Economic Development”: Alternative 1 is intended as the "Intensive
Economic Development" option, with heavy emphasis on identifying areas for office uses,
neighborhood commercial/retail uses, business parks, and light industrial uses. This
alternative places less emphasis on future residential development within PA-1, and focuses
the relatively moderate new residential growth within a mixed-use transit village area in
close proximity to the future transit station. This alternative emphasizes the maximization
of land within Priority Area 1 allocated to jobs-generating uses, and would generate the
highest potential employment opportunities of the alternatives analyzed in this report.
Figure 2-1 depicts the Land Use Map proposed for Alternative 1.
Alternative 2 – “Balanced ECLI”: Alternative 2 is intended as a "Balanced ECLI" option, which
provides for a balance of job-creating and residential development land uses. Residential
growth areas are provided through the application of the high density residential land use
designation and medium density residential land use designation to the east of SR 4, and
mixed-use residential areas, including a transit village and areas of neighborhood
commercial mixed-use distributed on both sides of SR 4 and the Mokelumne Trail. In terms
of jobs generating uses, this alternative places a strong emphasis on the use of the
Employment Center Light Industrial (ECLI) land use designation, which includes primarily
business park and light industrial uses located in the southwestern portion of the PA-1 Plan
Area. Figure 2-1 depicts the Land Use Map proposed for Alternative 2.
Priority Area 1 Specific Plan |Land Use Alternatives Report
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Alternative 3 – “Balanced Housing”: Alternative 3 is intended as a "Balanced Housing" option,
which provides for a balance of job-creating and residential development land uses. This
alternative includes extensive areas designated for medium density residential along the
eastern boundary of PA-1 and incorporates the largest transit village area of the three
alternatives. The transit village area is located entirely on the west side of SR 4, north and
south of the transit station. Future employment generating uses within this alternative
would include more office uses than the other alternatives, with fewer business park and
light industrial uses. Figure 2-3 depicts the Land Use Map proposed for Alternative 3.

2.2

L A N D U S E D E S IG N A T IO N S

The PA-1 Specific Plan will include a set of land use designation, each with their own development
standards, that will guide future growth and development within the Plan Area. At this stage of the
Specific Plan preparation process, five new and preliminary land use designations have been developed,
and are reflected, to varying degrees, on each of the three map alternatives. These land use
designations have been developed specifically for the PA-1 Specific Plan, and differ from the various land
use designations included in the Brentwood General Plan.
Transit Village Area (TV)
Purpose: The intent of the Transit Village Area designation is to provide for an integrated mix of
high-intensity uses in the area surrounding a transit station/future eBART station, and
encourage the development of a high-quality, pedestrian, and bicycle friendly mixed-use district
that will define the core of PA-1.
Allowed Uses: Residential, commercial, employment, entertainment, and hospitality uses are
permitted. The Specific Plan requires the integration of these uses on individual sites and within
single projects. All new development will prioritize access to transit. The integration of
residential and employment uses will ensure that there is activity in the station area during both
daytime and nighttime hours. Both horizontal mixed-use and vertical mixed-use projects are
appropriate in this area. Retail, restaurant, and service uses are to be located on the ground
floor. Office space or residential space may be on upper floors. Development is to be highdensity to support pedestrian and bicycle use, and shall provide easy pedestrian access to the
potential transit station.
Key Proposed Development Standard: Residential development shall be between 25-40
du/acre.
Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use Area (NCMU)
Purpose: The Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use Area designation is envisioned as a mixeduse district that primarily consists of multi-family residential development above ground floor
retail and local service uses within individual buildings. This district may also function as a
transitional “bridge” between the existing residential uses immediately adjacent to the PA-1
Plan Area and new intensive uses in the Transit Village Area.
Allowed Uses: Multi-family residential and mixed-use projects, typically in two- to four-story
buildings. Single-use, neighborhood-serving uses occupy buildings between one and three
2-2
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stories. Mixed-use and non-residential projects are centered on key intersections while
residential and public/quasi-public uses infill at mid-block locations.
Key Proposed Development Standard: Residential development shall be between 15-30
du/acre.
Employment Center/Light Industrial Area (ECLI)
Purpose: The Employment Center/Light Industrial Area designation will accommodate a wide
range of office uses, as well as employment-generating light industrial uses that can take
advantage of proximity to SR 4 and transit service, and add valued economic development
benefits. This district is intended to accommodate light industrial uses in areas that are near
residential areas, while ensuring that such uses do not create adverse impacts. This district also
accommodates manufacturing businesses that do not attract large amounts of traffic, or
generate nuisances such as noise, dust, or odor. Development of “flex space” buildings is
encouraged.
Allowed Uses: Light industrial uses may include research and development (R&D), STEM
(science, technology, engineering, and math), tech/biotech manufacturing, high-tech services
that involve a combination of assembling, warehousing, and/or sales, and medical
offices/hospitals. General office uses are also allowed.
Key Proposed Development Standard: The maximum building height shall be 55 feet.
High Density Residential (HDR)
Purpose: The High Density Residential designation is intended to create multi-family residential
neighborhoods within walking distance of the transit station.
Allowed Uses: This designation is primarily intended for apartments and/or condominiums two
to three stories in height, or greater.
Key Proposed Development Standards: Residential development shall be between 15-35
du/acre. Residential units should be at least 300 feet away from the SR 4 right-of-way, or should
incorporate construction measures that mitigate noise and air emission impacts.
Medium Density Residential (MDR)
Purpose: The Medium Density Residential designation is intended to create lower intensity
residential neighborhoods within walking distance of the transit station.
Allowed Uses: This designation accommodates a variety of housing product types, including
duplexes, triplexes, apartments, townhouses, and small-lot single-family detached. Per the
guidance provided by the General Plan for PA-1, these lower residential densities are most
appropriate in the southern portion of the PA-1 Plan Area.
Key Proposed Development Standards: Residential development shall be between 10-20
du/acre. Residential units should be at least 300 feet away from the SR 4 right-of-way, or should
incorporate construction measures that mitigate noise and air emission impacts.
In addition to the five preliminary land use designations developed for PA-1, the Land Use Map
Alternatives also incorporate some land use designations that are currently contained in the Brentwood
General Plan. These include:
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Regional Commercial (RC) – The RC designation includes large-scale retail stores and service
uses to serve the general needs of the community and the region, primarily along the State
Route 4 corridor on large development sites. This designation is intended for businesses that
serve the needs of Brentwood residents as well as neighboring communities. Mixed uses allow
for the development of large offices as a secondary use. Examples of uses include bulk retailers,
large department stores, supermarkets, hardware stores, and offices.
Public Facility (PF) - The PF designation applies to land areas reserved for government offices
and facilities, public agency offices and facilities, and public utility facilities.
Open Space (OS) – The OS 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. Parks and recreational
facilities are considered acceptable and compatible uses within the OS designation.

2.3

G R O W T H P R O JE C T IO N S

AND

D E V E L O P M E N T A S S U M P T IO N S

Each of the three alternatives analyzed in this report are described in greater detail below, followed by a
summary table that identifies acreages of each land use designation, projected new residential growth,
non-residential growth, and jobs generation.

A L T E R N A T IV E 1 – “I N T E N S IV E E C O N O M IC D E V E L O P M E N T ”
This alternative places a heavy emphasis on identifying areas for office uses, neighborhood
commercial/retail uses, business parks, and light industrial uses, and strives to maximize the jobsgenerating potential of the Plan Area.
The Alternative 1 Land Use Map is characterized by the following features:
•

Over 216 acres of land designated Employment Center Light Industrial (ECLI) is included, which
represents approximately 77% of the developable land within PA-1.

•

A 39-acre Transit Village is proposed north of the potential future transit station parking lot,
west of SR 4, bisected by the EBMUD Aqueduct.

•

The Brighton Station subdivision, which is an existing single-family residential development
bordered by PA-1 on three sides, is buffered by complimentary land use designations. The
Medium Density Residential land use designation is provided along the northern edge of
Brighton Station, Open Space is provided along the western edge of Brighton Station, and
Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use is provided along the southern edge of Brighton Station.

•

Residential growth would be limited to one 5-acre area designated Medium Density Residential,
and within the Transit Village and Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use areas.

•

There are no areas designated for stand-alone High Density Residential.

Table 2-1 summarizes the acreage of all land use designations shown on the Alternative 1 Land Use
Map, and summarizes projected new residential growth, non-residential growth, and jobs generation
associated with the Alternative 1 Land Use Map. It is important to note that the growth projections
shown in Table 2-1 represent the maximum level of growth that could be accommodated by the
2-4
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Alternative 1 Land Use Map if nearly all of the vacant and underdeveloped parcels in PA-1 developed to
their maximum allowed densities. Actual development rates and growth rates in PA-1 are likely to be
lower than the development shown in Table 2-1, as new development and growth is largely dictated by
market conditions, and very few communities in California actually develop to the full potential allowed
in their respective Specific Plans.
TABLE 2-1: ALTERNATIVE 1 LAND USE DESIGNATIONS AND NEW GROWTH PROJECTIONS

Acreage

Housing
Units

NonResidential SF

Residential
Population

Employee
Generation

MDR

4.99

75

0

240

0

TV

39.44

631

644,252

1,262

1,933

NCMU

6.21

76

54,102

152

108

216.21

0

4,238,148

0

8,618

PF

0.99

0

0

0

0

OS

11.61

0

0

Total

279.45

782

4,936,502

Land Use

ECLI

0
1,654

10,659

Source: De Novo Planning Group, 2017

A L T E R N A T IV E 2 – “B A L A N C E D ECLI”
Alternative 2 is intended as a "Balanced ECLI" option, which provides for a balance of job-creating and
residential development land uses.
The Alternative 2 Land Use Map is characterized by the following features:
•

Approximately 27 acres of Transit Village are proposed, which is the smallest area of Transit
Village proposed among the three alternatives. To the north of the EBMUD Aqueduct, the
Transit Village areas would be located on both the west and east sides of SR 4. To the south of
the EBMUD Aqueduct, the Transit Village would be located on the west side of SR 4. This is the
only alternative to include the Transit Village land use designation on the east side of SR 4.

•

All of the proposed Employment Center Light Industrial land uses (approximately 84 acres)
would be concentrated in a contiguous area in the southwest corner of PA-1.

•

The Brighton Station subdivision, which is an existing single-family residential development
bordered by PA-1 on three sides, would be bordered by Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use
to the north and west, and by Medium Density Residential uses to the south.

•

A total of 33 acres of High Density Residential is proposed in two separate areas east of SR 4.
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•

Open Space uses are proposed along the southern boundary of PA-1, east of SR 4, and in a small
area between the transit station and the EBMUD Aqueduct.

Table 2-2 summarizes the acreage of all land use designations shown on the Alternative 2 Land Use
Map, and summarizes projected new residential growth, non-residential growth, and jobs generation
associated with the Alternative 2 Land Use Map. It is important to note that the growth projections
shown in Table 2-2 represent the maximum level of growth that could be accommodated by the
Alternative 2 Land Use Map if nearly all of the vacant and underdeveloped parcels in PA-1 developed to
their maximum allowed densities. Actual development rates and growth rates in PA-1 are likely to be
lower than the development shown in Table 2-2, as new development and growth is largely dictated by
market conditions, and very few communities in California actually develop to the full potential allowed
in their respective Specific Plans.
TABLE 2-2: ALTERNATIVE 2 LAND USE DESIGNATIONS AND NEW GROWTH PROJECTIONS

Acreage

Housing
Units

NonResidential SF

Residential
Population

Employee
Generation

MDR

47.51

713

0

2,280

0

HDR

33.14

829

0

1,657

0

TV

26.76

428

437,125

856

1,311

NCMU

70.32

859

612,628

1,717

1,225

RC

7.52

0

147,407

0

268

ECLI

83.44

0

1,635,591

0

3,326

PF

0.99

0

0

0

0

OS

9.78

0

0

0

0

279.45

2,829

2,832,751

6,510

6,130

Land Use

Total

Source: De Novo Planning Group, 2017
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A L T E R N A T IV E 3 – “B A L A N C E D H O U S IN G ”
Alternative 3 is intended as a second "Balanced Housing" option, which provides for a balance of jobcreating and residential development land uses. This alternative shares many similar characteristics
with Alternative 2.
The Alternative 3 Land Use Map is characterized by the following features:
•

Extensive areas designated for Medium Density Residential (84 acres) are provided along the
eastern boundary of PA-1.

•

The majority of the land area adjacent to SR 4, on the east side, is designated Neighborhood
Commercial Mixed-Use.

•

This alternative incorporates the largest transit village area of the three alternatives. The transit
village area is located entirely on the west side of SR 4, north and south of the transit station.

•

Future employment generating uses within this alternative would include more office uses than
the other alternatives, with fewer business park and light industrial uses.

•

The Employment Center Light Industrial land use designations are dispersed throughout the
northern and southern areas of PA-1, west of SR 4. This is the only alternative that distributes
the ECLI designation in non-contiguous areas.

•

This alternative would provide for the greatest number of housing units (3,145) among the three
alternatives, with the greatest number of housing units located within the areas designated for
Medium Density Residential.

Table 2-3 summarizes the acreage of all land use designations shown on the Alternative 3 Land Use
Map, and summarizes projected new residential growth, non-residential growth, and jobs generation
associated with the Alternative 3 Land Use Map. It is important to note that the growth projections
shown in Table 2-3 represent the maximum level of growth that could be accommodated by the
Alternative 3 Land Use Map if nearly all of the vacant and underdeveloped parcels in PA-1 developed to
their maximum allowed densities. Actual development rates and growth rates in PA-1 are likely to be
lower than the development shown in Table 2-3, as new development and growth is largely dictated by
market conditions, and very few communities in California actually develop to the full potential allowed
in their respective Specific Plans.
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TABLE 2-3: ALTERNATIVE 3 LAND USE DESIGNATIONS AND NEW GROWTH PROJECTIONS

Acreage

Housing
Units

NonResidential SF

Residential
Population

Employee
Generation

MDR

84.66

1270

0

4,064

0

HDR

13.02

326

0

651

0

TV

45.8

733

748,143

1,466

2,244

NCMU

66.87

816

582,571

1,633

1,165

ECLI

63.12

0

1,237,278

0

2,516

PF

0.99

0

0

0

0

OS

5.01

0

0

0

0

279.45

3,145

2,567,992

7,814

5,925

Land Use

Total

Source: De Novo Planning Group, 2017

2.4

C O M P A R A T IV E G R O W T H P R O JE C T IO N S

The three alternatives would accommodate differing levels of residential and employment growth.
Table 2-4 summarizes the increase in population, housing units, square footage of non-residential uses,
and jobs that may occur under each of the three alternatives.
Chapter 3.0 includes a detailed description of the methodology and assumptions used to develop the
growth projections. The growth projections assume that all of the vacant and underutilized parcels
within PA-1 develop to their maximum allowed potential.
TABLE 2-4: COMPARATIVE GROWTH PROJECTIONS

Housing
Units

NonResidential SF

Residential
Population

Employee
Generation

Jobs per
Housing
Unit

Alt 1

782

4,936,502

1,654

10,659

13.6

Alt 2

2,829

2,832,751

6,510

6,130

2.2

Alt 3

3,145

2,567,992

7,814

5,925

1.9

Alternative

Source: De Novo Planning Group, 2017
Note: Table 3-2 in Chapter 3 of this report includes detailed breakdowns of the assumptions used to
calculate population and employment levels.
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P O P U L A T IO N , H O U S E H O L D S ,

AND

D W E L L IN G U N IT S

Buildout conditions for residential units anticipated that every parcel designated for urban uses would
be developed. Land use assumptions for each parcel were based on the maximum development
occurring consistent with the designated land uses.
As is shown on Table 2-4, new population and housing growth within PA-1 would be highest under
Alternative 3 (7,813 persons and 3,145 housing units) and lowest under Alternative 1 (1,653 persons and
782 housing units).

JOB GROWTH
The ultimate job-generating capacity for PA-1 will be a function of several factors, including a) the
acreage of land dedicated to job-generating land uses, such as office, retail, industrial, hotel, etc.; b) the
building intensity on land developed with job generating uses, which is heavily influenced by related
development standards such as parking ratios, landscape and open space requirements, and building
setback requirements; and c) the employee density within the buildings that are developed with jobgenerating uses. Building intensity is often expressed in terms of “Floor Area Ratio” or FAR. FAR is
calculated as the ratio of a building’s total floor area to its parcel’s total area. For example, if a 20,000
square foot building is located on a 40,000 square foot parcel, the FAR would be calculated as 0.50.
Employee density is typically expressed in terms of average square feet of building area per employee,
such as 500 square feet of building space per employee. Different land uses tend to be distinguished by
characteristic building intensities and employment densities. Table 2-5 shows representative
characteristics for common employment-generating land uses. To facilitate comparison of the overall
employment generating potential across land uses, the table also includes a calculation of overall
employees per acre associated with each land use.
TABLE 2-5: EMPLOYMENT GENERATION RATES BY LAND USE TYPE
Land Use

FAR

Employment Density

Jobs/Acre

Office

0.50

250 sq. ft./employee

87

Retail

0.25

500 sq. ft./employee

22

R&D Flex

0.35

500 sq. ft./employee

30

Light Industrial

0.35

750 sq. ft./employee

20

Warehousing/Distribution/Heavy Industrial

0.40

1,000 sq. ft./employee

17

Source: BAE, 2017

Actual jobs per acre can vary from building to building and from business to business, and will also vary
depending on the location; however, the table above illustrates the general pattern where traditional
office uses tend to generate relatively high employment densities, while retail and R&D/Flex
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developments tend to generate low/moderate employment densities, and light industrial and
warehousing/distribution/heavy industrial uses tend to generate relatively low employment densities.
Future job growth potential for PA-1 was projected based on non-residential square footage. Under
buildout conditions, commercial, business professional, industrial, and a portion of mixed-use sites were
anticipated to be developed near the maximum floor area ratios that would be allowed by the land use
designations described above. For each type of non-residential development, a factor for job growth
was determined based on the ratio of estimated jobs that correlate to a specific land use category.
New job growth within PA-1 would be highest under Alternative 1 (10,659 jobs) and lowest under
Alternative 3 (5,925 jobs).
Under full buildout conditions, the jobs to housing ratio would be 13.6 jobs per housing unit under
Alternative 1, 2.2 jobs per housing unit under Alternative 2, and 1.9 jobs per housing unit under the
Alternative 3.
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SECTION 3.0: COMPARATIVE MAP ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
3.0 COMPARATIVE MAP ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
This chapter provides a comparative analysis of the three Land Use Map alternatives presented in
this report. It can be challenging to interpret the implications of the growth scenarios presented
on each of the three maps without supporting information to provide context in terms of growth
projections, fiscal implications, economic implications, and circulation network implications.
Additionally, as described in Chapter 1.0, the Brentwood General Plan provides specific guidance
regarding future planning and land use decisions within PA-1. As such, this chapter includes a
comparative analysis of each alternative’s consistency with the General Plan’s policy guidance for
PA-1.
The analysis and information in this section is intended to help foster discussions regarding the
preferred Land Use Map, and to facilitate informed decision-making.

3.1 GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS
The following analysis provides an evaluation of each alternative’s consistency with the General
Plan’s policy guidance for PA-1.
1. PA-1 shall be predominantly developed with a mixture of uses that generate jobs, including
but not limited to regional commercial, general commercial, professional office, business park,
and light industrial. Approximately 80% of the net developable acreage of lands within PA-1
that are designated Mixed Use Pedestrian Transit should be dedicated for these types of uses.
Alternative 1: This alternative provides the range and mix of land uses identified in this
policy. Jobs generating uses include TV, NCMU, ECLI, and RC, which comprise
approximately 94% of the developable area of PA-1 under this alternative. This
alternative exceeds the policy standard of 80% of land dedicated to jobs-generating uses.
Alternative 2: This alternative provides the range and mix of land uses identified in this
policy. Jobs generating uses include TV, NCMU, ECLI, and RC, which comprise
approximately 67% of the developable area of PA-1 under this alternative. This
alternative falls short of the policy standard of 80% of land dedicated to jobs-generating
uses.
Alternative 3: This alternative provides the range and mix of land uses identified in this
policy. Jobs generating uses include TV, NCMU, ECLI, and RC, which comprise
approximately 63% of the developable area of PA-1 under this alternative. This
alternative falls short of the policy standard of 80% of land dedicated to jobs-generating
uses.
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2. The State Route 4 interchange at Lone Tree Way should be utilized to provide an optimal mix
of jobs-generating uses.
Alternative 1: This alternative identifies ECLI uses near the intersection of SR 4 and Lone
Tree Way, which meets the objective of this policy.
Alternative 2: This alternative identifies RC uses near the intersection of SR 4 and Lone
Tree Way, which meets the objective of this policy.
Alternative 3: This alternative identifies NCMU uses near the intersection of SR 4 and
Lone Tree Way, which meets the objective of this policy.
3. Lands within PA-1 adjacent and in close proximity to SR 4 and the SR 4 interchange shall be
reserved exclusively for jobs-generating and commercial uses. Residential uses may be
allowed adjacent to and in close proximity to SR 4 if such residential uses are directly
incorporated into commercial and/or business park development projects as vertical mixeduse residences (i.e., residential over retail or office space).
Alternative 1: This alternative identifies primarily ECLI uses, and areas of TV uses
adjacent to the SR 4 corridor, which meets the objective of this policy.
Alternative 2: This alternative identifies ECLI, TV, and NCMU uses adjacent to the SR 4
corridor, which meets the objective of this policy.
Alternative 3: This alternative identifies ECLI, TV, and NCMU uses adjacent to the SR 4
corridor, which meets the objective of this policy. This alternative does include HDR uses
in close proximity to the SR 4 corridor, but an open space buffer between the HDR area
and the highway corridor is provided.
4. Land use plans for this area should contemplate a future transit facility that could
accommodate a future eBART station and/or park-and-ride facility, but the land use plan
should be valid and beneficial to the City and the area if an eBART station does not
materialize.
All three of the land use map alternatives include a transit facility, which meets the
objectives of this policy.
5. Opportunities for mixed-use buildings, including flex live/work space, transit-oriented
development, and emerging business flex space should be provided.
All three of the land use map alternatives identify areas designated Transit Village and
Neighborhood Commercial Mixed Use, which would provide for mixed-use buildings, flex
space, and transit oriented development. All three alternatives meet the objectives of
this policy.
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6. Exclusive residential uses within PA-1 should not exceed 20% of the net developable acreage of
all MUPT parcels within the PA.
Alternative 1: Exclusive residential uses account for 1.7% of the developable area under
this alternative, which is below the threshold of 20% established by this policy.
Alternative 2: Exclusive residential uses account for 29% of the developable area under
this alternative, which is above the threshold of 20% established by this policy.
Alternative 3: Exclusive residential uses account for 35% of the developable area under
this alternative, which is above the threshold of 20% established by this policy.
7. Commercial, office, and business park projects within PA-1 are encouraged to include and
incorporate vertical mixed residential uses. Commercial, office, and business park projects
that incorporate residential uses on the second and third stories shall not be counted towards
the 20% maximum residential allocation on MUPT parcels within PA-1.
All three of the land use map alternatives identify areas designated Transit Village and
Neighborhood Commercial Mixed Use, which would allow for vertical mixed-use
buildings. All three alternatives meet the objectives of this policy.
8. Encourage a mix of land uses, including jobs-generating uses and residential uses, to be
distributed throughout PA-1, and discourage large concentrations of residential-only uses.
Alternative 1: This alternative consists primarily of jobs-generating uses, and includes
very limited areas of residential-only uses. This alternative somewhat meets the
objectives of this policy in that it provides for both residential and jobs-generating uses.
However, this alternative consists primarily of large concentrations of contiguous jobsgenerating uses that exceed the concentration and scale of these uses envisioned by this
General Plan policy.
Alternative 2: This alternative includes 47.51 acres of MDR and 33.14 acres of HDR,
which are distributed throughout the eastern portion of PA-1. This alternative meets the
objectives of this policy by including a relatively balanced mix of residential uses and jobsgenerating uses at a variety of development intensities and densities.
Alternative 3: This alternative includes 84.66 acres of MDR and 13.02 acres of HDR,
which are clustered in the eastern portion of PA-1. This alternative somewhat meets the
objectives of this policy. The proposed residential uses shown on this alternative are
concentrated in relatively large contiguous areas, which exceeds the scale and
concentration of residential-only development envisioned by this General Plan policy.
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9. The development of a large-scale (i.e., 30-60 acre) regional commercial development within
PA-1 is strongly encouraged, and should be considered as development applications within PA1 are received and processed.
During initial meetings with the PA-1 Working Group, the Group determined that this
General Plan policy guidance was no longer relevant to PA-1, and concluded that a largescale regional commercial developmet within PA-1 was neither appropriate nor
desireable. This conclusion was based, in part, on the fact that there are significant areas
of regional commercial development already existing within PA-1 and throughout the
western portion of Brentwood. As such, consistency with this policy is not relevant.
10. Residential uses within PA-1 should be designed to complement the predominant jobsgenerating and commercial land uses, and should occur at the medium, high, and very high
density levels. Densities should generally increase and transition from the medium density
range in the south to the higher-density ranges in the northern area of PA-1.
Alternative 1: The majority of residential uses that would be accommodated under this
alternative would occur as mixed-use development within the TV and NCMU areas. A
small area of MDR is proposed north of the Mokelumne Trail. This alternative meets the
objectives of this policy.
Alternative 2: This alternative includes significant areas designated TV and NCMU,
which would incorporate residential uses into jobs-generating uses within mixed-use
project sites. HDR and MDR residential areas are interspersed throughout the eastern
portion of the Plan Area. This alternative generally meets the objectives of this policy.
Alternative 3: This alternative includes significant areas designated TV and NCMU,
which would incorporate residential uses into jobs-generating uses within mixed-use
project sites. HDR and MDR residential areas are interspersed throughout the eastern
portion of the Plan Area, with the HDR uses concentrated in the southeastern portion of
the Plan Area. This alternative generally meets the objectives of this policy, however, this
policy specifies that HDR uses should occur within the northern portion of PA-1, which is
not the case under this alternative.
11. Increases in residential densities within PA-1 may be granted by the City if the developer or
project applicant provides the City with significant infrastructure improvements or other
concessions that provide a community benefit (i.e., school sites, park lands in excess of
minimum requirements, or utility infrastructure that exceeds the demand of the proposed
project).
None of the alternatives would preclude future development projects from complying
with this policy guidance.
12. Residential density bonuses may be granted if commercial and/or office/business park uses
are provided on-site within a residential development project.
None of the alternatives would preclude future development projects from complying
with this policy guidance.
Priority Area 1 Specific Plan | Land Use Alternatives Report
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13. Planning for this PA shall include areas of open space, green space connectivity, optimization
and protection of creek corridors, an integrated network of trails and open space connections,
and appropriate trails and circulation connectivity with areas surrounding the PA. Residential
development that results in isolated or stand-alone neighborhoods from the rest of PA-1 or
surrounding Brentwood neighborhoods shall be discouraged.
All of the alternatives include the same general assumptions with regard to the location of
backbone roadway and trails infrastructure. Development standards will be incorporated
into the Specific Plan that dictate how and where parks and open space features must be
incorporated into future development projects.
14. Planning for future development within PA-1 should include a collaborative effort between the
City and property owners within PA-1 in order to craft a future development plan that provides
for a balanced mix of land uses, infrastructure, and public open space within PA-1.
The PA-1 Specific Plan Working Group includes several property owners and City
representatives. All three of the alternatives include a range of land uses that would
accommodate residential and jobs-generating growth within PA-1. The Specific Plan will
include standards and priorities related to infrastructure and public open space.

G E N E R A L P L A N C O N S IS T E N C Y S U M M A R Y
All three of the Land Use Map alternatives analyzed in this report meet the majority of the policy
objectives established by the General Plan for PA-1. As noted above, Alternatives 2 and 3 include
a greater percentage of residential-only development, and a smaller percentage of jobsgenerating uses than what is called for in the General Plan Policy guidance. In general, Alternative
1 most completely meets the General Plan’s objectives for PA-1, although the ratio of jobsgenerating uses to residential uses in Alternative 1 is greater than that envisioned by the General
Plan.

MTC P O L IC Y G U ID A N C E C O N S IS T E N C Y S U M M A R Y
As described in Chapter 1.0 of this report, MTC provides policy guidance regarding planning
efforts to generate ridership levels that would accommodate a future eBART transit station. The
key metrics for generating ridership at a new transit station are residential housing units and jobs
within a ½-mile radius of the station.
The 2007 MTC Station Area Planning Manual identifies the following targets for housing and
employment for Suburban Centers:
•

Station Area Total Units Target (within ½ mile): 2,500 – 10,000

•

Station Area Total Jobs Target: 7,500 – 50,000

As noted in Chapter 1.0, and shown on Figure 1-4, there are approximately 269 existing housing
units within ½ mile of the potential future transit station in PA-1 (as measured from the
approximate entrance to the platform within the SR 4 median), and approximately 226
approved/pending units within a ½ mile radius – for a total of approximately 495 units. In order
to reach the minimum residential housing unit concentration for a transit station, described
3-5
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above, the PA-1 Specific Plan would need to accommodate approximately 2,000 new housing
units.
Alternative 1: This alternative would provide for 782 new housing units and 10,659 jobs.
This would leave a deficit of approximately 1,220 housing units, but would exceed the
MTC jobs target.
Alternative 2: This alternative would provide for 2,828 housing units and 6,511 jobs.
This would exceed the minimum thresholds for housing units, but fall short of the
minimum jobs target.
Alternative 3: This alternative would provide for 3,145 housing units and 5,925 jobs.
This would exceed the minimum thresholds for housing units, but fall short of the
minimum jobs target.

3.2 FISCAL AND ECONOMIC COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
To assist with the evaluation of land use alternatives for the PA-1 Specific Plan, BAE prepared an
economic development potential analysis and fiscal impact analysis to estimate the net impact
from buildout of each of the three PA-1 Land Use alternatives discussed in this report. Each of
these three alternatives would allow for development of varying amounts and mixtures of new
residential and non-residential land uses within PA-1.
The economic and fiscal assessment began with a review of the development projection summary
tables provided in Chapter 2.0, which describe the three proposed land use alternatives by land
use, including anticipated housing units and non-residential square footage, by land use category.
BAE then worked to establish population and employment density assumptions, in order to
estimate population, household, and employment generation for each alternative. Next, BAE
used this information, as well as 2013 projections published by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG), to calculate the internal jobs/employed residents ratio for each land use
alternative. BAE also used this information to assess the degree to which each alternative would
change Brentwood’s existing citywide jobs/employed residents balance. BAE also conducted a
high level fiscal issues assessment for each alternative, based on information that BAE generated
as part of the PA-1 Specific Plan Existing Conditions analysis, as well as additional interviews that
BAE conducted with City staff to understand how each alternative could impact City service
provision, service costs, and offsetting new revenues.

SUMMARY

OF

RESULTS

To summarize the results of the assessment described above, BAE ranked each alternative in
regard to its propensity to support new housing development and population, increases in local
jobs overall, and increases in higher skilled employment, in particular; the alternatives’ ability to
provide for a desirable jobs/employed residents balance within the Plan Area and in the city as a
whole; each alternative’s impact to public safety services provided by the East Contra Costa Fire
Protection District (ECCFPD), the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District (CCFPD), and the
Brentwood Police Department; and the potential of each alternative to generate new General
Fund revenues. Note that this assessment assumes that each alternative would reach buildout.
BAE ranked the alternatives on a scale of 1 to 3, with 1 indicating the alternative ranked highest
Priority Area 1 Specific Plan | Land Use Alternatives Report
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on a given measure, and 3 indicating the alternative that is ranked lowest, for a given topic. The
ranking scheme does not translate to an overall ranking of the alternatives, because for some
measures it may be more advantageous for the city if an alternative is ranked highest, and for
some measures it may be more advantageous to the city if it is ranked lowest. Thus, Table 3-1
simply summarizes the characteristics of the different alternatives.
TABLE 3-1: LAND USE ALTERNATIVES RANKING SUMMARY

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Households, Population, and Employment Generation
Increase in Housing Units and
Residents

3

2

1

Increase in Overall Jobs

1

2

3

Increase in High Skill Jobs

1

2

3

PA-1 Jobs/Employed Resident

3

2

1

Brentwood Jobs/Employed
Resident

1

2

3

Increase in Service Population

3

2

1

Increased Demand for Fire and
EMS

3

2

1

Increased Demand for Police

3

2

1

Increased Revenue Potential

1

3

2

Jobs/Employed Resident Balance

Fiscal Considerations

The General Plan establishes that the most ideal vision for PA-1 is a fiscally sound growth area
that fosters development of a major employment center in close proximity to the planned future
transit/eBART station. When analyzed from this perspective, Alternative 1 is the most
advantageous alternative overall. With a relatively small residential growth component, City staff
anticipates that the demand for expensive police and fire/EMS services would be limited, while
the large employment component would help to address the city’s current deficit of jobs relative
to the number of employed residents. Although this would be accomplished with an internal
jobs/employed residents ratio that is heavily skewed towards jobs, employment centers are
viewed as being very transit-supportive uses, which is consistent with the potential for the PA-1
area to accommodate a transit hub in the future. Alternative 1 would also include potential for
diversification of the City’s tax base, by including land that can accommodate retail, lodging,
office, and industrial/flex users. Overall, it is likely that this land use mix will support a positive
fiscal outcome for the area. In the unlikely event that development under Alternative 1 did lead
to fiscal shortfalls, the City’s policy of requiring newly developing areas to annex into a
Community Facilities District (CFD) to augment the revenues generated to fund public services
would protect against adverse impacts to the City’s General Fund.
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E S T IM A T E D H O U S E H O L D , P O P U L A T IO N ,

AND

EMPLOYMENT

The following are brief explanations of the assumptions and methodology used to calculate each
land use alternative’s projected number of new households, residential population, and
employment generation, followed by summaries of the results of the analysis, and their
associated rankings.

METHODOLOGY
Eight land use categories are preliminarily planned for the PA-1 Specific Plan area, each with its
own purpose, allowed uses, and development standards that inform the residential population
and employment projections. The purpose and allowed uses of each land use category are
summarized in Chapter 2.0.
Table 3-2 shows each alternative broken down by land use category acreage and resulting
population, household, and employment generation. Two land use categories, Public Facilities
and Open Space, are not anticipated to generate additional housing units, residents, or
employment within the PA-1 area.
The proportion of each land use category’s acreage devoted to residential uses, multiplied by its
assumed residential density factor (dwelling units per acre) results in the number of projected
housing units by land use category. For all residential land use category projections, this analysis
used the midpoint of allowed residential density ranges to project the anticipated number of
housing units that could be developed. The proportion of land planned for residential
development, as well as the associated residential density factors, are summarized by land use
category in note (a) of Table 3-2. Anticipated Live/Work units, which are permitted in the NCMU
land use category, are also accounted for in the number of projected housing units. This analysis
assumes that 25 percent of the NCMU land use category will be developed as 1,800 square foot
(on average) Live/Work units.
The number of projected residential units by land use category, multiplied by assumed population
density and vacancy factors, determines the projected residential population generated by each
land use alternative. Assumed population density factors vary depending on the type of housing
units allowed in each land use category. For example, the MDR land use category, which would
likely include primarily single-family detached and attached housing units, assumes a population
density factor of 3.2 persons per occupied housing unit, while the land use categories that would
accommodate higher density multi-family residential units (HDR, TV, and NCMU), assume a
density factor of 2.0 persons per occupied housing unit. Based on data from the 2011 to 2015
American Community Survey for the City of Brentwood, this analysis assumes a 0.5 percent
vacancy factor for housing units in the MDR land use category, and 5.5 percent vacancy for
housing units in the HDR, TV, and NCMU land use categories.
The proportion of the total acreage that each land use category dedicates to non-residential uses,
multiplied by the anticipated Floor Area Ratio (FAR) allowed within a given land use category,
defines the amount of building square footage anticipated for non-residential land uses. Note (a)
in the Notes section of Table 3-2 indicates that half of the TV and NCMU acreage will be
designated for non-residential uses, compared to all of the RC and ECLI acreage which will support
non-residential uses. The NCMU land use category is the lowest intensity land use category in
Priority Area 1 Specific Plan | Land Use Alternatives Report
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terms of commercial development, assuming an FAR of 0.4. The Regional Commercial (RC) and
the Employment Center Light Industrial Area land uses (ECLI) assume an average development
intensity of 0.45 FAR. As with residential development intensity, the TV land use category allows
for the highest intensity commercial development, at 0.75 FAR.
The number of projected employees generated within each land use category depends on the
distribution of specific employment-generating uses within a given land use category and the
associated employment density factors, which are represented by the number of employees per
square foot of building space. Note (a) in the Notes section of Table 3-2 describes the distribution
of employment generating uses by land use category. For example, office uses are anticipated to
comprise half of the TV land use category’s non-residential building space, while retail uses are
anticipated to comprise the remaining half. Multiplying the anticipated building square footage
of each land use category’s employment generating uses by the associated employment density
factor produces the total number of employees generated by each land use category, for each of
the three alternatives. As shown in note (d) of the Notes section of Table 3-2, Office uses are
assumed to require the smallest amount of space (250 square feet) per employee, followed by
Business Parks (400 square feet per employee), which are assumed to have more flex and R&D
space and, therefore, require more square footage per employee than traditional office buildings.
Neighborhood Retail Commercial and Regional Commercial uses are assumed to require 500 and
550 square feet, respectively, per employee, while Light Industrial uses are assumed to require
the most space per employee, at 750 square feet. An employment density factor is not provided
for Live/Work units, since those employees are already accounted for in the residential
population projections.

3-9

Land Use Alternatives Report | Priority Area 1 Specific Plan

TABLE 3-2: BRENTWOOD PA-1 WORKING GROUP LAND USE ALTERNATIVES (PAGE 1 OF 2)

Employment Generating Uses by Square Feet
NonResidential
(Square Feet)

Residential
Population (c)

Em ployee
Generation (d)

75
631
76
0
0
0
782

0
644,252
54,102
4,238,148
0
0
4,936,502

238
1,193
143
0
0
0
1,574

0
1,933
108
8,618
0
0
10,659

0
322,126
13,525
0
0
0
335,652

0
322,126
27,051
0
0
0
349,177

713
829
428
859
0
0
0
0
2,828

0
0
437,125
612,628
147,407
1,635,591
0
0
2,832,750

2,269
1,566
809
1,623
0
0
0
0
6,267

0
0
1,311
1,225
268
3,326
0
0
6,130

0
0
218,562
153,157
0
0
0
0
371,719

0
0
748,143
582,571
1,237,278
0
0
2,567,993

4,043
615
1,385
1,543
0
0
0
7,587

0
0
2,244
1,165
2,516
0
0
5,925

0
0
374,072
145,643
0
0
0
519,714

Housing
Land Use (a) Acreage Units (b)

Office

Neighborhood
Retail
Regional
Commercial Commerial

Live/Work
Units (# of res.
units) (f)

Business
Park (e)

Light
Industrial

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
2,542,889
0
0
2,542,889

0
0
0
1,695,259
0
0
1,695,259

0
0
8
0
0
0
8

0
0
218,562
306,314
0
0
0
0
524,876

0
0
0
0
147,407
0
0
0
147,407

0
0
0
0
0
981,355
0
0
981,355

0
0
0
0
0
654,236
0
0
654,236

0
0
0
85
0
0
0
0
85

0
0
374,072
291,286
0
0
0
665,357

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
742,367
0
0
742,367

0
0
0
0
494,911
0
0
494,911

0
0
0
81
0
0
0
81

Working Group Alternative 1
MDR
TV
NCMU
ECLI
PF
OS
Total

4.99
39.44
6.21
216.21
0.99
11.61
279.45

Working Group Alternative 2
MDR
HDR
TV
NCMU
RC
ECLI
PF
OS
Total

47.51
33.14
26.76
70.32
7.52
83.44
0.99
9.78
279.46

Working Group Alternative 3
MDR
HDR
TV
NCMU
ECLI
PF
OS
Total

84.66
13.02
45.80
66.87
63.12
0.99
5.01
279.47

1,270
326
733
816
0
0
0
3,145

Sources: City of Brentw ood, 2017; De Novo Planning Group, 2017; American Community Survey 2011-2015, 2017; BAE, 2017.
- Continued on Next Page -

TABLE 3-2: BRENTWOOD PA-1 WORKING GROUP LAND USE ALTERNATIVES (PAGE 2 OF 2)
Notes:
(a) Development assumptions for each land use category are as follow s:
Medium Density Residential (MDR): Assumes residential development at 15 du/ac, w hich is the mid range of the allow able 10-20 du/ac.
High Density Residential (HDR):

Assumes residential development at 25 du/ac, w hich is the mid range of the allow able 15-35 du/ac.

Transit Village (TV):

Allow able residential density ranges from 25-40 du/ac. Assumes 50% of acreage w ill be developed w ith housing at 32 du/ac. Assumes 50% of
non-residential acreage w ill be developed at 0.75 FAR. Assumes 50% w ill be developed as office and 50% as retail commercial.

Neighborhood Commercial Mixed
Use Area (NCMU):

Allow able residential density ranges from 15-30 du/ac. Assumes 50% of acreage w ill be developed w ith housing at 22 du/ac. Assumes nonresidential w ill be developed at 0.40 FAR. Assumes 25% w ill be developed as Live/Work units, 25% as office, and 50% as neighborhood serving retail.

Regional Commercial (RC):

Assumes non-residential development w ill be developed at 0.45 FAR and w ill be developed entirely for regional commercial uses.

Employment Center Light
Industrial Area (ECLI):

Assumes non-residential development w ill be developed at 0.45 FAR, w ith 40% of acreage devoted to light industrial, 60% devoted to business park
uses.

Public Facility (PF):

Will be developed as a Fire Station.

Open Space (OS)

No development w ill occur.

(b) Includes Live/Work Units.
(c) Includes population living in Live/Work units. Assumes a residential vacancy rate of 0.5% in MDR zone based on 2011-2015 ACS vacancy rate for ow ner occupied units, and a residential
vacancy rate of 5.5% in HDR, TV, and NCMU zones. Calculated using population density factors by land use categories as follow s:
Population Density Factors (Persons Per Occupied Housing Unit)
MDR
3.2

HDR
2.0

TV
2.0

NCMU
2.0

(d) Calculated using employment density factors by employment generating uses as follow s:
Employment Density Factors (Square Feet Per Employee)
Neighborhood
Retail
Office Commercial
250
500

Regional
Commercial
550

Buisness
Parks (e)
400

Live/Work
Units
(f)

Light
Industrial
750

(e) Assumes Business Park w ill be predominately office space, w ith some low er density R&D/flex space.
(f) Used to calculate Live/Work Units' residential population. Does not caluclate Live/Work unit's employment population to avoid double counting live/w ork occupants. Proportion of non-residential
square footage devoted to Live/Work units w as divided by an average unit size of 1,800 square feet to calculate the number of residential units.
Sources: City of Brentw ood, 2017; De Novo Planning Group, 2017; American Community Survey 2011-2015, 2017; BAE, 2017.
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Analysis of Alternatives
This subsection summarizes the impact each land use alternative would support at buildout, in terms of
the number of households, residents, total jobs, and higher quality jobs generated.

ALTERNATIVE 1 – “INTENSIVE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT”
Figure 2-1 illustrates the land use plan for Alternative 1. As shown in Table 3-2, Alternative 1 is the
alternative that places the greatest emphasis on employment, with the potential to accommodate
10,659 new employees at buildout. With 2.5 million square feet of building space allocated for Business
Park, 1.7 million square feet allocated for Light Industrial, and 335,625 square feet allocated for Office
uses, Alternative 1 would provide the most higher skilled (i.e., non-retail/services) employment
opportunities compared to the other two alternatives. Alternative 1 would also provide the lowest
amount of Neighborhood Retail Commercial space (349,177 square feet), and would not provide any
Regional Commercial space.
Consequently, Alternative 1 would provide the lowest number of housing units, resulting in an
estimated 1,574 new residents in 782 new units at buildout. This is roughly one-third to one-quarter the
number of housing units proposed in Alternatives 2 and 3, respectively. Roughly 90 percent of
Alternative 1’s housing (707 units), would be higher density units, including eight Live/Work units, and
the remaining 10 percent (75 units) would be medium density units.

ALTERNATIVE 2 – “BALANCED ECLI”
Alternative 2, illustrated in Figure 2-2, is more residentially focused than Alternative 1, and would
support 6,267 new residents in 2,282 new housing units at buildout. Nearly 75 percent of the housing
units (2,115 units) would be higher density units, including 85 Live/Work units, while 25 percent (713
units) would be medium density units.
Alternative 2 would generate 6,130 new employees, but would provide 60 percent less Business Park
space (981,355 square feet) and Light Industrial space (654,236 square feet), and only slightly more
Office space (371,719 square feet) compared to Alternative 1. Instead, Alternative 2 allocates the most
area of the three alternatives to generally lower skill commercial uses, with Neighborhood Retail
Commercial (524,876 square feet), and Regional Commercial (147,407 square feet) uses totaling
672,283 square feet. Alternative 2 is the only alternative that incorporates Regional Commercial uses;
however, rather than a destination retail center, this quantity of Regional Commercial floor area would
likely only support one big-box retail establishment.

ALTERNATIVE 3 – “BALANCED HOUSING”
Alternative 3, illustrated in Figure 2-3, is the most residentially focused alternative, with the potential for
7,587 new residents in 3,145 new housing units at buildout. Alternative 3 contains the most medium
density residential units, at 1,270, with the higher density units comprising the remaining 1,875 units,
including 81 Live/Work units.
Alternative 3 would accommodate 5,925 new employees at buildout, which is the lowest of the three
alternatives. Alternative 3 would provide nearly 70 percent less Business Park space (742,367 square
feet) and Light Industrial space (494,911 square feet) than Alternative 1, but would nearly double the
amount of Office space at 665,357 square feet. Alternative 3 would also provide the most
Neighborhood Retail Commercial space, at 665,357 square feet.
3-13
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Rankings of Alternatives
Based on the above information regarding each alternative’s ability to accommodate new housing and
population, jobs, and high skill jobs, the rankings presented in Table 3-3 show that Alternative 1 would
support the greatest number of overall jobs and high skill jobs, but the least amount of housing.
Alternatives 2 and 3 are more residentially focused, and would generate employment numbers similar
to each other, but significantly below that of Alternative 1. Of the more residentially focused
alternatives, Alternative 2 would produce more high skill jobs than Alternative 3.
TABLE 3-3: HOUSEHOLD, POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT RANKINGS

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Increase in Housing Units
and Population

3

2

1

Increase in Overall Jobs

1

2

3

Increase in High Skill Jobs

1

2

3

JOBS PER EMPLOYED RESIDENT
The ratio of the number of jobs per employed resident is commonly used to gauge how well a
community’s land use pattern is balanced among residential and non-residential land uses, and to assess
the availability of local employment opportunities versus local housing opportunities. A ratio of 1.0 job
per employed resident is generally considered balanced. Based on ABAG projections, BAE estimates
that Brentwood currently has approximately 0.5 jobs per employed resident, consistent with the City’s
identity as a bedroom community for employment centers throughout the Bay Area. Not only does this
imbalance contribute to quality of life issues, such as longer commutes and increased traffic congestion,
but the limited non-residential tax base associated with a low jobs/employed residents ratio also limits
the City’s revenue generation potential. Given Brentwood’s considerably low existing jobs per
employed resident ratio, it is critical to analyze the impact each of the three land use alternatives will
have within the PA-1 area and the city as a whole.

METHODOLOGY
The ratio of jobs per resident is typically calculated by dividing the number of area jobs by the number of
the area’s employed residents. ABAG provides data to calculate the existing ratio of jobs per employed
resident at the city level for communities throughout the Bay Area, projected in five-year intervals for
the time between 2010 and 2040. Using these data, and assuming a constant average growth rate
between the 2015 and 2020 projection figures, BAE estimated 2017 Brentwood jobs and 2017 employed
residents at 9,800 and 21,352, respectively, for an estimated existing citywide jobs/employed residents
ratio of approximately 0.5. BAE then estimated the internal PA-1 jobs/employed residents ratio for each
alternative, assuming the ratio of residents to employed residents for the PA-1 population would be the
same as the current citywide ratio. BAE also estimated the change in the citywide jobs/employed
residents ratio, by adding the employed residents and jobs estimates for each alternative to the current
citywide figures.
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Analysis of Alternatives
This subsection summarizes the results of the jobs per employed resident analysis for the PA-1 land use
alternatives, shown in Table 3-4, and the impact each alternative would have on the City’s effort to
better balance its residential and non-residential land uses and its housing and employment
opportunities.

ALTERNATIVE 1 – “INTENSIVE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT”
As shown in Table 3-3, Alternative 1 would provide approximately 17.1 jobs per employed PA-1 resident,
which is the highest ratio among the three land use alternatives and would require substantial incommuting from other areas in order to fill all jobs at buildout. However, the analysis shows that
Alternative 1 would significantly improve the city’s overall balance of jobs and employed residents,
increasing the ratio from 0.5 in 2017, to 0.9 at PA-1 build out (assuming no other job or population
growth elsewhere in the city). This would reflect a near balance between local residential and nonresidential land uses, and significantly improve the availability of jobs for local residents, reducing the
need for out-commuting to jobs in other communities.

ALTERNATIVE 2 – “BALANCED ECLI”
Alternative 2 would provide approximately 2.5 jobs per employed PA-1 resident and would increase the
citywide ratio to a slightly more balanced ratio of 0.7 by full PA-1 build out; however, mathematically, a
minimum of about 30 percent of Brentwood’s employed residents would still need to commute out of
Brentwood each day for work. Realistically, this figure would be higher, as some Brentwood jobs are
likely to be filled by workers who commute into Brentwood from other communities.

ALTERNATIVE 3 – “BALANCED HOUSING”
Calculations presented in Table 3-4 show that Alternative 3 would generate an internal PA-1 jobs to
employed resident ratio of 2.0 at buildout, but this would have a limited impact on the citywide balance
of jobs to employed residents, with the citywide ratio improving marginally to 0.6 jobs per employed
resident.
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TABLE 3-4: PROJECTED JOBS PER EMPLOYED RESIDENT BY LAND USE ALTERNATIVE
Existing Cityw ide (a)
# Jobs
# of Residents
# Employed Residents
Jobs/Employed Resident

9,800
53,816
21,352
0.5

Priority Area 1 Buildout (b)
# Jobs
# of Residents
# Employed Residents (c)
Jobs/Employed Resident

Alternative 1
10,659
1,574
625
17.1

Alternative 2
6,130
6,267
2,486
2.5

Alternative 3
5,925
7,587
3,010
2.0

Alternative 2
15,930
60,083
23,839
0.7

Alternative 3
15,725
61,403
24,362
0.6

Existing Cityw ide Plus PA-1 Buildout

# Jobs
# of Residents
# Employed Residents
Jobs/Employed Resident

Alternative 1
20,458
55,391
21,977
0.9

Notes:
(a) Using the 2013 ABAG projections, BAE estimated the 2017 figures by assuming a constant average grow th rate betw een 2015 and
2020, and applying the grow th rate accordingly.
(b) Reflects PA-1 projected presented in Table 3.
(c) The 2013 ABAG projections indicate 40 percent of Brentw ood residents are employed in 2017. BAE applied this proportion to PA-1's
residential population projections presented in Table 3 to calcualte the number of employed residents at area buildout.
Sources: DeNovo Planning Group, 2017; Association of Bay Area Governments, 2017; BAE, 2017.

Ranking of Alternatives
Based on the above information, Alternative 1 would have an internal jobs/employed residents ratio
that is an order of magnitude greater than those projected for Alternatives 2 and 3, meaning that it
would require the most in-commuting from outside the Specific Plan area to fill all of the potential jobs
the area would support. The advantage of this alternative is that the large internal jobs surplus would
almost be sufficient to balance the jobs/employed residents ratio at the citywide level.
Alternative 2 would also have an internal surplus of jobs, although it would be notably more balanced
than Alternative 1, and would be of the same order of magnitude as Alternative 3. This disadvantage is
that Alternative 2 would not substantially address the need to balance the city’s overall ratio of jobs to
employed residents.
Alternative 3 would have an internal jobs/employed residents ratio that is more balanced than the other
two Alternatives, but still skewed towards an internal surplus of jobs. This disadvantage is that it would
not substantially address the need to balance the city’s overall ratio of jobs to employed residents.
Similar to Alternative 2, though, Alternative 3 would have a limited impact on the citywide jobs to
employed resident ratio.
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TABLE 3-5: JOBS PER EMPLOYED RESIDENT RANKINGS

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Internal Balance of PA-1
Jobs/Employed Residents

3

2

1

Citywide Balance
Jobs/Employed Residents

1

2

3

F IS C A L C O N S ID E R A T IO N S
Since PA-1 represents an important component of Brentwood’s land available for development under
the City’s General Plan, it is important to consider the fiscal implications the land use plan would have
on the City’s ability to provide key services to the newly developed area and to maintain services
elsewhere in the city. This section identifies and discusses some of the key fiscal issues that should be
considered when evaluating the different PA-1 land use alternatives.

METHODOLOGY
This analysis builds on research BAE conducted as part of the Economic Conditions Background Report,
supplemented by more recent interviews with City staff knowledgeable regarding the potential impacts
each land use alternative could have to the City’s General Fund. As part of the overall City Budget, the
General Fund receives the City’s most important discretionary revenues, which fund critical services
such as law enforcement and other community services. The Economic Conditions Background Report
identified a number of fiscal challenges facing the City, including increasing costs for services provided
by outside agencies, remittances to the County of Contra Costa resulting from the dissolution of
Redevelopment Agencies, and rising employee benefit costs.
Because Brentwood Police Department (BPD) expenditures account for the largest portion of General
Fund expenditures (43.2 percent in FY 2016/17) and because the City dedicates additional General Fund
resources to contracting for fire and emergency medical services through the East Contra Costa Fire
Protection District (ECCFPD) and the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District (CCFPD), this analysis
primarily focuses on the impacts the three land use alternatives could have on the City’s ability to
provide public safety services. In addition, this analysis considers the potential impacts the three
alternatives could have on the City’s ability to provide other community services, such as parks and
recreation and street maintenance, and general government services.
Although service standards for police, fire, and emergency medical services are not based on a single
metric, the size of the local service population, which is defined as the sum of the resident population
plus half of the people employed within the city, serves as a broad indicator of the level of demand for
services, and the potential costs to the City to maintain service levels as new growth occurs. BAE
calculated each land use alternative’s service population based on the projected residential population
and employee generation calculated in Table 3-4.
Using each land use alternative’s service population as the starting point, BAE interviewed City staff
knowledgeable about City services and identified broad fiscal considerations that are important to the
development of PA-1, including the impact to the BPD, fire and emergency medical services, and the
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potential for each alternative to generate revenue to offset increased service costs. These
considerations are discussed qualitatively below, and rankings are provided for each alternative’s impact
on each broad topic.

Service Cost Considerations
This subsection calculates the impacts each land use alternative would have on the City’s service
population, and qualitatively discusses the ability to provide police, fire, and other community services
within Brentwood.

SERVICE POPULATION
Calculations presented in Table 3-6 show that buildout of Alternative 1 would result in the lowest
increase to the City’s service population, at 6,904, due to its employment focus and limited increase in
residential population. Alternatives 2 and 3 would produce relatively similar service populations of
9,332 and 10,549, respectively, and would impact service demand and costs to a greater degree than
Alternative 1.
TABLE 3-6: PROJECTED SERVICE POPULATION BY LAND USE ALTERNATIVE
Land Use Alternatives
Service Population (a)

Alternative 1
6,904

Alternative 2
9,332

Alternative 3
10,549

Note:
(a) Includes all projected residents and half of projected employees for each land use alternative as presented in Table 3.
Sources: DeNovo Planning Group, 2017; BAE, 2017.

POLICE SERVICES
BPD is a full-service police department, operating four beats with a minimum service level of one officer
on duty per beat, though the department usually operates each shift with one or two additional officers
spread across the whole city to provide greater flexibility. The majority of the PA-1 area falls within a
single existing beat that also covers the commercial areas of Lone Tree Plaza and The Streets of
Brentwood.
BPD staff indicates that commercial development typically requires fewer resources and calls for service
than residential uses, and that the more residential units developed in PA-1, the greater the increase in
demand for BPD services. Based on this criterion, Alternative 1 would impact BPD services the least,
followed by Alternative 2 and 3, respectively. Of the potential commercial uses planned for PA-1, BPD
staff indicates that retail uses would generate the most calls for service due to shoplifting and loitering,
among other issues. BPD resources would not be as impacted by office and industrial uses, in part
because they generate less activity, and property owners or property management companies can enact
their own security measures, such as installing security cameras and hiring private security services.
BPD staff indicates that the Department may need to add an additional beat for the more residentially
focused Alternatives 2 and 3. This could create the need to hire additional officers in order to maintain
staffing levels over five beats instead of four. Since the beat encompassing PA-1 already covers large
amounts of commercial uses, BPD staff indicates that Alternative 1 is unlikely to significantly tax the
beat’s existing resources, but may require resource allocation modifications. For example, the BPD may
Priority Area 1 Specific Plan | Land Use Alternatives Report
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need to reallocate more dispatch center staff during normal business hours because of increased
commercial activity in PA-1.

FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES
The City of Brentwood contracts with the ECCFPD for fire protection services, and the CCCFPD for
emergency medical services (EMS). Although the City is not directly responsible for providing these
services, achieving adequate service levels as PA-1 develops is critical. Both the ECCFPD and the CCFPD
struggle to maintain service levels in the communities they serve due to fiscal constraints. For example,
the ECCFPD currently has two station properties in Brentwood, however, due to budgetary shortfalls,
only one station is operational. According to City staff, the City has already collected impact fees for a
new fire station on Shady Willow Lane, in the northeast section of PA-1; however, it is unclear whether
the ECCFPD will have the funds to staff the station. City staff estimates that it would cost approximately
$4 million annually for the ECCFPD to outfit, maintain, and staff the Shady Willow Lane station on a fulltime basis, running three shifts, with three personnel per shift. These costs include increases in
departmental overhead.
City staff also indicates that residential development taxes fire and emergency medical services to a
greater degree than commercial development, and that Alternatives 2 and 3 would likely require the
new station to be fully staffed. City staff indicates that Alternative 1 could potentially be serviced by a
substation within a future PA-1 Transit Village, which likely would only operate during regular business
hours. In addition, there is the potential that the substation could initially operate with EMS staffing
only, reducing operating costs, adding fire staffing as demand and the tax base builds in the area.

GENERAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES
City staff indicates that the City of Brentwood General Government functions (e.g., City Manager,
Finance, City Attorney, etc.) generally have capacity to serve the anticipated growth in the PA-1 area
without significant expansions of staffing, and with only limited increases in other operating costs, due
to expected economies of scale. This reduced cost structure should create fiscal benefits for any
alternative that is developed in the PA-1 area.

OTHER COMMUNITY SERVICES
The City of Brentwood provides other important community services such as parks and recreation
services, and roadway maintenance, using General Fund revenues. City staff indicates that the need for
these services will increase incrementally as PA-1 develops, and that disproportionate increases in
service costs would not be expected under any of the alternatives. This, combined with the fact that
these services make up a relatively small portion of the General Fund budget, means that it is
appropriate to focus attention on the potential impacts on demand for public safety services at this
stage of planning for the PA-1 area and that any fiscal challenges that could result from any of the PA-1
land use alternatives would likely stem from public safety service costs.

GENERAL FUND REVENUE CONSIDERATIONS
The following subsection assesses the potential for the different alternatives to generate increases in
key General Fund revenues to offset costs due to increased service demands in the PA-1 area.
Property Tax

Property tax revenues are the most important source of revenue for Brentwood’s General Fund, with
property taxes representing approximately 17 percent of total General Fund revenues, according to data
3-19

Land Use Alternatives Report | Priority Area 1 Specific Plan

3.0: COMPARATIVE MAP ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

presented in the Existing Conditions report. Citywide, the City receives an average of 10.7 percent of
the one percent property tax the County remits to the City. As shown in Table 3-7, PA-1 contains five tax
rate areas (TRAs), four of which are below the citywide average allocation factor, and one of which is
above the citywide allocation factor. Figure 3-1 illustrates the geographic distribution of these TRAs
within PA-1, with the lighter shades of blue signaling that a lower proportion of property tax revenues
are remitted to the City and darker shades indicating a higher share accruing to the City. TRA 1001,
which has the above-average property tax share for the City’s General Fund, represents a relatively
small portion of the whole PA-1 area. Overall, the property tax allocation factors indicate that for a
given type of new development, the General Fund will receive slightly less, on average, in property tax
revenues than if the same new development were to occur elsewhere in the city. This means that, in
PA-1 overall, the City will be more dependent upon revenues from other sources to offset service costs
than it is elsewhere in the city.
It is not possible to accurately predict the property tax revenue generation potential of each of the
alternatives without undertaking detailed modeling. Once the preferred land use alternative for PA-1 is
defined, BAE will prepare a detailed fiscal impact model for the PA-1 area, to quantify service costs and
revenue increases and determine the projected net fiscal balance.
TABLE 3-7: PA-1 TAX RATE AREAS AND INCREMENT FACTORS
Tax Rate Area (TRA)
Within the
SP-1 Area
10001
10088
10091
10093
10094

TRA Increm ent
Factor (a)
13.38022%
9.88416%
9.69992%
9.65094%
9.84149%

Note:
(a) The increment factor determines the Ciy of Brentw ood's portion of property taxes collected w ithin a particular TRA. For example,
in TRA 10001, 13.3 percent of one percent County property taxes collected are remitted to the City of Brentw ood. The increment
pertains only to the General Fund's share of the one percent ad valorem, and does not refelct additional revenues that accrue to the
City through CFDs and through the separate share that the Parks and Recreation Department receives.
Source: General Plan Economic Conditions Background Report (2016), BAE.
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Figure 3-1: City of Brentwood Tax Rate Areas by
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Sales Tax

Sales tax revenues are the General Fund’s second largest revenue source, behind property tax, with the
City receiving one percent of all sales tax generated within its borders. Additionally, the City receives an
additional allocation of the statewide 0.5 percent sales tax dedicated to public safety purposes. PA-1
land use alternatives can contribute to increased citywide sales tax revenues in several ways. The first is
by increasing the local population base, which increases demand and expenditures for taxable retail
goods in local stores. The second is by expanding the local supply of retail outlets, which may increase
local per capita taxable sales levels, by capturing new taxable expenditures from residents elsewhere in
the city and from new residents. A third opportunity for local sales tax increases is from taxable
business-to-business sales, which can occur with new non-residential development. From the
standpoint of sales tax generation driven by new resident demand, Alternatives 2 and 3 would clearly be
ranked ahead of Alternative 1. Alternative 1, however, would be ranked ahead of the other two in
terms of potential to generate new business-to-business sales, because of Alternative 1’s non-residential
focus. Without the detailed fiscal modeling that will occur once the preferred land use alternative is
defined, it is not possible to accurately estimate which alternative would generate the most new local
retail sales tax revenue; however, it is possible that the increased service demands associated with their
larger service populations in Alternatives 2 and 3 would offset their sales tax revenue gains.
Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fees

Property Tax In-Lieu of VLF (ILVLF) is a revenue source that is tied to changes in assessed valuation.
Analysis completed as part of the Economic Background Conditions report found that the City’s General
Fund can expect to receive an additional $4.46 in annual ILVLF revenue for each additional $10,000
dollars in local assessed value, from either residential or non-residential development. ILVLF revenues
will be quantified when BAE prepares the fiscal impact model for the preferred land use alternative.
Transient Occupancy Tax

Transient occupancy tax (TOT) is charged for commercial rental accommodations, most commonly
associated with hotel lodging. Brentwood currently has only three hotels within the city limits, and
hotels collect TOT on behalf of the City at a rate of 10 percent of gross room revenues. Generating TOT
revenues combined with property tax and ILVLF revenues, lodging uses generally produce net fiscal
surpluses for local jurisdictions. Each of the three land use alternatives offers potential to accommodate
lodging uses, and the proximity to SR 4 makes the PA-1 area potentially attractive for lodging uses, from
an accessibility standpoint. Among the alternatives, buildout of Alternative 1 may be most attractive for
lodging development due to the large amount of office and industrial uses, as these types of businesses
can often generate demand for overnight accommodations for visiting business-people. The limited
number of existing hotels in Brentwood suggests that demand related to overnight visitors associated
with Brentwood’s residential population base is limited, meaning that Alternatives 2 and 3 may generate
relatively modest demand for new lodging establishments. Thus, it is likely that Alternative 1 would
have the most potential to generate increases in TOT revenues.
Community Facilities District

The City of Brentwood requires all new developments to participate in a Community Facilities District
(CFD), which is a special tax on property owners to generate revenues to pay for certain facilities and
services including police service, joint use school facilities, and the construction, acquisition, and
maintenance of open spaces, flood drains, and storm drains. The special taxes vary by type of use, as
well as by district.
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Based on City policy, any new development in PA-1 would annex to the most recently formed CFD, to
help generate revenues to offset public service costs, which is currently CFD 5. As part of the Economic
Conditions Background report, BAE calculated the average annual tax paid by land use type, and the
amount of these revenues transferred into the General Fund during FY 2014/15, as shown in Table 3-8.
Based on the special tax structure summarized in Table 3-7, and the types of residential densities
anticipated for PA-1 under the different land use alternatives, Alternatives 2 and 3 would likely generate
more CFD revenue than Alternative 1; however, increased service costs in Alternative 2 and Alternative
3, which are greater than Alternative 1, may offset the higher CFD revenues. Generally, the CFD special
tax structure reflects the fact that residential land uses often generate higher service demands and
service costs than non-residential land uses.
TABLE 3-8: CFD SPECIAL TAX AND GENERAL FUND TRANSFERS, BY LAND USE, FY2014/2015
CFD no. 5
FY 2014/15 Levied Rate
General Fund Transfers (a)

Per Single-Fam ily
Hom e or Rural
Residence
$746
$643

Per
Condom inium
$560
$483

Per
Multifam ily
Unit
$373
$321

Per Com m ercial,
Industrial, or
Institutional Acre
$1,332
$1,148

Notes:
(a) The per unit and per acre General Fund transfers are calculated based on the proportion of the total CFD budget that w as
transferred to the General Fund in FY 2014/15.
CFD no. 5:
86%
of total funds transferred to the General Fund
Source: General Plan Economic Conditions Background Report (2016), BAE.

Rankings of Alternatives
The ranking of the three alternatives on potential service cost increases for public safety are the same
for fire/EMS and for police, falling in line with the projected increases in service population, for which
Alternative 1 has the lowest increase, followed by Alternative 2 and then by Alternative 3.
Based on the assessment above, it is difficult to estimate which of the three land use alternatives would
generate the largest aggregate amount of new revenues to support service costs; however, because it is
anticipated that Alternative 1’s service demand (and costs) will be low compared to the other two
alternatives, it is likely that Alternative 1’s revenue generating potential, relative to its increased service
cost potential, is highest among the three alternatives. Alternative 3 is ranked slightly above Alternative
2, because it has somewhat more commercial space, and its need for new revenues may be less than
Alternative 2, because of Alternative 3’s comparatively lower service population. These rankings are
summarized in Table 3-9, below.
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TABLE 1-9: FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS RANKINGS

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Service Population

3

2

1

BPD Service Demand

3

2

1

Fire and EMS Service Demand

3

2

1

Revenue Generating Potential

1

3

2

3.3 CIRCULATION COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
Whitlock & Weinberger Transportation, Inc. (W-Trans) has prepared this analysis to provide an overview
of the potential differences in the transportation and circulation conditions relative to the three Land
Use Alternatives being considered for the PA-1 Specific Plan. This analysis is based on the land use
alternatives developed by De Novo Planning Group and the PA-1 Specific Plan Working Group, combined
with use of the current Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) travel demand model and
application of standard transportation engineering and planning methods. The analysis in this section
focuses on growth that could occur upon full buildout of PA-1.

PA-1 L A N D U S E D E S IG N A T IO N S
All three land use alternatives include the potential for a new Tri Delta Transit bus transit center within
the center of the PA-1 plan area. This new bus-based transit center would also have the potential to
accommodate a future eBART rail station, though it is recognized that rail-based transit may not
materialize within the planning horizon of the specific plan. Starting in 2018, eBART service will
commence between the Hillcrest Station in Antioch and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART)
station in Pittsburg/Bay Point, establishing linkages to other BART stations within Contra Costa,
Alameda, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties. The Hillcrest eBART station is approximately five
miles to the north of the PA-1 Specific Plan area in Brentwood, and would be linked to the envisioned Tri
Delta Transit station in PA-1 by bus service.
Along with the planned transit station, the alternative land use maps depict the following land use
designations:
•

Medium Density Residential (MDR) – Lower intensity residential neighborhoods within walking
distance of the transit station.

•

Transit Village (TV) – High-intensity mixed uses surrounding the planned transit station. Allowed
uses would include residential, commercial, employment, entertainment, and hospitality.

•

Neighborhood Commercial Mixed-Use (NCMU) - A mixed-use district primarily consisting of
multi-family development above ground floor retail and local services.
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•

Employment Center/Light Industrial (ECLI) – Includes a wide range of office and light-industrial
uses.

•

High Density Residential (HDR) – Consisting of multi-family residential neighborhoods within
walking distance of the transit station.

•

Regional Commercial (RC) – Includes regionally-serving retail.

A L T E R N A T IV E S T R IP G E N E R A T IO N
The anticipated trip generation associated with each land use alternative was estimated using standard
rates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition,
2012, and then adjusted to account for characteristics including transit-orientation and mix of uses. In
order to determine the potential number of trips generated by each land use alternative, De Novo
Planning Group provided the estimated buildout potential assumptions for each of the land use
designations under each alternative scenario. Table 3-10 provides a summary of the development
assumptions used to estimate the trip generation for each alternative, as well as the ITE land uses and
trip generation rates applied.
TABLE 3-10: DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS AND ITE TRIP GENERATION RATES

Land Use

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

ITE Land
Use #

Daily

AM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour

75 du

713 du

1,270 du

220

6.65

0.51

0.62

631 du

829 du

733 du

220

6.65

0.51

0.62

Office

322.126 ksf

218.562 ksf

374.072 ksf

710

11.03

1.56

1.49

Retail

322.126 ksf

218.562 ksf

374.072

826/820*

44.32

0.96

2.71

Office

13.525 ksf

153.157 ksf

145.643 ksf

710

11.03

1.56

1.49

Retail

27.051 ksf

306.314 ksf

291.286 ksf

826/820

44.32

0.96

2.71

Apartment

68 du

774 du

736 du

220

6.65

0.51

0.62

Live-Work

8 units

85 units

81 units

custom**

9.95

0.86

0.94

MDR
Apartment
TV
Apartment

NCMU

ECLI
Business Park

2542.889 ksf 981.355 ksf

742.367 ksf

770 (F)

11.58

1.01

1.01

Light Industrial

1695.259 ksf 654.236 ksf

494.911 ksf

110

6.97

0.92

0.97

HDR
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TABLE 3-10: DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS AND ITE TRIP GENERATION RATES

Land Use
Apartment

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

ITE Land
Use #

Daily

AM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour

0 du

829 du

326 du

220

6.65

0.51

0.62

0 ksf

147.407 ksf

0 du

820

42.70

0.96

3.71

RC
Shopping Center

Notes: du = dwelling unit; ksf = 1,000 square feet; * =ITE LU #820 rates were used for the a.m. peak hour and
ITE LU #820 was used for p.m. peak hour ; ** = combines office and residential rates with adjustments to
account for reduced commute-based trips

Deductions for Non-Auto Modes
The Trip Generation Manual also includes data and methodologies that can be applied to determine the
proportion of non-auto mode trips that may occur within a development area that includes a variety of
land uses. Such trips occur in particular at mixed-use developments, and in this case, would be expected
to be inherent to development in the TV and NCMU land use designations. Within these two land use
designations, which are located in proximity to the transit station in all three alternatives, it would be
expected that some residents would work at or patronize the office and retail land uses, and that
employees would patronize nearby businesses. Transit usage would also be expected to be higher.
The non-auto mode deduction methodology also takes into account the percentage of persons expected
to travel by transit and alternative modes, and provides additional reductions based on these inputs. In
order to determine the percent of users who would travel to and from the site via transit upon
development, the Bay Area Air Quality (BAAQ) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Tool was
used. This tool uses quantified trip reductions based on various TDM measures provided in the
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)’s document, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas
Mitigation Measures. The BAAQ TDM tool provides the calculated transit reduction based on a land
use’s proximity to transit. According to the CAPCOA quantification methodologies, a transit reduction
can be applied if the following criteria are met: a transit station or stop with high-quality, highfrequency bus service is located within a 5-10 minute walk (or roughly ¼ mile from stop to edge of
development); fast, frequent, and reliable transit service connecting to regional destinations; and a
neighborhood designed for walking and cycling. A Tri Delta Transit bus transfer center, such as that
envisioned for the Plan area, would qualify as this type of high-quality transit, as would a potential
future eBART station. With plans for a transit hub under each alternative and an expected street
network design within the TV and NCMU land use designations that encourages walking and biking, the
CAPCOA methodology was used using the BAAQ TDM tool. Using this tool and inputting an average
walking distance to the transit center of 0.25 mile, the resulting transit reduction applied was 16
percent.
The trip deduction methodology also takes into account the percentage of trips beginning and ending
outside of the Plan area that are expected to occur via walking or biking (in other words, walking and
biking trips beyond those internal to the Plan area). According to the U.S. Census, one percent of
Brentwood residents commute by biking or walking, and therefore, one percent was applied in the
Priority Area 1 Specific Plan | Land Use Alternatives Report
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calculations. The methodology also calculates additional reductions based on the proximity of the
varying land uses within the TV or NCMU land use designations. Note that while the applied
methodology only applies non-auto mode deductions to the TV and NCMU areas, shifts to non-auto
modes would also be possible in other districts if the development is pedestrian- and bicycle-oriented,
has good connections to the transit center, and incorporates transportation demand management
(TDM) measures.
Copies of the spreadsheets indicating the derivation of the internal capture rates are attached along
with the projected trip generation for each Plan alternative.

Total Project Trip Generation
Based on the buildout potential estimates, the expected trip generation potential for the proposed
alternatives is indicated in Table 3-11. The table provides a summary of the potential trip generation for
each land use designation within the proposed alternatives, both with and without the non-auto mode
deductions applied to land uses in the TV and NCMU areas.
TABLE 3-11: TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON

Zoning Designation

Acres

Daily

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Trips

Trips

In

Out

Trips

In

Out

Alternative 1
MDR

4.99

499

38

8

30

47

30

17

TV

39.44

22,026

1,134

698

436

1,744

720

1,024

-6,552

-258

-152

-106

-631

-287

-344

1,880

89

46

43

143

65

78

-505

-16

-8

-8

-51

-24

-27

39,537

4,111

3,540

571

4,195

860

3,335

Total (without deductions)

63,942

5,372

4,292

1,080

6,129

1,675

4,454

Total Vehicle Trips

56,885

5,098

4,132

966

5,447

1,364

4,454

-11%

-5%

Non-Auto Modes Deduction
NCMU

6.21

Non-Auto Modes Deduction
ECLI

216.21

Effective Trip Reduction

-11%

Alternative 2
MDR

47.51

4,741

364

73

291

442

287

155

HDR

33.14

5,513

423

85

338

514

334

180

TV

26.76

14,944

769

474

295

1,183

488

695

-4,413

-166

-104

-62

-440

-199

-241

21,258

1,001

519

482

1,618

744

874

-5,850

-198

-100

-98

-569

-273

-296

Non-Auto Modes Deduction
NCMU

70.32

Non-Auto Modes Deduction
RC

7.52

6,294

142

88

54

547

263

284

ECLI

83.44

15,698

1,591

1,370

221

1,623

333

1,290

Total (without deductions)

68,448

4,290

2,609

1,681

5,927

2,449

3,478

Total Vehicle Trips

58,185

3,926

2,405

1,521

4,918

1,977

2,941

-15%

-8%

Effective Trip Reduction
Alternative 3
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TABLE 3-11: TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON

Zoning Designation

Acres

Daily

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Trips

Trips

In

Out

Trips

In

Out

MDR

84.66

8,446

648

130

518

787

512

275

HDR

13.02

2,168

166

33

133

202

131

71

TV

45.8

25,579

1,317

812

505

2,025

836

1,189

-7,596

-302

-178

-124

-727

-330

-397

20,216

952

493

459

1,538

708

830

-5,560

-188

-96

-92

-541

-260

-281

12,050

1,204

1,038

166

1,229

253

976

Total (without deductions)

68,459

4,287

2,506

1,781

5,781

2,440

3,341

Total Vehicle Trips

55,303

3,797

2,232

1,565

4,513

1,850

2,663

-19%

-11%

Non-Auto
Deduction
NCMU

Modes
66.87

Non-Auto Modes Deduction
ECLI

63.12

Effective Trip Reduction

-22%

Note: MDR = Medium Density Residential, TV = Transit Village, NCMU = Neighborhood Commercial
Mixed Use, ECLI = Employment Center/Light Industrial, HDR = High Density Residential

K E Y F IN D IN G S
•

Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 would be expected to have the highest proportion of
trips made by non-auto modes and would also result in the fewest new automobile trips, owing
primarily to the larger quantities of development focused in the TV and NCMU land use
designations surrounding the transit station.

•

Alternative 1 would likely have the lowest proportion of non-auto mode trips and the highest
vehicular trip generation among the alternatives, given its considerable employment focus and
smallest amount of development designated in the TV and NCMU areas.

•

It is important to distinguish that while the applied methodology only takes non-auto
deductions in the TV and NCMU areas, shifts to non-auto modes are also possible in
employment-heavy areas such as the ECLI zone if such development is designed with a transit
focus and includes a robust set of transportation demand management measures.

•

While the alternatives only show arterial-level streets, a small network of smaller collector- and
local-level streets will also be necessary in the TV and NCMU areas to create an interconnected,
pedestrian-scale street environment.

•

The preferred circulation alternative should also accommodate direct bus access to the transit
center in order to maximize the efficiency of transit operations and reduce transit travel times.

•

As the pedestrian and bicycle network within PA-1 is established, strong consideration should be
given to prioritizing connectivity between the transit station and various areas of the Plan area
though the use of trails, bike lanes, crossings over barriers such as SR 4 and the aqueduct, and
pedestrian-scale local streets with smaller block sizes within the TV and NCMU areas.
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