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LETTER 10 
Ann Merideth, Community Development Director.  City of Lafayette.  
Staff Report to the Planning Commission.  February 25, 2010. 
 
 
Response 10-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  It ex-
plains that the Planning Commission will have held public hearings on March 
1 and March 15, providing an opportunity for comments and questions for 
this Final EIR.  No response is necessary apart from the responses to the com-
ments below. 
 
Response 10-2 
The comment asks if Planning Commissioners have a right to disagree with 
EIR consultants with respect to significance findings.  Planning Commissions, 
and all members of the public, have the right to disagree with the findings of 
the Draft EIR and submit comments on the Draft EIR.  All comments are 
reviewed, considered, and responded to through the Final EIR. 
 
Response 10-3 
The comment asks how the Planning Commission should address mitigation 
measures that the Commission decides are unacceptable.  The Planning 
Commission provided comments on the Draft EIR that have been taken into 
consideration through the Final EIR.  Any necessary changes to the Draft 
EIR’s mitigation measures in response to these comments are reflected in 
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  If, following the release of the Final EIR, Com-
missioners still find mitigation measures to be unacceptable, they can recom-
mend to the City Council that additional mitigation measures be adopted. 
 
Response 10-4 
The comment asks if data exists in a form that could interpolate the impacts 
associated with the supportable development estimated by Bay Area Econom-
ics.  The comment is referring to a June 2, 2008 memorandum prepared by 
Bay Area Economics that summarized the results of a study to determine the 
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amount of new development that the downtown could support.  As stated by 
the commentor, the study found that the downtown could support 100,000 
square feet of retail development, 75,000 square feet of office space, and 1,083 
new housing units.  The study was prepared as background for the Draft 
Downtown Lafayette Strategy and Specific Plan (January 2009).  The Draft 
EIR evaluates potential impacts associated with adopting the Revised Draft 
Downtown Lafayette Specific Plan (September 2009).  The Bay Area Eco-
nomics report is not considered as part of the Plan. 
 
Response 10-5 
The comment asks why buildout projections for the Plan are so much higher 
than projections for the General Plan when the density is the same.  The 
buildout numbers are different due to different methodologies used in calcu-
lating buildout.  Please see response to Comment 7-7.  
 
Response 10-6 
The comment correctly states that the No Project Alternative is identified as 
the environmentally superior alternative in the Draft EIR.  The comment 
asks whether the City is encouraged by CEQA to adopt the environmentally 
superior alternative.  CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to adopt the 
environmentally superior alternative.  CEQA Section 15043 states that the 
public agency may approve a project even though it would result in signifi-
cant effects, so long as the agency can make a fully informed and publicly 
disclosed decision by adopting a statement of overriding consideration and 
finding that: a) there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect, 
and b) expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy of reducing or 
avoiding significant effects. 
 
Response 10-7 
The comment asks why there are no aesthetic impacts.  The impact findings 
regarding aesthetic impacts are fully described in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of 
the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR finds less-than-significant impacts to scenic 
vistas, views from a scenic highway, visual character or quality of the down-
town area and its surroundings, and new sources of substantial light or glare.  
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The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and asks for 
information that is provided in the Draft EIR.  Therefore no revision to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 10-8 
The comment states that the visual simulations in the Draft EIR show most 
of the buildings as being built up to the sidewalk, except for the simulations 
in Figures 4.1-12 and 4.1-16.  To provide a consistent analysis throughout the 
EIR, the visual simulations assumed redevelopment of the same parcels that 
were assumed to redevelop under the buildout methodology.  As described 
above in response to Comment 9-56, it is not foreseeable that every parcel in 
the Plan Area would redevelop within the next 20 years.  The visual simula-
tions reflect this understanding, and provide simulations of what new devel-
opment under the Plan would look like if scattered throughout the Plan Area 
on sites that are most likely to redevelop.  This is considered to provide a 
more realistic view of the aesthetic impact of new development under the 
Plan.  The building simulations in Figures 4.1-12 and 4.1-16 were designed to 
reflect the development standards of the Plan, but some of the simulated 
buildings are located on parcels that do not front on Mount Diablo Boulevard 
and therefore appear to be set back from the street. 
 
Response 10-9 
The comment asks if the existing height standard for Moraga Road is different 
than 35 feet.  Existing building height limits in the Plan Area are shown in 
Figure 5-2 of the Draft EIR.  As shown in this figure, the maximum building 
height limit for the parcels along Moraga Road is 35 feet.  However, as stated 
in Section 6-868 of the Lafayette Zoning Code, the following restrictions ap-
ply to the MRO district: 

♦ Office uses may not exceed two stories or 30 feet in height. 

♦ Combined office/residential uses or residential-only uses may not exceed 
three stories or 35 feet in height. 

♦ For a building in excess of 25 feet in height, the Planning Commission 
shall ensure that its height and proportions are compatible with other 
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buildings in the vicinity, and that it is favorably located in relation to to-
pographic conditions in a manner that visually attenuates its height.  No 
part of the third-floor portion of a building shall be located within 50 feet 
of the right-of-way or Moraga Road or St. Mary’s Road. 

 
Response 10-10 
The comment asks how buildings with historic significance are currently pro-
tected.  Existing regulations, programs, and policies protecting historic struc-
tures are described on pages 4.14-16 to 4.14-17 of the Draft EIR.  As described 
in the Draft EIR, several mechanisms are in place to protect Lafayette’s his-
toric structures.  Structures that are currently designated as historical struc-
tures are protected through federal and State preservation laws from substan-
tial adverse change.  The City’s Municipal Code protects structures with his-
torical value by reviewing and regulating changes to landmark properties.  
The City’s General Plan includes goals, policies, and programs intended to 
protect historic sites and structures.  Lafayette Redevelopment Agency Reso-
lution R2006-01 requires that the Redevelopment Agency Governing Board 
review all applications for demolition permits within the Redevelopment Pro-
ject Area to ensure that no historically significant structures would be demol-
ished.  These federal, State, and local regulations and procedures ensure that 
structures known to have historic merit are protected from demolition and 
substantial alteration, and that proposals for demolition in the Redevelop-
ment Project Area are reviewed for historical significance.   
 
Response 10-11 
The comment states that the Forge is over 50 years old and represents Lafay-
ette’s pioneering history.  The comment asks why the Draft EIR does not list 
the property as having historical or cultural interest for Lafayette.  Please see 
response to Comment 9-33, above. 
 
Response 10-12 
The comment asks whether the Final EIR can include a simple plan that 
shows where the 250-foot line for air quality impact falls (describing the po-
tential for significant TAC/PM2.5 exposure).  The comment is noted.  Figure 
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4.2-1 has been added to the Draft EIR, as shown in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIR. 
 
Response 10-13 
The comment asks how Mitigation Measures PH-1 and PS-1 will be imple-
mented.  Mitigation Measure PH-1 is: “The City will ensure that planning for 
infrastructure and services is adequately addressed by monitoring develop-
ment in the Plan Area.  As development occurs under the Plan, issuance of 
building permits shall be conditioned on the long-term availability of infra-
structure and public services adequate to serve the project.”  Mitigation Meas-
ure PS-1 is: “In compliance with California Government Code Section 66000 
et seq., the City will calculate and assess an impact fee on new commercial 
and residential development in the Plan Area.  This impact fee will be suffi-
cient to accommodate new development without further compromising the 
delivery of fire services in the Plan Area.”  The comment asks how a mitiga-
tion fee gets allocated to infrastructure.  The comment asks whether there are 
thresholds to determine the adequacy of the infrastructure such that a build-
ing permit can be issued.  All new development applications are reviewed by 
the City and potentially affected service providers to determine how the pro-
posed development would impact infrastructure and services.  The City 
would condition the development to provide its fair share of mitigation to 
offset these impacts consistent with existing General Plan goals (LU-19 and 
LU-20) and associated policies and programs. 
 
Specific methods for implementing this mitigation measure will be set forth 
in writing by the City in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
that will be developed and adopted by the City through the EIR certification 
process, as required under Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Response 10-14 
The comment asks whether higher buildings or denser development result in 
more impacts, such as higher costs, to fire protection services.   
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CEQA requires that the focus of the analysis of environmental impacts be on 
the physical changes that would occur as a result of the proposed project.  
Under CEQA, a significant impact would result if the Plan, in combination 
with other reasonably foreseeable development in the surrounding area, 
would require the provision of new or physically altered facilities, the con-
struction of which would cause significant environmental impacts.  Consid-
eration of service ratios, response times, and other performance objectives is 
required insofar as it would result in the construction or expansion of facili-
ties, which could cause environmental impacts.  As such, building height or 
density of development does not influence the determination of impacts to 
fire protection services.   
 
However, separate from mitigating for the potential environment impacts of 
construction or expansion of facilities, the Draft EIR also proposes develop-
ment impact fees for fire and emergency medical services so that growth re-
sulting from the Plan could be accommodated, although these fees are not 
required under CEQA.  The proposed impact fees, described on page 4.11-6, 
would apply to future development in the Plan Area.   
 
Response 10-15 
The comment requests an illustration of locations where road widening for 
additional lanes and removal of parking specified in mitigation measures 
would occur.  The requested illustrations are beyond the required scope of a 
programmatic EIR.  When specific development applications and roadway 
improvement projects are proposed, additional information at this level of 
detail would be warranted. 
 
The comment also asks what kind of traffic increases would trigger the neces-
sity for the various traffic mitigation measures.  The suggested analysis to de-
termine the level of traffic increases at which proposed mitigations would be 
needed is not standard practice in CEQA documents, and is beyond the scope 
of this EIR.  By themselves, the threshold levels of traffic increases would not 
be very useful unless they were connected to the levels of development gener-
ating that traffic.  However, the assumptions required regarding the future 
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schedule and location of development in the Plan Area and other cumulative 
development projects outside the Plan Area would be speculative.  Where 
appropriate, the Draft EIR recommends that the City monitor intersections 
and install the mitigations at such time that the specified threshold is met, 
which complies with CEQA Guidelines regarding mitigations.     
 
Response 10-16 
The comment asks whether the 213 right-turn movements from School Street 
from Moraga Road at the mid-day peak, as shown in Figure 4.13-3, is a cor-
rect figure.  The subject intersection traffic volume on Figure 4.13-3 is correct 
as shown.  Please also see response to Comment 53-60. 
 
Response 10-17 
The comment asks what the baseline is for the reduction figures in Table 
4.13-6.  The land use quantities shown in Table 4.13-14 on page 4.13-35 of the 
Draft EIR are the projected development in the Plan Area over the 20-year 
Plan horizon, which were used to calculate the “baseline” trip generation be-
fore applying the trip reductions.  The baseline trip generation calculation 
used standard ITE trip rates based on surveys of isolated suburban land uses 
with negligible transit service, which does not correspond to the proximity 
and quality of transit service in the Plan Area, and requires adjustment 
through the trip reductions.  These trip reductions are not reductions to the 
projected development land use quantities.   
 
The transit reduction factor was applied to the baseline total trip generation 
for residential and office land uses for the AM, mid-day, and PM peak hours, 
and daily.  (No transit reduction factor was applied to retail use trip genera-
tion.)  The percentage of the transit reduction factor shown in Table 4.13-6 
varies depending on the proximity of future development sites in the Plan 
Area to the BART station.  With application of the transit reduction factor 
menu in Table 4.13-6, the resulting overall percentage of the transit reduction 
to the baseline total trip generation for future development in the Plan Area 
based on the ITE rates was no more than 6 percent.  Please see responses to 
Comment 9-140 and Comments 56-50 through 56-53 for additional detail. 
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Response 10-18 
The comment asks whether the information in Table 4.13-10 shows that resi-
dential uses generate more trips than retail uses.  In Table 4.13-10, the 730 
residential dwelling units generate more trips than the 138,000 square feet of 
retail in the AM and PM peak hours because the proportion of the residential 
area is much higher than the retail area.  Generally, retail trip generation rates 
are higher than residential trip generation rates when compared on a square 
footage basis.  Please also see response to Comment 53-54. 
 
Response 10-19 
The comment asks for clarification regarding the difference between traffic on 
Pleasant Hill Road north of State Route 24 and south of State Route 24.  
Pleasant Hill Road north of State Route 24 is designated a Route of Regional 
Significance by CCTA, which is the reason the Delay Index is reported for 
that location in Table 4.13-17.  The CCTA designation does not apply to 
Pleasant Hill Road south of State Route 24.  Based on the traffic volumes 
shown at intersection #15 on Figure 4.13-5, the peak hour peak directions for 
Pleasant Hill Road south of the State Route 24 eastbound off-ramp are the 
reverse of those on the north portion shown on Table 4.13-17; on the south 
portion, the AM peak direction is northbound, and the PM peak direction is 
southbound.  The peak hour peak direction volumes on Pleasant Hill Road 
south of the State Route 24 interchange are less than half those north of State 
Route 24. 
 
Response 10-20 
The comment requests that the EIR include a map of the City’s right-of-way 
on Brook Street and School Street, which are recommended Bicycle Boule-
vards in the City’s Bikeways Master Plan, along with a cross-section showing 
how much space can be provided for bicyclists.  Bicycle Boulevards are road-
ways designed for cars and bikes to equally share the right-of-way, with traffic 
calming features to enhance bicycle safety.  Because cars and bikes share the 
right-of-way, no widening is necessary to implement Bicycle Boulevards.  The 
requested illustrations are beyond the required scope of a programmatic EIR.  
When specific development applications and roadway improvement projects 



C I T Y  O F  L A F A Y E T T E  

D O W N T O W N  L A F A Y E T T E  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  E I R  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 

5-300 

 
 

are proposed, additional information at this level of detail would be war-
ranted. 
 
Response 10-21 
The comment requests that the EIR include a map of the City’s right-of-way 
on the north side of Brook Street just west of Moraga Road and suggest how 
Brook Street can be made safer.  No safety issues were identified on Brook 
Street in the Draft EIR that would require mitigation.  The requested illustra-
tions and identification of potential safety improvements are beyond the re-
quired scope of a programmatic EIR. 
   
Response 10-22 
The comment asks whether any data exists showing how many of the riders 
that use the Lafayette BART station do not live in Lafayette.  According to 
the 2008 BART Station Profile Survey, 47 percent of riders boarding at the 
Lafayette BART station whose trips originate at home live outside Lafayette. 
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LETTER 11 
Jeanne Ateljevich, Planning Commissioner.  City of Lafayette.  March 3, 
2010. 
 
 
Response 11-1 
The comment asks whether the No Project Alternative buildout was calcu-
lated using the assumption that only 80 percent of maximum density would 
be achieved.  The No Project Alternative was not calculated using the same 
methodology as the Plan.  Please see response to Comment 7-7. 
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LETTER 12 
Brandt Andersson, Mayor, City of Lafayette, March 9, 2010. 
 
 
Response 12-1 
The comment letter is an email from Brandt Andersson, Mayor of Lafayette, 
in response to Comment Letter #30.  The commentor is responding to the 
suggestion in Letter #30 that the east and west ends of the downtown may 
provide suitable locations for new housing.  The commentor states that new 
multi-family housing outside of the core of the downtown could further ag-
gravate traffic conditions due to an increased distance from transit and ser-
vices.   
 
The commentor also refers to Comment Letter #8 and states that new stu-
dents would generate needed funds for Lafayette schools.   
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no 
response is necessary. 
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From: Traci Reilly [mailto:tracireilly@comcast.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 09, 2010 7:37 PM 
To: Robbins, Joanne 
Subject: City Council meeting 2/8/10 follow up

Dear Mayor Andersson and Council members,

I wanted to address the question that was asked of me and/or staff about my 
concerns over the Downtown Specific Plan (EIR).  My three main concerns with 
the proposed plan are as follows:  population growth, traffic, and public safety. 
They are quality of life issues that will effect many of our current residents.    I 
would like the opportunity to clarify any questions that you might have had. 

1.   Population growth:  DSP suggests a 19% increase in new residents or 4589 
in the next 20 years.  (page 4.10-9 of the report).  Lafayette's population growth 
in the past decade (2000 - 2009) was less than 1%  (page 4.10-3).  The DSP's 
growth plan is 10.9% more than ABAG's recommendation . (page 4.10-9) 

2.  Traffic is already is problem in the downtown area, including Moraga Rd. and 
Mt. Diablo.  By the plans own admission, 6 out of 14 problem areas will not be 
fixable by mitigations. After possible mitigations, they still have a "SU" rating, 
which is "significant unavoidable impact."  (pages 2-13 - 2-20).  Since all the 
growth is planned in the downtown area, this plan will only take a bad traffic 
situation and make it worse. 

3.  Public safety currently has the lowest police officer per resident ratio in all of 
Contra Costa County.  The current ratio is .7 officers per 1000 residents.    The 
plans states that it will not results in any significant impacts to law enforcement, 
and that no mitigations are planned. (page 4.11-10)  I respectfully disagree.  The 
addition of almost 5000 new residents to the downtown area will only create 
more calls for service.  Our police force is already spread thin.  This plan will only 
lower the officer to resident ratio, potentially to a level that is unsafe. 

I hope that you consider the concerns and needs of the residents that currently 
reside in Lafayette and pay taxes.  Many of us moved here from urban settings, 
for the semi-rural life that this city offered. These concerns are about quality of 
life issues, and issues of public safety.  I hope that you considered these 
concerns, and vote against the DSP.

Best regards, 
Traci Reilly 
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LETTER 13 
Traci Reilly, February 9, 2010.    
 
 
Response 13-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 13-2 
The comment states that the population growth proposed under the Plan 
would exceed ABAG’s projections.  The comment reiterates information 
provided in the Draft EIR and does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 13-3 
The comment states that traffic is already a problem in the downtown, and 
that the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft EIR will 
worsen the situation.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 13-4 
The comment contests the finding of no significant impact to police services 
from the Plan because an increase in population would lower the officer to 
resident ratio. 
 
Under CEQA, a significant impact would result if the Plan would require the 
provision of new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which 
would cause significant environmental impacts.  Consideration of service ra-
tios, response times, and other performance objectives is required insofar as it 
would result in the construction or expansion of facilities, which could cause 
environmental impacts.  The potential need for new or physically altered po-
lice facilities is analyzed on pages 4.11-6 though 4.11-10 of the Draft EIR.  The 
Lafayette Police Chief was consulted in the preparation of the Draft EIR and 
the chief confirmed that the Department maintains an average response time 
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of three minutes for priority calls and seven minutes for non-priority calls, 
which is in line with the targets established in the General Plan.  The General 
Plan’s targets do not include personnel per population. 
 
The Draft EIR acknowledges that buildout of the Plan may require additional 
personnel and vehicles to maintain targeted police response times, or the con-
struction or expansion of facilities to house additional personnel and vehicles.  
However, the General Plan provides a framework for evaluating the potential 
impact of development on the delivery of law enforcement services and assess-
ing impact fees, and as the increase in population and the growth of businesses 
in downtown Lafayette would occur incrementally over approximately 20 
years it would be possible to assess the need for additional personnel and 
equipment and address these needs to ensure that the law enforcement re-
sponse time standards in the community are maintained.  If and when the 
construction or expansion of facilities to accommodate additional personnel 
or equipment becomes necessary, CEQA review, General Plan provisions, 
and Municipal Code regulations would all apply, thereby minimizing envi-
ronmental impacts.  Consequently, in accordance with the provisions of 
CEQA, the Draft EIR concluded that the impact on law enforcement services 
from the Plan would be less than significant. 
 
Response 13-5 
The comment serves as a closing remark to the preceding comments.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comment above. 
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LETTER 14 
Lynn Hiden and Maeve Pessis, February 27, 2010. 
 
 
Response 14-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 14-2 
The comment expresses support of the comments provided on the Draft EIR 
provided by the Circulation Commission on 2/2/2010.  The Circulation 
Commission did not submit a letter dated February 10, 2010.  Letters submit-
ted by the Circulation Commission are included in this Final EIR as Com-
ment Letters #4 (submitted March 2, 2010) and #7 (March 16, 2010).  The 
comment expresses the commentor’s opinion and does not address the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary.   
 
Response 14-3 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-11.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-11, above. 
 
Response 14-4 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-12.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-12, above. 
 
Response 14-5 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-13.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-13, above. 
 
Response 14-6 
The comment asks that the air quality and noise analysis be expanded to ad-
dress the impacts of air quality and noise on transportation and circulation.  It 
is unclear what air quality and noise impacts the commentor is referring to.  
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Impacts related to air quality and noise were identified in the Draft EIR in 
Chapters 4.2 and 4.9, respectively.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 14-7 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-18.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-18, above. 
 
Response 14-8 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-25.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-25, above. 
 
Response 14-9 
This comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-27.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-27, above. 
 
Response 14-10 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-30.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-30, above. 
 
Response 14-11 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-41.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-41, above. 
 
Response 14-12 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-45.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-45, above. 
 
Response 14-13 
The comment requests mitigation for new development, building density, 
and thousands of new people and traffic upon pre-existing structures.  The 
commentor asks whether impact fees would be sufficient to retrofit struc-
tures.  Due to the potential variation in retrofit needs, the needs for pre-
existing structures cannot be determined at the EIR level.  No revision to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 14-14 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-48.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-48, above. 
 
Response 14-15 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-134.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-134, above. 
 
Response 14-16 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-135.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-135, above. 
 
Response 14-17 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-136.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-136, above. 
 
Response 14-18 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-137.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-137, above. 
 
Response 14-19 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-138.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-138, above. 
 
Response 14-20 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-139.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-139, above. 
 
Response 14-21 
The comment is a duplicate of the preceding comment.  Please see response to 
Comment 14-20, above. 
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Response 14-22 
The comment asks for clarification regarding the bulleted list on page 4.13-22 
of the Draft EIR.  The second bullet point, describing the “Cumulative with 
Specific Plan Project” scenario, refers to inclusion of development that is pro-
jected to occur under the proposed Plan. 
 
Response 14-23 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-144.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-144, above. 
 
Response 14-24 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-145.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-145, above. 
 
Response 14-25 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-146.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-146, above. 
 
Response 14-26 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-150.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-150, above. 
 
Response 14-27 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment 9-151.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-151, above. 
 
Response 14-28 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-152.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-152, above. 
 
Response 14-29 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-153.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-153, above. 
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Response 14-30 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-157.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-157, above. 
 
Response 14-31 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-158.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-158, above. 
 
Response 14-32 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-159.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-159, above. 
 
Response 14-33 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-160.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-160, above. 
 
Response 14-34 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-161.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-161, above. 
 
Response 14-35 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-162.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-162, above. 
 
Response 14-36 
The comment is identical to Comment 9-163.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-163, above. 
 
Response 14-37 
The comment is nearly identical to Comment 9-164.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-164, above. 
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Response 14-38 
The comment is identical to Comment 9-165.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-165, above. 
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LETTER 15 
Chad Follmer, March 3, 2010.  
 
 
Response 15-1 
The comment expresses concern about the Plan.  The comment does not ad-
dress the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion 
on the project.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response 15-2 
The comment expresses an opinion about schools and prior development in 
Lafayette.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
expresses the commentor’s opinion on the project.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response 15-3 
The comment expresses an opinion about the quality of life of Lafayette resi-
dents.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
expresses the commentor’s opinion on the project.  No response is necessary. 
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LETTER 16 
Lynn Hiden, March 3, 2010. 
 
 
Response 16-1 
The comment asks whether the No Project Alternative buildout was calcu-
lated using the assumption that only 80 percent of maximum density would 
be achieved.  The No Project Alternative was not calculated using the same 
methodology as the Plan.  Please see response to Comment 7-7. 
 
Response 16-2 
This comment states that Comment 16-1 would be explained at a meeting.  
No response is necessary. 
 
Response 16-3 
The comment refers to reductions in the Draft EIR.  The first reduction ref-
erenced is the 20 percent reduction from full buildout.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-7.  The comment also refers to trip generation reductions.  Please 
see responses to Comments 9-140, 9-141, and 9-142. 
 
Response 16-4 
This comment is an excerpt of the Draft EIR explaining how the buildout of 
the Plan was calculated.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response 16-5 
This comment is an excerpt of the Draft EIR explaining trip reduction fac-
tors.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response 16-6 
This comment is an excerpt of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response 16-7 
This comment is an excerpt of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 
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Response 16-8 
This comment is an excerpt of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 
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LETTER 17 
Rob Lavoie, March 5, 2010. 
 
 
Response 17-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 17-2 
The comment expresses concern regarding the densities of the Plan, the 
Lower Intensity Alternative, and the Higher Intensity Alternative.  The 
comment states that such densities are not in keeping with the rural character 
of the city.  This issue is addressed in Chapters 4.1, Aesthetics, and 4.8, Land 
Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR.  The comment expresses the commen-
tor’s opinion on the Plan and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 17-3 
The comment states that increased density would have a significant negative 
impact on our schools because while student count would increase substan-
tially, revenue from parcel taxes would not increase proportionally.  Please 
see response to Comment 9-128, which addresses the same specific concern. 
 
Response 17-4 
Comment expresses the commentor’s opinion on the Plan’s traffic impacts.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no 
response required. 
 
Response 17-5 
The comment expresses an opinion about 3-story buildings throughout 
downtown.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
and expresses the commentor’s opinion on the project.  No response is neces-
sary. 
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LETTER 18 
Marc Brenner and Johanna Gladieux, March 6, 2010. 
 
 
Response 18-1 
The comment expresses an opinion against the Plan.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion 
on the project.  Therefore no response is necessary. 
 
Response 18-2 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow, stating 
that the letter is sent on behalf of parents of students in the Lafayette schools.  
No response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 18-3 
The comment states that the Plan will change the character of Lafayette and 
encourage developers to construct hundreds of new, high-density, multi-
family apartments, condominiums, and other buildings.  The comment ex-
presses the commentor’s opinion on the Plan and does not address the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary.  
 
Response 18-4 
The comment states that the Draft EIR ignores or understates impacts associ-
ated with schools, law enforcement services, fire protection services, property 
values, views, aesthetics, and Lafayette’s small town character.  The Draft EIR 
does contain a detailed evaluation of each of these issues.  The comment is not 
specific in indicating which aspects of the Draft EIR do not, in the opinion of 
the commentor, adequately meet the requirements of CEQA.  Therefore, it is 
not possible to respond, and no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary.   
 
Response 18-5 
The comment serves as a closing remark to the preceding comments and re-
quests that interested residents submit comment letters to the City.  No re-
sponse is necessary. 
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Response 18-6 
The comment lists the alternatives that are evaluated in the Draft EIR.  No 
response is necessary. 
 
Response 18-7 
The comment states that the Plan, the Lower Intensity Alternative, and the 
Higher Intensity Alternative would all give developers the ability to construct 
new apartments and condominiums in Lafayette as a matter of right.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the 
commentor’s opinion on the project.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 18-8 
The comment is nearly identical to Comments 18-3 and 18-4.  Please see re-
sponses to Comments 18-3 and 18-4, above. 
 
Response 18-9 
This comment states that the Draft EIR can be found online.  The comment 
does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and therefore no response is 
necessary. 
 
Response 18-10 
The comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient because it evaluates only 
the impact on the need for additional facilities and ignores the impact of 
growth on the cost of operating and maintaining schools.  Under CEQA, a 
significant impact would result if the Plan would require the provision of new 
or physically altered facilities, the construction of which would cause signifi-
cant environmental impacts.  Therefore, in focusing on the physical changes 
that would occur as a result of the proposed project, the Draft EIR has ade-
quately evaluated impacts as required under CEQA.   
 
With respect to school operating costs, Mitigation Measure PS-2 of the Draft 
EIR was revised, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, to be consistent 
with SB 50, and to assess fees on new residential development in the Plan 
Area to sufficiently allow for construction or expansion of school facilities as 
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required to accommodate increased enrollment resulting from buildout of the 
Plan.  Per CEQA, the collection of school fees is deemed to adequately ad-
dress growth impacts to school operating costs.  Additionally, please see 
Comment Letter 54 from the Superintendent of the Lafayette School District, 
which explains that regardless of parcel tax contribution, increased student 
enrollment means additional revenue for the school district.  Mitigation 
Measure PS-2 is consistent with General Plan goals LU-19 and LU-20, and 
associated policies. 
 
Response 18-11 
The comment states that apartments generate a fraction of the amount of par-
cel tax revenue that single-family homes do, and that as a result, the increase 
in the percentage of multi-family homes proposed in the Plan threatens to 
create an increased funding gap for local schools.  Please see response to 
comment 22-2, which addresses a similar comment.  No further response is 
necessary. 
 
Response 18-12 
The comment states that property values in Lafayette are driven by the qual-
ity of education offered by local schools, and that as a result, by threatening 
school budgets, the Plan also threatens property values.  CEQA requires that 
the focus of the analysis of environmental impacts be on the physical changes 
that would occur as a result of the proposed project.  Intermediate economic 
or social changes that in turn cause physical changes need not be analyzed in 
any detail greater than to trace the chain of cause and effect.  A detailed dis-
cussion of potential impacts to local property values is therefore beyond the 
purview of the EIR.  Additionally, please refer to response to Comment 22-2, 
which explains why the statement that the Contra Costa County Measure G 
parcel tax does not apply equally to apartments and condominiums is inaccu-
rate.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response 18-13 
The comment summarizes selected results from Draft EIR traffic analysis, and 
expresses the commentor’s perspective on the Plan’s traffic impacts.  The 
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comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no re-
sponse is necessary. 
 
Response 18-14 
The comment states that Lafayette currently has the lowest ratio of police 
officers to residents in Contra Costa County and that local fire service pro-
viders are not meeting the targeted emergency response time established in 
the General Plan.  The comment further states that the Draft EIR makes no 
provision for additional police or fire protection services and that the Draft 
EIR does not adequately address the safety costs of the Plan. 
 
Under CEQA, a significant impact would result if the Plan would require the 
provision of new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which 
would cause significant environmental impacts.  The potential need for new 
or physically altered police facilities is analyzed on pages 4.11-8 and 4.11-9, 
while the potential need for new or physically altered fire protection facilities 
is analyzed on pages 4.11-4 through 4.11-6.  The Contra Costa Consolidated 
Fire District Fire and Lafayette Police Department were consulted in the 
preparation of the Draft EIR and their input on current service ratios and 
response times is included in the discussion.  Additionally, the Draft EIR ex-
plains that General Plan Policy S-7.1 provides a framework for evaluating the 
potential impact of development on the delivery of law enforcement services 
and assessing impact fees as warranted.  The Draft EIR also includes Mitiga-
tion Measure PS-1, which establishes an impact fee on new commercial and 
residential development in the Plan Area so as to accommodate new devel-
opment without compromising the delivery of fire services in the Plan Area.  
Therefore, the Draft EIR has duly analyzed the potential impacts of the Plan 
to police and fire protection services as required under CEQA. 
 
Please also see response to Comment 13-4, which addresses a similar com-
ment. 
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Response 18-15 
The comment states that Lafayette’s downtown character will be changed due 
to the Plan.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
and expresses the commentor’s opinion on the project.  Therefore, no re-
sponse is necessary. 
 
Response 18-16 
The comment states that Lafayette’s character will be changed due to the 
Plan’s concept of sustainability.  The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion on the project.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 18-17 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to list the quality of local schools 
as a value or objective of the people of Lafayette.  The comment is noted.  
The comment expresses the opinion of the commentor and is not pertinent to 
CEQA.  Therefore, no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 18-18 
The comment states that Lafayette’s character will be changed due to the 
Plan’s concept of sustainability.  The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion on the project.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 18-19 
The comment expresses support for a plan that would have lower impacts 
than the current General Plan.  The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 18-20 
The comment serves as a closing remark to the preceding comments.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments above. 
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LETTER 19 
Glenn Breslin, March 6, 2010. 
 
 
Response 19-1 
The comment supports the intent of an attached email and questions why the 
City of Lafayette would allow the construction of apartments.  The comment 
also asks questions about Lafayette’s schools and property values.  The com-
ment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response 
is necessary. 
 
Response 19-2 
The comment is an introduction to an attached letter.  The commentor ex-
presses support for the content of the attached letter, and summarizes the 
Draft EIR’s findings regarding the No Project Alternative and the Higher 
Intensity Alternative.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 19-3 
The comment questions the assumption used in the buildout calculations that 
only 80 percent of maximum density would be achieved.  Please see response 
to Comment 7-7. 
 
Response 19-4 
This comment states that comment letters should be submitted before the 
public review comment deadline.  The comment does not address the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 19-5 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment Letter #18.  Please see responses to 
Comments 18-1 through 18-20, above. 
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LETTER 20 
Meg Murray and Dan Dupont, March 6, 2010. 
 
 
Response 20-1 
The comment expresses concerns about how the Plan would affect Lafayette’s 
small town character, schools, and property values.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and therefore no response is necessary. 
 
Response 20-2 
The comment states that too many issues associated with the Plan would have 
a negative impact on the quality of life in Lafayette, and that these issues do 
not seem to be addressed in the Draft EIR.  The commentor does not provide 
any specific instances in which the Draft EIR does not, in the opinion of the 
commentor, meet the requirements of CEQA.  Therefore, it is not possible to 
respond, and no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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LETTER 21 
Nancy and Gordon Mills, March 7, 2010. 
 
 
Response 21-1 
The comment expresses an opinion against the Plan.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion 
on the project.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 21-2 
The comment is a duplicate of Comment Letter #18.  Please see responses to 
Comments 18-1 through 18-20, above. 
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LETTER 22 
Brian Aiello, March 8, 2010. 
 
 
Response 22-1 
The comment expresses an opinion against the Higher Intensity Alternative 
and the Lower Intensity Alternative.  The comment does not address the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion on project 
alternatives.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 22-2 
The comment states that maintaining sufficient funding would be more diffi-
cult if the number of apartments or condominiums grows, since parcel taxes 
are assessed by lot and not by unit.  Please see Comment Letter 54 from the 
Superintendent of the Lafayette School District, which explains that regard-
less of parcel tax contribution, increased student enrollment means additional 
revenue for the school district.  Additionally, all new project applications are 
referred to the school districts for their input.  If the schools determine that a 
project or projects would result in the need for additional facilities, then the 
school districts will determine the need for a school impact fee.  For example, 
the application for the Lafayette Terrace condo project at the end of Mount 
Diablo Court was referred to Lafayette School District for input in this man-
ner.  
 
Also, please note that a parcel of taxable real property is any unit of real 
property in the District that receives a separate tax bill for property taxes 
from the Contra Costa County Treasurer-Tax Collector's Office.  The state-
ment that the parcel tax established by Contra Costa County Measure G in 
November 2009 does not apply equally to apartments and condominiums is 
therefore inaccurate. 
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Response 22-3 
The comment states the commentor’s perspective on the Plan’s traffic impact.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no 
response is necessary. 
 
Response 22-4 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address police protection and 
asks where funds for security will be found.  The Draft EIR includes a discus-
sion of law enforcement services and associated impacts on pages 4.11-6 
through 4.11-10.  The Draft EIR also explains that General Plan Policy S-7.1 
provides a framework for evaluating the potential impact of development on 
the delivery of law enforcement services and assessing impact fees as war-
ranted.  General Plan Goals LU-19 and LU-20 and their associated policies 
and programs also address infrastructure and public services.  No further re-
sponse is necessary. 
 
Response 22-5 
The comment expresses an opinion against the addition of multi-story living 
structures downtown.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion on the project.  Therefore, 
no response is necessary. 
 
Response 22-6 
The comment expresses an opinion against the Higher Intensity Alternative. 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses 
the commentor’s opinion on a project alternative.  Therefore, no response is 
necessary. 
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LETTER 23 
Sheila Alfaro, March 8, 2010. 
 
 
Response 23-1 
The comment expresses an opinion against the growth recommended in the 
Plan.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and ex-
presses the commentor’s opinion on the project.  Aesthetic and public ser-
vices issues were addressed in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is neces-
sary. 
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LETTER 24 
Kristen Altbaum, March 8, 2010. 
 
 
Response 24-1 
The comment expresses an opinion that high density living is not consistent 
with Lafayette’s small downtown character and would impact school funding.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses 
the commentor’s opinion on the project.  Aesthetics and public services issues 
were analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
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LETTER 25 
Mary Ann Hoisington, March 8, 2010. 
 
 
Response 25-1 
The comment expresses an opinion against the Plan.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion 
on the project.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
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LETTER 26 
Eliot Hudson, March 8, 2010. 
 
 
Response 26-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 26-2 
The comment requests that the impacts in the Draft EIR be revised to reflect 
full buildout.  The CEQA Statute and Guidelines do not provide specific 
guidance regarding how buildout projections should be calculated for the 
purposes on an EIR.  However, CEQA does provide guidance regarding the 
scope of the environmental review process and the lens through which Lead 
Agencies shall examine proposed projects for the purposes of an EIR.  Under 
Section 15064(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, “In evaluating the significance of 
the environmental effect of a project, the Lead Agency shall consider direct 
physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project and 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which 
may be caused by the project.”  For this program-level evaluation, the City 
determined that applying an 80 percent buildout assumption is considered 
reasonable.  The comment requests that the No Project Alternative buildout 
be revised to use the same methodology as used for the Plan and the other 
alternatives.  Please see response to Comment 7-7.  The comment also re-
quests that the Draft EIR be revised to explain each adjustment made in the 
buildout methodology.  The buildout calculations are described in the first 
paragraph on page 3-20 of the Draft EIR.  This paragraph has been expanded, 
as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. 
 
Response 26-3 
The comment expresses concern with the City’s responsiveness to some 
comments received on the Draft EIR.  The comment does not address specific 
sections of the Draft EIR.  No further response is necessary. 
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Response 26-4 
The comment requests that the Draft EIR be revised to analyze full buildout.  
Please see response to Comment 9-56. 
 
Response 26-5 
The comment states that the Draft EIR should be expanded to include addi-
tional areas, such as Deer Hill Road, Reliez Station Road, and the eastern and 
western westbound freeway entrances to State Route 24.  The comment states 
that the Plan would have impacts on Deer Hill Road at the intersections with 
Brown Avenue and Pleasant Hill Road, and that there would be diverted im-
pacts to Reliez Station Road as well as westbound State Route 24 on-ramps.  
Regarding the intersection of Deer Hill Road and Pleasant Hill Road, please 
see response to Comment 7-8.  The intersection of Deer Hill Road and 
Brown Avenue is a minor intersection controlled by two-way stop signs on 
the Brown Avenue approaches.  Based on observations of existing peak hour 
traffic demand as not being congested at this intersection, City staff does not 
anticipate future LOS problems or impacts.  If the intersection LOS unex-
pectedly deteriorates to unacceptable conditions in the future, installation of a 
traffic signal would provide an effective and relatively straightforward solu-
tion. 
 
Response 26-6 
The comment states that Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR is inade-
quate.  The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  
No response is necessary apart from the responses to Comments 26-7 to 26-
12, below. 
 
Response 26-7 
The comments expresses concern with the use of the phrase “less than signifi-
cant” for the threshold of significance associated with “substantial adverse ef-
fect on a scenic vista.”  The commentor is correct that the threshold for de-
termining a significant impact is whether the project would result in substan-
tial adverse effects.  The Draft EIR uses standard CEQA terminology for 
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thresholds of significance and impact findings.  No revision to the Draft EIR 
is necessary.   
 
The comment questions the finding in the Draft EIR that impacts associated 
with views would be less than significant.  The comment states that the visual 
simulations contained in the Draft EIR show substantial adverse impacts.  
The Draft EIR does acknowledge the potential for adverse effects to views.  
For instance, on page 4.1-28 the Draft EIR states, “The simulations display a 
range of visual obstruction of a Scenic View Corridor by new development, 
from very minor to fairly substantial.”  However, this fact alone is not the 
sole determinant as to whether the Plan would result in a significant impact.  
As further stated on page 4.1-28, the City’s General Plan acknowledges that it 
is not possible to prevent all blockages of scenic views from downtown.  The 
General Plan calls for the preservation of intermittent views to be preserved, 
and the visual simulations in the Draft EIR illustrate that this would be possi-
ble under the Plan.  In addition, the Draft EIR describes how the General 
Plan requires that the City’s permitting process require that development 
projects be evaluated for their potential impacts on view corridors.  These 
existing City policies and procedures, along with the Plan’s own measures to 
reduce impacts to scenic views, are considered adequate to avoid a significant 
impact.  In finding a less-than-significant impact, the Draft EIR does not ig-
nore the potential for blockages of views but rather states that mechanisms 
are already in place to avoid substantial blockages and ensure that intermit-
tent scenic views are preserved.   
 
The comment also requests that mitigation be adopted regardless of the find-
ing that substantial adverse effects would not occur.  The comment is noted 
but does not require a revision to the Draft EIR.  As described above, no 
mitigation is required under CEQA. 
 
Response 26-8 
The comment states that the viewpoints used for the visual simulations in 
Chapter 4.1 are inadequate.  Please see response to Comment 9-61, above. 
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Response 26-9 
The question asks why the buildings in Figures 4.1-12 and 4.1-16 are simu-
lated as being set back from Mount Diablo Boulevard.  Please see response to 
Comment 10-8, above. 
 
Response 26-10 
The comment states that the Draft EIR inadequately analyzes aesthetic im-
pacts because it only evaluates impacts to views and does not include an 
evaluation of the feeling of expansive openness.  The overall effect of new 
development is evaluated under Standard of Significance #3, Substantial Deg-
radation of the Existing Visual Character or Quality of the Downtown Area 
and its Surroundings.  Please see response to Comment 9-60, above.  In find-
ing a less-than-significant impact, the Draft EIR does not ignore the potential 
for new development to provide a more urban aesthetic where feelings of 
expansive openness currently exist.  Rather, the Draft EIR states that through 
policy implementation and design review, new development would not be 
expected to substantially degrade the visual quality of the Plan Area.   
 
Response 26-11 
The comment states that the Draft EIR inadequately analyzes aesthetic im-
pacts because it only evaluates impacts to views and does not include an 
evaluation of the impacts of stifling air quality, traffic impaction, noise, and 
other features that would be detractors.  The commentor states that these 
issues should be reflected in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, or that the chapter 
should include a cross-reference to other areas of the Draft EIR where these 
topics are evaluated.  The impacts listed in the comment do not pertain to 
aesthetics, but to land use and density.  Each of these topics is adequately ad-
dressed in the respective EIR sections.  Therefore, no revision to the Draft 
EIR is required. 
 
Response 26-12 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide a detailed explana-
tion of the standards that would be required through the design review proc-
ess. The City’s design review process is described on pages 4.1-1 to 4.1-4 of the 
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Draft EIR.  This section has been revised, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final 
EIR, to include more specific details regarding the findings required through 
the City’s existing design review process.   
 
The comment also states that the Draft EIR inadequately uses the design re-
view process as a means for determining that aesthetic impacts would be less 
than significant.  Please see response to Comment 9-66. 
  
Response 26-13 
The comment serves as a closing statement to the preceding comments and 
states that the Draft EIR should evaluate the impacts of standards contained 
in the current General Plan.  Impacts associated with development under the 
General Plan are analyzed in the Draft EIR as the No Project Alternative.  
The alternatives to the project were determined by the Planning Commission 
and confirmed by the City Council.   
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LETTER 27 
Linda Murphy, March 8, 2010.  
 
 
Response 27-1 
The comment expresses an opinion against granting developers as a matter of 
right the ability to construct residential units in the downtown.  The com-
ment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the com-
mentor’s opinion on the project.  Therefore no response is necessary. 
 
Response 27-2 
The comment expresses an opinion about parcel taxes.  The comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore no response is neces-
sary. 
 
Response 27-3 
The comment states that because residents of apartments and condominiums 
pay less parcel tax than other residents, an increase in the number of multi-
family dwellings in the Plan Area would mean it would not be possible to 
maintain the current level of funding for Lafayette schools.  Please see re-
sponse to comment 22-2, which addresses a similar comment.  No further 
response is necessary. 
 
Response 27-4 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address the cost of providing 
additional police and fire protection services required to accommodate 
growth under the Plan.   
 
The Draft EIR includes a discussion of law enforcement services and associ-
ated impacts on pages 4.11-6 through 4.11-10.  The Draft EIR also explains 
that General Plan Policy S-7.1 provides a framework for evaluating the poten-
tial impact of development on the delivery of law enforcement services and 
assessing impact fees as warranted.  Additionally, the Draft EIR includes a 
discussion of fire protection and emergency medical response services and 
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associated impacts on pages 4.11-1 through 4.11-6.  The Draft EIR also in-
cludes Mitigation Measure PS-1, which establishes an impact fee on new 
commercial and residential development in the Plan Area so as to accommo-
date new development without compromising the delivery of fire services in 
the Plan Area.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response 27-5 
The comment states that the Draft EIR should contain a more thorough 
evaluation of traffic impacts due to growth anticipated under the Plan.  The 
traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIR provides an adequate evaluation of 
the Plan’s impacts according to CEQA Guidelines.  The comment does not 
specifically address the methodologies or results of the traffic analysis in the 
Draft EIR.  The comment is not specific in indicating which aspects of the 
Draft EIR do not, in the opinion of the commentor, adequately meet the re-
quirements of CEQA.  Therefore, it is not possible to respond, and no revi-
sion to the Draft EIR is necessary.   
 
Response 27-6 
The comment states that many senior homeowners in Lafayette would be-
come income-ineligible for the senior housing under the Plan.  The Plan does 
not propose any income limitations for senior housing.  The Plan encourages 
the development of new senior housing in the downtown, and proposes a 
new senior housing overlay district to guide the design of senior housing in 
downtown Lafayette.  Additionally, any senior housing project would have 
to comply with the affordability requirements of the City and the Redevel-
opment Agency which stipulate that at least 15 percent of the units have to be 
affordable. 
 
Response 27-7 
The comment states that many Lafayette residents will continue to rely on 
their cars rather than public transit.  Using the trip generation assumptions 
for future new development in the Plan Area described in the Draft EIR traf-
fic analysis, approximately 90 percent of the overall travel demand generated 
by future Plan Area development during the peak hours was calculated as 
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vehicle trips.  The remaining percentage was calculated as walking or bicycle 
trips between the complementary land uses (e.g. residential and retail, office 
and retail, etc.) to be located in convenient proximity within the Plan Area, 
or transit trips for future development within one-half mile of the BART sta-
tion south pedestrian entrance.  Please also see responses to Comments 9-140, 
9-141, and 9-142. 
 
Response 27-8 
The comment states that growth under the Plan would require new students 
to attend either Happy Valley or Springhill Elementary School, and that the 
Draft EIR should consider an alternative of running school buses through the 
downtown.  The demographic profile of future residents of new development 
in the Plan Area is not known at this time, and an assumption that a large 
portion of new residents would be families with school-age children is consid-
ered to be speculative.  School district data indicates a current downward 
trend for enrollment in Lafayette, and assumptions regarding the future ca-
pacity available at Lafayette Elementary School and a diversion to other 
schools are considered to be speculative.  The Draft EIR provides appropriate 
mitigation for potential impacts to schools.  The traffic analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR adequately accounts for the traffic that would be generated by 
future new residential development in the Plan Area, including school-related 
trips.  
 
Response 27-9 
The comment expresses an opinion in support of the General Plan adopted in 
2002.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  There-
fore no response is necessary. 
 
Response 27-10 
The comment expresses an opinion against traffic and parking problems and 
against multi-story housing.  The comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion on the project.  There-
fore no response is necessary. 
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Response 27-11 
The comment expresses an opinion against the Higher Intensity Alternative.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore no 
response is necessary. 
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LETTER 28 
Susan Pak, March 8, 2010. 
 
 
Response 28-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the 
commentor’s opinion on the project.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response 28-2 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address impacts to schools, 
fire protection services, law enforcement services, roads, traffic, and the envi-
ronment.  The Draft EIR does contain a detailed evaluation of each of these 
issues.  The comment is not specific in indicating which aspects of the Draft 
EIR do not, in the opinion of the commentor, adequately meet the require-
ments of CEQA and therefore it is not possible to respond and no revision to 
the Draft EIR is necessary.  The commentor does provide specific comments 
regarding schools and law enforcement.  These comments are addressed in the 
responses to Comments 28-3 and 28-4, below. 
 
Response 28-3 
The comment states that there is a shortfall in funding for schools provided 
by the State of California which is bridged through a parcel tax and school 
fundraising.  The comment further states that increasing the number of multi-
family homes in Lafayette will exacerbate the shortfall.  Please see response to 
comment 22-2, which addresses a similar comment.  No further response is 
necessary. 
 
Response 28-4 
The comment states that Lafayette currently has the lowest ratio of police 
officers to residents in Contra Costa County and asks how the impact of new 
residents and multi-family dwelling units proposed under the Plan would be 
addressed.  Please see response to comment 18-14, which addresses a similar 
comment.  No further response is necessary. 
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Response 28-5 
The comment serves as a closing remark and expresses the commentor’s opin-
ion against the adoption of the Plan.  No response is necessary. 
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LETTER 29 
Traci Reilly, March 8, 2010. 
 
 
Response 29-1 
This comment expresses the commentor’s main concerns about the Plan.  It 
serves as an introduction to the comments that follow, thus no response is 
necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 29-2 
The comment states that an 80 percent buildout was analyzed in the Draft 
EIR.  The comment is referring to the assumption that development sites 
would be built to 80 percent of the maximum density.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-7. 
 
Response 29-3 
The comment summarizes selected results from Draft EIR traffic analysis, and 
expresses the commentor’s perspective on the Plan’s traffic impacts.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no re-
sponse is necessary. 
 
Response 29-4 
The comment states that there are currently 473 students at Lafayette Ele-
mentary School and 1,114 students at Stanley Middle School, for a combined 
total of 1,587 students at schools in the downtown area.  As a result, the 
comment states that the Draft EIR has underestimated the volume of traffic 
on roads in the vicinity of the schools.  Table 4.11-1 shows that there were 
420 students at Lafayette Elementary School in the 2006-2007 school year and 
1,188 students at Stanley Middle School in the same year, for a combined total 
of 1,608 at the two schools.  Therefore, there has been a drop in the student 
population at the two schools in the Plan Area since the 2006-2007 school 
year, which is consistent with information received from the Lafayette School 
District (please see Comment Letter 54).  Analysis in the Draft EIR was based   
on total student numbers higher than current enrollment levels and therefore, 
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the Draft EIR has provided a conservative analysis of impacts.  As such, 
analysis in the Draft EIR is adequate, and no revision to the Draft EIR is nec-
essary.  
 
Response 29-5 
The comment contests the determination of no significant impact to law en-
forcement services, stating that an increase in population would lead to more 
calls for police response and a corresponding drop in the community's service 
standard. 
 
The Draft EIR was prepared in consultation with the Lafayette Police De-
partment.  The Department confirmed that the targeted response times of 
three minutes for priority calls and seven minutes for non-priority calls are 
currently being met.  CEQA requires that the focus of the analysis of envi-
ronmental impacts be on the physical changes that would occur as a result of 
the proposed project.  Consideration of service ratios, response times, and 
other performance objectives is required insofar as it would result in the con-
struction or expansion of facilities, which could cause environmental impacts.   
 
The Draft EIR acknowledges that buildout of the Plan would result in more 
calls for law enforcement services in the Plan Area, that additional personnel 
and vehicles may be required to maintain targeted police response times, and 
consequently that construction or expansion of facilities may be required to 
house additional personnel and vehicles.  As described in the Draft EIR, Gen-
eral Plan Program LU-19.2.4 requires new developments to pay their "fair 
share" of capital improvements and the cost of public services to maintain 
adequate levels of service, and Program LU-20.5.2 calls for the review of all 
development proposals for their impacts on ability to achieve standards for 
police service specified in the General Plan and require fair share payments 
and/or mitigation measures to ensure that these standards or their equivalent 
are maintained.  Policy S-7.1 of the City of Lafayette General Plan provides a 
framework for mitigating potential impacts to law enforcement services.  
Under this Policy, the City must review development proposals for their de-
mand on police services and require mitigating measures to maintain the 
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community's service standard.  General Plan Policy S-7.1 also allows the City 
to levy police impact fees for capital facilities and equipment, if warranted.  
Buildout of the Plan would occur incrementally over a period of approxi-
mately 20 years, during which the City will assess law enforcement services in 
accordance with Policy S-7.1 and react accordingly.  As such, no additional 
mitigation is required. 
 
Response 29-6 
The comment expresses an opinion about taxes, quality of life, and public 
safety issues.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 
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LETTER 30 
Sherry Hoover, March 9, 2010. 
 
 
Response 30-1 
The comment expresses appreciation for the Planning Commission and City 
Council’s work and asks that the desires of residents be taken into considera-
tion.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  There-
fore, no response is necessary.  Please see responses to Comment Letter #12, 
above, for responses to a letter written by Brandt Andersson, Mayor of La-
fayette, in response to this comment letter. 
 
Response 30-2 
The comment thanks the City for recent improvements in downtown Lafay-
ette but expresses concern regarding the Plan.  The commentor does not pro-
vide any specific instances in which the Draft EIR does not, in the opinion of 
the commentor, meet the requirements of CEQA.  Therefore, no revision to 
the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 30-3 
The comment summarizes the results from the Draft EIR traffic analysis, and 
states the commentor’s perspective on the Plan’s traffic impacts.  The com-
ment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response 
is necessary. 
 
Response 30-4 
The comment expresses concern regarding proposed building heights and 
densities.  The commentor suggests that the west and east ends of the down-
town could offer suitable locations for new housing.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion 
on the Plan.  Please also see response to Comment 12-1, above. 
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Response 30-5 
The comment expresses an opinion against increasing building heights.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the 
commentor’s opinion on the Plan.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 30-6 
The comment expresses concerns regarding potential increases in the school 
age population.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion on the Plan.  Therefore, no re-
sponse is necessary. 
 
Response 30-7 
The comment serves as a closing remark to the preceding comments.  The 
comment expresses the commentor’s opinion on the Plan and does not ad-
dress the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No response is necessary. 
 
 



LETTER #31

31-2

31-1



LETTER #31

31-2

31-3

31-4



C I T Y  O F  L A F A Y E T T E  

D O W N T O W N  L A F A Y E T T E  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  E I R  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

 

5-405 

 
 

LETTER 31 
Kerry and Michael Inserra, March 9, 2010.   
 
 
Response 31-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  The 
comment expresses the commentor’s opinion against high density.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the 
commentor’s opinion on the project.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response 31-2 
The comment expresses the commentor’s opinion against proposed develop-
ment and then cites a passage from Chapter 2, Report Summary, of the Draft 
EIR.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  No re-
sponse is necessary. 
 
Response 31-3 
The comment expresses the commentor’s opinion against proposed retail and 
office space and also voices concern about congestion.  The comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the commentor’s 
opinion on the Plan.  No response is necessary. 
 
Response 31-4 
The comment serves as a closing remark to the preceding comments.  It ex-
presses the commentor’s opinion against increased retail, office, and residen-
tial development.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and expresses the commentor’s opinion of the project.  No response is 
necessary. 
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LETTER 32 
Meri Levy, March 9, 2010.   
 
 
Response 32-1 
This comment serves as an introduction to the letter and states the commen-
tor’s support of higher density in Lafayette in proximity to transit and ser-
vices.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and only 
supports the merits of the Plan.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 32-2 
The comment recommends that adequate on-site parking be a requirement 
for new commercial and residential development.  As discussed on page 4.13-
73 of the Draft EIR, the Plan’s Policy C-5.3 would retain the City’s current 
parking standards until additional off-street parking, such as the potential 
public parking facilities to be developed through Program C-5.1.1 of the Plan, 
is provided.  As stated later on the same page:  “Under the City’s current 
parking standards, new development would provide at least enough parking 
supply to accommodate the peak demands it would generate.  With this pol-
icy, along with those to develop additional parking supply and encourage 
reduced demand, the Plan would not be expected to create demand for park-
ing above the supply which can feasibly be provided.” 
 
Response 32-3 
The comment recommends that Lafayette implement a subsidized school bus 
program.  Please see response to Comment 9-135. 
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LETTER 33 
Robert Nolan, March 9, 2010. 
 
 
Response 33-1 
This comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow and 
expresses the commentor’s opposition to the Plan.  The comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and states the commentor’s opinion on 
the Plan.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 33-2 
The comment states that the Draft EIR would enable a substantial population 
increase in Lafayette and new multi-family housing units in the downtown.  
The comment states that new housing would have adverse effects on traffic, 
law enforcement services, fire protection services, and schools.  The comment 
states that these impacts are not adequately addressed in the Plan or the Draft 
EIR.  The commentor does not provide any specific instances in which the 
Draft EIR does not, in the opinion of the commentor, meet the requirements 
of CEQA.  Therefore, it is not possible to provide a response, and no revision 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 33-3 
This comment expresses the commentor’s opinion against increased housing, 
population, and traffic congestion.  The comment does not address the ade-
quacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 33-4 
This comment serves as a conclusion to the letter and states the commentor’s 
opinion against the Plan and Draft EIR.  However, this comment does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
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To: Lafayette Planning Commission
From: Ruth Perkins, Lafayette resident since 1968
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report
Date: March 9, 2010

I reviewed information about the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EJR) which
addresses the downtown Lafayette Proposed Plan for which the Lafayette Planning
Commission is considering granting their approval. This plan, which enables developers to
construct hundreds of multi-family housing components and multi-story buildings.in the
downtown area, will obviously negatively impact the character of Lafayette.

As noted, I am a long-time resident of Lafayette and have served the community in multiple
school volunteer capacities. When I first moved to Lafayette, one common theme during the
initial planning stages was the importance of maintaining the rural atmosphere. I can see
that this value is disappearing, which is not based on wishes of Lafayette residents I am
deeply concerned over the proposed changes for the downtown area for various reasons:

Impact on Schools: As my children grew up, I served in these capacities:
• Lafayette School Board, Member and President

.• Lafayette PTA President
• Stanley School Parents Club Board
• Acalanes High School Parents Club Board

During that time, my peers and I successfully fought efforts to close Lafayette School and
Acalanes High School to make space available for shopping centers and business
enterprises, which silenced background discussion of closing Stanley Middle School. These
closures would have severely impacted the educational environment and housing values in
Lafayette.

I envision the negative impact on schools resulting from expansion of multi-family housing
downtown. My concerns:

• Inability to get kids to their schools (Lafayette Elementary; Stanley Middle School;
Acalanes High School) safely or without delays. I currently see students walking from
downtown to Stanley School and the Lafayette Library as well as cars lined up while
students are being dropped off at Lafayette and Stanley schools. Downtown traffic is
already congested so adding hundreds/thousands of downtown residents will only add to
this condition.

• Funding for additional students will be a problem since apartments generate only a small
amount of revenue per family to be utilized for school funding.

• Based on my past experience, temporary residents tend to have limited interest in their
communities and school systems. This imposes additional burdens on "homeowner"
residents in terms of volunteering for the schools and \donating/raising funds for school
programs and supplies, most especially in today's economy.

Property Values - Families move to Lafayette because of the high-quality schools and rural
atmosphere. While housing values in Lafayette have not changed significantly in the current
economical environment, they will drop if the city commits to heavy downtown development
and resulting traffic, such as that experienced in Walnut Creek. "Strolling and shopping" are
already not feasible in Lafayette because of the nature of the downtown design, lack of
parking and development, plus existing traffic on Mt. Diablo. .Adding hundreds of housing
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facilities downtown will further negate the possibility of parking once and strolling to
complete downtown errands.

Lafayette's rural atmosphere will disappear which is not what city residents.desire. As in
Walnut Creek, excessive downtown development will continue to expand to residential
areas and attractive neighborhoods will be taken over for business purposes. More shops
will be needed to accommodate the population increase. Currently, Lafayette does not
have sufficient police enforcement, which will only worsen as the population downtown
increases, with many temporary residents uncommitted to the community and insufficient
funding for added police staff.

Families move to Lafayette because of unique neighborhood charm, proximity to schools,
playing fields, safety. Who will actually benefit from high-density housing and construction
downtown? Not the existing residents-only a few who have financial interests.

Traffic - High density housing near rapid transit will not eliminate vehicle usage. I have
used BART for commute purposes to San Francisco but still had to drive downtown for
parking. BART will not take everyone where they need or want to go, so downtown
residents will still require motor vehicles to transport them to their desired work or
recreational destinations.

ABAG - I have a concern that this proposal to add hundreds of apartments, condominiums,
etc. for downtown housing will ultimately be an accommodation of ABAG's effort to
consolidate bay area housing near rapid transit to eliminate further construction and reduce
usage of vehicles. At city meetings, I've heard consultants comment on what categories of
residents do not need to reside in individual housing.

I request members of the Lafayette Planning Commission not to approve this Draft EIR and
leave Lafayette as it is~a beautiful, highly desirable city in which to live and educate
children. Thank you for your service to Lafayette.

Sincerely,
Ruth Perkins
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LETTER 34 
Ruth Perkins, March 9, 2010. 
 
 
Response 34-1 
This comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  The 
comment also includes the commentor’s opinion that the Plan would nega-
tively impact the character of Lafayette.  This comment expresses the com-
mentor’s opinion about the Plan and does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is required. 
 
Response 34-2 
This comment expresses the commentor’s opinion against proposed changes 
for the downtown.  This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  Therefore, no response is needed. 
 
Response 34-3 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow and 
states the commentor’s former affiliations.  No response is necessary apart 
from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 34-4 
The comment expresses the commentor’s concerns regarding access to 
schools.  The traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIR adequately describes 
existing traffic conditions, and accounts for the traffic that would be gener-
ated by future new residential development in the Plan Area, including 
school-related trips.  Therefore, no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 34-5 
The comment states that funding for additional students will be problematic 
because apartments generate only a small amount of revenue per family for 
local schools.  Please see response to comment 22-2, which addresses a similar 
comment.  No further response is necessary. 
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Response 34-6 
This comment expresses the commentor’s opinion that temporary residents 
have limited interest in their communities and school systems.  This com-
ment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response 
is required. 
 
Response 34-7 
The comment states that new development in the downtown will further 
reduce the ability of residents to park once and stroll around the downtown.  
The comment expresses the opinion of the commentor, and no information is 
provided in support of the comment.   
 
The Plan includes programs and policies to: 

♦ Improve pedestrian facilities, including crossings on Mount Diablo 
Boulevard, to provide a safe, attractive, and convenient environment for 
pedestrians in the Plan Area. 

♦ Develop public parking facilities in the downtown core area to provide 
parking for downtown customers and employees. 

 
Additionally, the Plan proposes a mix of retail, office, and residential land 
uses that would increase opportunities for “strolling and shopping.”  The 
Plan’s parking policies would retain the City’s current parking standards until 
additional off-street parking is provided.  Under the City’s current parking 
standards, new development would provide at least enough parking supply to 
accommodate the peak demands it would generate.  These policies should 
improve the potential for customers to park once for their downtown activi-
ties. 
 
Response 34-8 
The comment states that Lafayette’s rural atmosphere would disappear under 
the Plan, and that this is against the desire of Lafayette’s residents.  The com-
ment states that downtown development would expand to residential areas 
and that attractive neighborhoods would be taken over for business purposes.  
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The comment expresses the commentor’s opinion on the Plan and does not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 34-9 
The comment states that the City of Lafayette does not currently have suffi-
cient police enforcement and that the growth in population under the Plan 
would exacerbate the situation.  Please see responses to Comments 13-4, 18-14 
and 22-4, which address similar comments.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response 34-10 
This comment expresses the commentor’s opinion that only a few people 
would benefit from high-density housing and construction downtown.  The 
comment does not address adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no re-
sponse is necessary. 
 
Response 34-11 
The comment states that high density housing near transit will not eliminate 
vehicle usage.  Please see responses to Comments 9-140 and 27-7. 
 
Response 34-12 
The comment expresses concern that new housing would be an accommoda-
tion of the Association of Bay Area Government’s effort to consolidate hous-
ing near transit.  The commentor expresses concern about the future residents 
of such housing.  The comment expresses the commentor’s opinion of the 
project and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no 
response is necessary. 
 
Response 34-13 
The comment requests that the Planning Commission not approve the Draft 
EIR.  The comment is noted.  The comment states the opinion of the com-
mentor and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no 
response is necessary. 
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LETTER 35  
Ray Peters, March 9, 2010. 
 
 
Response 35-1 
This comment serves as an introduction to the responses that follow and ex-
presses the commentor’s disbelief that the Plan has advanced to this point.  
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no 
response is needed. 
 
Response 35-2 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not mention that the site of 
Elam Brown’s home farm is at the center of the Plan Area.  This site is ac-
knowledged as a historic resource in Chapter 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the 
Draft EIR.  No revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 35-3 
This comment defines the word “environment” and expresses the opinion 
that Lafayette should be more “semi-rural” than the proposed apartments and 
condominiums. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  Therefore, no response is needed. 
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LETTER 36 
Charles Regan, March 9, 2010. 
 
 
Response 36-1 
The comment expresses the commentor’s opinion that Lafayette should stay 
as it is instead of pursuing a high density community development program.  
The comment also quotes Lafayette’s Mission Statement.  The comment con-
cludes by advocating for the preservation of Lafayette’s semi-rural character.  
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no 
response is needed. 
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LETTER 37 
Mark and Karen Zemelman, March 9, 2010. 
 
 
Response 37-1 
The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it omits signifi-
cant impacts to schools and provides inadequate mitigation measures.  This 
comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow in the letter.  
It requires no response other than the responses to Comments 37-2 through 
37-7, below. 
 
Response 37-2 
The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it considers only 
the need for construction of new or expanded facilities and because it fails to 
take into account impacts on the operating cost of schools or the adequacy of 
impact fees to accommodate increased operating costs.  Please see response to 
Comment 18-10, which addresses the same specific concerns regarding im-
pacts to schools. 
 
Response 37-3 
The comment states that as State funding for schools decreases, schools will 
become more and more dependent on parcel taxes to bridge funding short-
falls.  The comment is noted.  However, as it does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response 37-4 
The comment states that the Draft EIR should consider impacts to the opera-
tion of local schools, and contests the finding that impact fees would be suffi-
cient to mitigate for the effects of population increase under the Plan.  Please 
see response to Comment 18-10, which addresses the same specific concerns 
regarding impacts to schools from the Plan. 
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Response 37-5 
The comment repeats the statement made earlier in Comment Letter 37 that 
the Draft EIR is inadequate because it omits significant impacts to schools and 
provides inadequate mitigation measures.  The comment also states that 
buildout of the Plan would result in an increase in enrollment that exceeds 
the approximately 350 seats currently available in Lafayette School District 
schools to accommodate growth in population.  Impact PS-2 identified in the 
Draft EIR acknowledges potential impacts to schools due to increased en-
rollment from future residents of new development under the Plan.  No revi-
sion to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 37-6 
The comment states that the Plan is inadequate because its objectives fail to 
take into account the quality of schools, which is the most important objec-
tive of the people of Lafayette.  The comment is noted.  However, as it does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
Response 37-7 
The comment asks that the Draft EIR be amended to address the impacts to 
the operating costs of schools from the Plan and to reflect the value that resi-
dents of Lafayette place on the quality of education in their public schools.  
Please see response to Comment 18-10, which addresses the same specific con-
cerns regarding impacts to schools from the Plan.  Please also see response to 
Comment 18-17, which proposes a revision to the Draft EIR to reflect the 
value of schools to the residents of Lafayette.  Additionally, please see Com-
ment Letter 54 from the Superintendent of the Lafayette School District, 
which points out that even if growth under the Plan resulted in enrollment 
above the number of seats currently available in Lafayette School District 
schools, because growth would come incrementally over the course of 20 
years, increased enrollment could be accommodated.  Increased enrollment 
could be accommodated through the installation of portable classrooms or, if 
necessary, by reclaiming district-owned school facilities now being leased to a 
private school.   
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LETTER 38 
Larry Pines, March 10, 2010. 
 
 
Response 38-1 
The comment states the commentor’s history of residence in Lafayette and 
serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No response is neces-
sary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 38-2 
This comment expresses the commentor’s opinion that building mall-type 
retail along Mount Diablo Boulevard and adding traffic calming measures 
would create gridlock.  The Draft EIR includes a detailed evaluation of the 
effects of new retail development on traffic conditions.  The comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is neces-
sary. 
 
Response 38-3 
The comment expresses the commentor’s perspective on existing traffic con-
ditions.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 38-4 
The comment states that Lafayette’s resident population has been static over 
recent decades.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 38-5 
This comment states that the Plan will irreversibly damage if not destroy the 
character of Lafayette.  Please see response to Comment 9-60, above. 
 
Response 38-6 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate traffic 
and air quality impacts that cannot be adequately mitigated.  The comment 
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also states that the Draft EIR ignores or understates the negative impact that 
the Plan would have on schools, law enforcement services, fire protection 
services, property values, views, aesthetics, and Lafayette’s small town charac-
ter.  The comment is not specific in indicating which aspects of the Draft EIR 
do not, in the opinion of the commentor, adequately meet the requirements 
of CEQA.  The Draft EIR analyzed impacts on public services and aesthetics.  
Therefore, it is not possible to respond, and no revision to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.   
 
Response 38-7 
This comment expresses the opinion that City leaders and staff should listen 
to Lafayette residents and not environmentalists and others whose vision does 
not represent the majority of Lafayette residents’ visions.  This comment does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is needed. 
 
Response 38-8 
The comment states that the Plan, Lower Intensity Alternative, and Higher 
Intensity Alternative would allow a new high-density land use for most of the 
downtown.  The comment states that the Plan and these alternatives would 
allow for hundreds of new apartments and condominiums as of right.  It 
should be noted that the No Project Alternative would also allow for new 
apartment and condominium development in the downtown at a height of up 
to 35 feet and a density of 35 units per acre subject to the City’s review proc-
esses.  The comment states that the Plan, Lower Intensity Alternative, and 
Higher Intensity Alternative are contrary to the documented objectives of the 
people of Lafayette.  The comment is noted.  The comment expresses the 
commentor’s opinion on the project and does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 38-9 
The comment states that the Draft EIR identifies serious impacts for the Plan, 
Lower Intensity Alternative, and Higher Intensity Alternative that cannot be 
adequately mitigated.  The comment also states that the Draft EIR ignores or 
understates the negative impact that the Plan and these alternatives would 
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have on schools, law enforcement services, fire protection services, property 
values, views, aesthetics, and Lafayette’s small town character.  The comment 
is not specific in indicating which aspects of the Draft EIR do not, in the 
opinion of the commentor, adequately meet the requirements of CEQA.  The 
Draft EIR analyzed impacts to public services and aesthetics, and the meth-
odology for that analysis was fully explained in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, it 
is not possible to respond, and no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 38-10 
The comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient because it evaluates only 
the impact on the need for additional facilities and ignores the impact of 
growth on the cost of operating and maintaining schools.  Please see response 
to comment 18-10, which addresses a similar comment.  No further response 
is necessary. 
 
Response 38-11 
The comment states that apartments generate a fraction of the amount of par-
cel tax revenue that single-family homes do, and that as a result, the increase 
in the percentage of multi-family homes proposed in the Plan threatens to 
create an increased funding gap for local schools.  Please see response to 
comment 22-2, which addresses a similar comment.  No further response is 
necessary. 
 
Response 38-12 
The comment states that property values in Lafayette are driven by the qual-
ity of education offered by local schools, and that as a result, by threatening 
school budgets, the Plan also threatens property values.  Please see response to 
comment 18-12, which addresses a similar comment.  No further response is 
necessary. 
 
Response 38-13 
The comment summarizes selected results from Draft EIR traffic analysis, and 
states the commentor’s perspective on the Plan’s traffic impacts.  The com-
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ment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response 
required. 
 
Response 38-14 
The comment states that Lafayette currently has the lowest ratio of police 
officers to residents in Contra Costa County and that local fire service pro-
viders are not meeting the targeted emergency response time established in 
the General Plan.  The comment further states that the Draft EIR makes no 
provision for additional police or fire protection services and that the Draft 
EIR does not adequately address the safety costs of the Plan.  Please see re-
sponse to comment 18-14, which addresses a similar comment.  No further 
response is necessary. 
 
Response 38-15 
The comment states that the Plan would change the character of the down-
town from that of a small town to that of an urban suburb.  The comment 
expresses the commentor’s opinion against such a change.  Please see response 
to Comment 9-60, above. 
 
Response 38-16 
This comment states that recent surveys of Lafayette residents indicate that 
most are very satisfied with the qualify of life and that they value preserving 
open space, improving the quality of public schools and repairing roads over 
the Plan’s claim that Lafayette residents value sustainability.  This comment 
also states that, while the Plan claims that it will lower the carbon footprint 
of residents, the Draft EIR claims that the current Lafayette General Plan is 
the environmentally preferred alternative.  This comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is needed. 
 
Response 38-17 
This comment asks how traffic will lower the carbon footprint and questions 
the analysis of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) re-
port.  Since this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no 
response is required. 



C I T Y  O F  L A F A Y E T T E  

D O W N T O W N  L A F A Y E T T E  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  E I R  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

 

5-435 

 
 

Response 38-18 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to list the quality of local schools 
as a value or objective of the people of Lafayette.  Please see response to 
comment 18-17, which addresses a similar comment.  No further response is 
necessary. 
 
Response 38-19 
This comment serves as a closing remark for the preceding comments and 
states that the EIR should be rejected.  The comment is not specific in indicat-
ing which aspects of the Draft EIR do not, in the opinion of the commentor, 
adequately meet the requirements of CEQA.  Therefore, it is not possible to 
respond, and no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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LETTER 39 
Bill Whiteman, March 10, 2010. 
 
 
Response 39-1 
This comment expresses the commentor’s concerns about the Plan.  The 
commentor asks why the Plan must be adopted so hurriedly.  The planning 
process has been underway since December 2006 when it was initiated at a 
community meeting.  The reasons for undertaking the planning process in-
cluded: implementation of adopted General Plan goals, policies, and pro-
grams; deciding how to spend redevelopment dollars for public improve-
ments and housing in the downtown; developing policies for the downtown 
to be proactive to new development proposals; and to build on the opportu-
nities provided by the new Lafayette Library and Learning Center redevel-
opment project.  Since 2006, there have been over 70 public meetings about 
the downtown and how it should develop over the next 20 years.  
 
The commentor also wonders how other similar towns, like Orinda, are re-
sponding to ABAG requirements.  All Cities and Counties in California are 
required by State law to address the needs of housing in their communities 
through their General Plans.  The Plan is implementing many of the Lafay-
ette General Plan’s housing goals, policies, and programs.   
 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 



LETTER #40

40-1



LETTER #40

40-1
cont.



LETTER #40

40-2

40-3

40-1

LETTER #40

40-1
cont.



LETTER #40

40-2

40-3

40-1

LETTER #40

40-1
cont.



C I T Y  O F  L A F A Y E T T E  

D O W N T O W N  L A F A Y E T T E  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  E I R  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 

 

5-443 

 
 

LETTER 40 
George Burtt, March 12, 2010. 
 
 
Response 40-1 
The comment expresses concern regarding the buildout analysis of the Draft 
EIR and refers to a 20 percent plus reduction.  Please see response to Com-
ment 9-7, above.  The buildout projections used in the Draft EIR represent 
what City staff and the EIR consultant team believe to be a realistic estimate 
of the amount and type of development that is likely to occur under the Plan 
by 2030, assuming a high rate of redevelopment, to ensure that the Draft EIR 
does not understate environmental impacts.  The comment states that the EIR 
has not been a single forum for views to be heard and has not allowed for the 
development of one, clear response to concerns.  The EIR is being prepared in 
full compliance with the CEQA requirements for public review and com-
ments.  No additional response is necessary. 
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LETTER 41 
Eliot Hudson, March 12, 2010. 
 
 
Response 41-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow, thus no 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 41-2 
The comment states that the Draft EIR analyzed an 80 percent buildout due 
to the assumption that only a portion of the Plan Area would be developed.  
This is not correct.  As described above in response to Comment 6-3, the de-
velopment sites assumed to develop under the buildout projections comprise 
approximately 29 percent of the Plan Area.  The comment is referring to the 
assumption that each development site would be built out to approximately 
80 percent of its maximum density.  This assumption is explained in detail in 
response to Comment 9-7.   
 
Footnote #2 in the comment questions other calculations used in the buildout 
methodology.  These calculations are explained in detail in response to 
Comment 9-7.   
 
The comment requests that the Draft EIR be revised to analyze full buildout.  
Please see response to Comment 9-56.  The buildout projections used in the 
Draft EIR represents what City staff and the EIR consultant team believe to 
be a realistic estimate of the amount and type of development that is likely to 
occur under the Plan by 2030, assuming a high rate of redevelopment, to en-
sure that the Draft EIR does not understate environmental impacts.   
 
The comment states that the transit reduction factors used in the Draft EIR 
are untested and subjective.  Please see response to Comment 9-140.   
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Response 41-3 
The comment expresses concern with the City’s responsiveness to some 
comments received on the Draft EIR.  Please see response to Comment 26-3, 
above. 
 
Response 41-4 
The comment states that Draft EIR should be revised to analyze full buildout 
of the Plan.  Please see response to Comment 9-56.   
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LETTER 42 
Char Casella, March 13, 2010.  
 
 
Response 42-1 
This comment expresses the opinion that high-density and high-rise housing 
would change the semi-rural character of downtown and would further add 
to the traffic problem.  The comment also expresses the opinion that deci-
sions should not be made by developers but by residents.  The Draft EIR ana-
lyzed impacts related to public services and aesthetics.  Since this comment 
expresses the commentor’s opinions about the Plan and does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, no response is required. 
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LETTER 43 
David Bruzzone, March 15, 2010. 
 
 
Response 43-1 
The comment refers to the economic and fiscal analysis conducted by Seifel 
Consulting and states that the findings of this analysis are critical to under-
standing the effects of the Plan.  The commentor requests additional time to 
review the EIR in light of the findings of the economic analysis.  The com-
ment is noted.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 43-2 
The comment states that reductions in allowable building heights reduce the 
economic viability of development projects.  The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 43-3 
The comment states that the City’s ability to meet its goals for the down-
town, including affordable housing, improved infrastructure, and alleviation 
of blight, are predicated on the ability to capture the tax increment.  The 
comment asks what the cost of reducing the economic viability of develop-
ment projects is.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 43-4 
The comment states that a complete economic analysis, along with the in-
formation in the Draft EIR, will allow the City to evaluate the best course of 
action for Lafayette.  The commentor requests additional time to review these 
materials.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 
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Response 43-5 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 43-6 
This comment correctly states that the Plan proposes changes to the current 
building height standards.  The comment does not address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is needed. 
 
Response 43-7 
This comment states that lowering building height standards would severely 
alter the design parameters for acceptable new construction along Mount 
Diablo Boulevard.  The comment is noted.  This comment expresses an opin-
ion about the Plan, and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  
Therefore, no response is required. 
 
Response 43-8 
This comment states that the new building height standards would act as a 
governmental restraint to feasible design and construction of retail and office 
uses and affordable and market higher density housing, and that this may ad-
versely influence the City’s ability to accommodate its fair share of regional 
housing needs.  The comment is noted.  Buildout of the Plan would result in 
more units than the City’s current RHNA.  The comment does not address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is required. 
 
Response 43-9 
This comment states the opinion that the physical constraints and the reduc-
tions in building heights may preclude high-volume buildings and may reduce 
the size of future new construction.  The commentor suggests that an inde-
pendent urban design professional study the impacts of these regulations.  
The comment is noted.  The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is required. 
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Response 43-10 
The comment states that development standards would restrict the efficient 
design of new and upgraded retail and office space and reduce the economic 
viability of the downtown in the sub-regional marketplace.  The comment 
requests that the City retain the services of an urban economist to explore 
these issues.  The City has engaged Seifel Consulting to prepare a financial 
feasibility analysis of the Plan.  The comment does not address the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 43-11 
The comment states that reductions in building heights would preclude the 
economic feasibility of upgrading and expanding existing businesses.  The 
comment states that such effects would conflict with the purposes of the 
General Plan and Redevelopment Plan.  The Plan’s relationship with the 
General Plan and Redevelopment Plan are addressed in Chapter 2, Specific 
Plan Context, in the Plan.  It is outside of the purview of the Draft EIR to 
determine whether development standards would result in economically fea-
sible development projects.   
 
Response 43-12 
The comment states that business closures would deprive Lafayette of impor-
tant sales and tax revenues, and states that the effect of such closures would 
lead to the physical deterioration of facilities, depressed market conditions, 
and physical blight in the Plan Area.  The comment expresses an opinion, and 
is not pertinent to the EIR analysis.  There are no factual bases to the asser-
tion that the Plan would result in urban blight.  No additional response is 
necessary. 
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LETTER 44 
Lynn Hiden, March 15, 2010. 
 
 
Response 44-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below.  
 
Response 44-2 
The comment states that, because the Draft EIR uses a 20-year buildout hori-
zon, the Draft EIR implies that the Plan can be built within 20 years.  As de-
scribed above in response to Comment 7-7, the Draft EIR analyzes an amount 
of development that is reasonably foreseeable within a 20-year time period.  
Although Seifel Consulting provided input on the buildout methodology 
used for the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR buildout projections were not devel-
oped as a result of a fiscal or feasibility analysis.  The City has commissioned 
such an analysis from Seifel Consulting, and will use Seifel Consulting’s find-
ings as a separate informational document along with the Draft EIR.  The 
buildout projections for the Draft EIR have been developed to represent what 
could be expected to result from implementation of the Plan, rather than 
what is likely to result given market conditions. 
 
Response 44-3 
The comment states that Seifel Consulting has found that the Plan would not 
build out within 20 years.  As described above in response to Comment 44-2, 
the fiscal analysis prepared is an informational document separate from the 
Draft EIR, and the EIR has been prepared to represent buildout regardless of 
market conditions as a way to ensure an environmentally conservative analy-
sis. 
 
Response 44-4 
The comment states that the Draft EIR underestimates or obscures the im-
pacts associated with the proposed Plan.  The comment states that such con-
cerns are particularly apparent in the discussions of traffic and circulation 



C I T Y  O F  L A F A Y E T T E  

D O W N T O W N  L A F A Y E T T E  S P E C I F I C  P L A N  E I R  
C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

 
 

5-466 

 
 

impacts, LOS tables, and discussions pertaining to heights, massing, and loss 
of views.  The comment is not specific in indicating which aspects of the 
Draft EIR do not, in the opinion of the commentor, adequately meet the re-
quirements of CEQA and therefore it is not possible to respond and no revi-
sion to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
 
Response 44-5 
The comment suggests that the Draft EIR should be revised to analyze full 
buildout of the Plan.  Please see response to Comment 9-56.  The comment 
also suggests that the Draft EIR be revised to state throughout that the EIR 
only analyzed 80 percent of the Plan.  This is not correct.  As described above 
in response to Comment 6-3, the development sites assumed to develop under 
the buildout projections comprise approximately 29 percent of the Plan Area.  
The comment is referring to the assumption that each development site 
would be built out to approximately 80 percent of its maximum density.  
This assumption is explained in detail in response to Comment 9-7.  The 
buildout projections used in the Draft EIR represents what City staff and the 
EIR consultant team believe to be a realistic estimate of the amount and type 
of development that is likely to occur under the Plan by 2030, assuming a 
high rate of redevelopment, to ensure that the Draft EIR does not understate 
environmental impacts.   
 
Response 44-6 
The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include three intersections: 
Oak Hill Road at State Route 24, First Street at State Route 24, and Pleasant 
Hill Road at Mount Diablo Boulevard.  The comment also states that the 
Draft EIR does not evaluate additional Deer Hill Road intersections and di-
version along Reliez Station Road, St. Mary’s Road, Glenside Drive, Acalanes 
Road at State Route 24 westbound on-ramps, and Pleasant Hill Road at State 
Route 24 westbound on-ramps.   
 
The first three intersections mentioned in the comment are specifically in-
cluded in the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR, in which they are numbered as 
follows: 
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♦ Intersection #14: Mount Diablo Boulevard/Pleasant Hill Road/State 
Route 24 Eastbound On-Ramp 

♦ Intersection #20: Oak Hill Road/State Route 24 Eastbound Off-ramp 
♦ Intersection #25: First Street/State Route 24 Eastbound On-Ramp 

 
Regarding Deer Hill Road intersections, please see responses to Comments 7-
8 and 26-5.  Regarding potential traffic diversion to the Reliez Station 
Road/Glenside Drive corridor, please see response to Comment 4-17.  Re-
garding the State Route 24 westbound on-ramp intersections, please see re-
sponse to Comment 1-3. 
 
Response 44-7 
The comment requests that the Draft EIR be revised to reflect the intersec-
tions referenced in Comment 44-6, and that the Draft EIR identify LOS im-
pacts, mitigation measures, funding, scheduling, implementation responsibili-
ties, and applicable Lead Agencies.  The traffic analysis presented in the Draft 
EIR provides adequate evaluation of the Plan’s impacts and identification of 
mitigations according to CEQA Guidelines.  The Draft EIR identifies the 
significant LOS impacts that would result with the projected development in 
the Plan Area over the 20-year Plan horizon.  Regarding identification of an 
expected date, stage or portion of future development under the Plan at 
which the applicable LOS thresholds for significant impacts would be met, 
please see response to Comment 4-36. 
 
For those mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR that are considered 
feasible, information regarding financing, scheduling, implementation respon-
sibility, and lead agency monitoring will be provided in the mitigation moni-
toring and reporting program that will be developed and adopted by the City 
through the EIR certification process, as required under Section 15097 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Response 44-8 
The comment refers to the elimination of the existing Class 2 bicycle lane on 
Deer Hill Road.  Please see response to Comment 1-2. 
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Response 44-9 
The comment states that since the adoption of the 2002 General Plan, more 
up to date earthquake hazard maps have been made available.  The comment 
states that Lafayette is watershed land, has unstable soils, and is cut by faults, 
and that 3 shear zones cross Mount Diablo, the BART line, and EBMUD 
aqueduct.  The comment seems to be referring to the potential for liquefac-
tion in the Plan Area.  As described on page 4.5-11 of the Draft EIR, liquefac-
tion is a phenomenon where soils experience loss of shear strength due to 
earthquake ground shaking.  The Plan Area contains areas in which liquefi-
able soils are possibly present.  However, the Draft EIR finds that impacts 
would be less than significant because existing City procedures require devel-
opment projects to be reviewed to ensure that development is not located on 
unstable soils, or that if located on unstable soils, that they comply with CBC 
requirements.  A new map has been added to the Draft EIR as Figure 4.5-3, as 
shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  The commentor expresses concern 
about the potential for flooding due to EBMUD facilities in the event of an 
earthquake.  Please see Comment 50-1, which explains that the Lafayette Aq-
ueduct and Lafayette Reservoir and dam have undergone seismic evaluation 
and risks are considered to be minimal.   
 
Response 44-10 
The comment asks whether the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) 5-year 
update required by FEMA and the California Emergency Agency has been 
completed.  At the time that this Final EIR is being prepared, the City Coun-
cil approved Lafayette’s updated Hazard Mitigation Strategies, and these were 
submitted to the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for inclu-
sion in the Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJ-LHMP) for 
the Bay Area.  Subsequently, ABAG submitted the updated MJ-LHMP to Cal 
EMA and FEMA for review.  This review has not yet been completed.  The 
comment requests that the Draft EIR be revised to reflect the findings of the 
LHMP update.  Maps produced as part of the Draft LHMP (available online 
at: http://quake.abag.ca.gov/mitigation/Map_Plates.pdf) confirm the find-
ings in the Draft EIR that the Plan Area could experience considerable 
ground shaking in the event of a strong seismic event.  At the time that this 
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Final EIR is being prepared, one strategy in the Draft LHMP does apply to 
Lafayette’s downtown planning efforts.  Strategy ECON-a-2 is: “Create in-
centives for private owners of historic or architecturally significant commer-
cial and industrial buildings to undertake mitigation to levels that will mini-
mize the likelihood that these buildings will need to be demolished after a 
disaster, particularly if those alterations conform to the federal Secretary of 
the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitation.” 
 
The comment requests that new fault and shear zone maps be added to the 
Draft EIR and that the Draft EIR include a mitigation measure that these 
maps be included in any Downtown Specific Plan adopted by the City.  
Please see response to Comment 7-9.  Geologic maps submitted in response to 
the Draft EIR have been incorporated into the Draft EIR.  The comment’s 
request for a new mitigation measure requiring these maps to be incorporated 
into the Plan is noted but no revision to the Draft EIR mitigation measure 
has been made.  Incorporation of these maps into the Plan itself would not 
mitigate any significant impacts.  Therefore, inclusion of the maps in the 
Draft EIR for informational purposes is considered adequate. 
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LETTER 45 
Linda Murphy, March 15, 2010. 
 
 
Response 45-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 45-2 
This comment expresses the opinion that higher density plans would nega-
tively impact Lafayette.  This comment is an opinion about the Plan and does 
not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no response is needed. 
 
Response 45-3 
The comment states that, with buildout of the Plan, the existing Measure G 
parcel tax will become a less viable method for funding schools because multi-
family dwelling units generate a smaller amount of revenue than single-family 
homes.  Please see response to Comment 22-2, which addresses a similar com-
ment.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response 45-4 
The comment states that the Plan, the Lower Intensity Alternative, and the 
Higher Intensity Alternative represent a drastic change from the No Project 
Alternative.  The comment states that a full evaluation of the financial impact 
on the community is needed.  The City has commissioned economic impact 
and fiscal and feasibility analyses from Seifel Consulting, and will use Seifel 
Consulting’s findings as separate informational documents along with the 
Draft EIR to consider when determining the merits of the Plan. 
 
The comment states that the EIR must examine the impact of proposed 
higher densities on traffic, parking, schools, and local revenue.  An analysis of 
local revenue is outside of the purview of this EIR.  However, the Draft EIR 
does evaluate impacts associated with traffic, parking, and schools.  The 
comment is not specific in indicating which aspects of the Draft EIR do not, 
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in the opinion of the commentor, adequately meet the requirements of 
CEQA.  Therefore, it is not possible to respond, and no revision to the Draft 
EIR is necessary. 
 
The comment states that the Plan, Lower Intensity Alternative, and Higher 
Intensity Alternative do not pencil out.  The commentor is referred to the 
economic analyses prepared by Seifel Consulting for an evaluation of whether 
the economic feasibility of the Plan. 
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LETTER 46 
Cliff Tong, March 15, 2010. 
 
 
Response 46-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 46-2 
The comment expresses concern regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s 
evaluation of aesthetic impacts.  The comment states that the visual simula-
tions in the Draft EIR illustrate that new development would change the at-
mosphere and small town feel of the downtown.  Please see response to 
Comment 9-60, above. 
 
Response 46-3 
The comment questions the adequacy of some of the Draft EIR’s impact find-
ings and mitigation measures.  The comment also summarizes selected results 
from Draft EIR traffic analysis, and states the commenter’s perspective on the 
Plan’s traffic impacts and mitigations.   
 
Mitigation Measure TRAF-2 in the Draft EIR suggests possible widening of 
Moraga Road south of Mount Diablo Boulevard to add a second northbound 
right-turn lane.  As described in section A.4.c.ii on page 4.13-40 of the Draft 
EIR, the widening would increase the crossing distances for pedestrians at that 
intersection, which along with other secondary impacts to the adjacent side-
walk and Plaza Park could prevent implementation because of inconsistencies 
with City policies.  As a result, Mitigation Measure TRAF-2 is considered 
infeasible, as stated on page 4.13-49 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRAF-3 in the Draft EIR describes adding a center left-
turn lane on Moraga Road between School Street and Moraga Boulevard, 
which could be implemented without widening the existing pavement.  As 
described in section A.4.c.iv on page 4.13-41 of the Draft EIR, restriping the 
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roadway to add the center left-turn lane would eliminate existing striped 
shoulders and parking along the curbs that provide a buffer between pedestri-
ans and vehicle traffic, which along with other secondary impacts to bicy-
clists, could prevent implementation because of inconsistencies with City 
policies.  As a result, Mitigation Measure TRAF-3 would result in a significant 
and unavoidable impact, as stated on page 4.13-50 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRAF-1 proposes restriping Oak Hill Road north of 
Mount Diablo Boulevard to provide a fourth southbound lane, which can be 
implemented without widening the existing pavement.  As described in sec-
tion A.4.c.i on page 4.13-40 of the Draft EIR, restriping the roadway to add 
the fourth southbound lane by shifting the northbound lanes toward the east 
curb could eliminate up to six parking spaces on that portion of Oak Hill 
Road. 
 
No widening or additional lanes are proposed on Mount Diablo Boulevard.   
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LETTER 47 
Mark Zemelman, March 15, 2010. 
 
 
Response 47-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 47-2 
The comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient because it because it evalu-
ates only the impact on the need for additional facilities and does not consider 
other impacts on local schools.  Please see response to comment 18-10, which 
addresses a similar comment.  No further response is necessary. 
 
Response 47-3 
The comment states that the Draft EIR is deficient because it overlooked the 
impact of increased population on the operating expenses of local schools.  
Please see response to comment 18-10, which addresses a similar comment.  
No further response is necessary. 
 
Response 47-4 
The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to analyze the impact that in-
creased traffic, and associated safety and exhaust concerns, would have on 
children getting to Lafayette Elementary and Stanley Middle Schools.  The 
traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIR on page 4.13-18 provides adequate 
evaluation of the Plan’s impacts, including increased traffic delay at Moraga 
Road intersections in the vicinity of Lafayette Elementary and Stanley Middle 
Schools.  Existing school pedestrian access and safety measures, which include 
the pedestrian-only traffic signal phase and crossing guard at the Moraga 
Road/School Street/Brook Street intersection system, clearly-designated yel-
low school crosswalks on School Street, and the pedestrian/bicycle paths on 
First Street and the Lafayette/Moraga Trail, should continue to provide safe 
pedestrian access for these schools.  Increases in traffic volumes do not typi-
cally correlate with increases in traffic accident rates, unless an underlying 
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hazardous condition or design feature is present at a specific location, which 
can usually be identified by its past accident history.  No such hazardous loca-
tions are apparent in the area of the schools. 
 
Response 47-5 
The comment states that Draft EIR does not honestly discuss and evaluate all 
of the Plan’s significant impacts.  The comment is not specific in indicating 
which aspects of the Draft EIR do not, in the opinion of the commentor, 
adequately meet the requirements of CEQA.  Therefore, it is not possible to 
respond and no revision to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 47-6 
The comment reiterates concern for the impact of increased population on 
the operating expenses of local schools and states that the Draft EIR must 
address this issue.  Please see response to comment 18-10, which addresses a 
similar comment.  No further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 48 
Mark Zemelman, March 15, 2010. 
 
 
Response 48-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  No 
response is necessary apart from the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 48-2 
The comment serves as an introduction to comments that follow.  It requires 
no response other than the responses to the individual comments below.   
 
Response 48-3 
The comment provides information on the Lafayette School District struc-
tural deficit for the 2010-2011 school year and measures to address it.  The 
comment also expresses concern for the quality of education in Lafayette if 
class sizes increase.  The comment is noted.  However, it does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 
 
Response 48-4 
The comment states that the Plan encourages multi-family dwellings, a high 
percentage of which could be expected to be filled with families, and that the 
Plan would result in 1,000 additional students at schools in Lafayette.  The 
comment is noted.  However, it does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR, and no further response is necessary. 
 
Response 48-5 
The comment is a request that the EIR include an estimate of the operating 
deficit that would result for the Lafayette School District (LAFSD) if enroll-
ment were to increase without a corresponding increase in class size as pro-
posed by the School District. 
 
CEQA requires that the focus of the analysis of environmental impacts be on 
the physical changes that would occur as a result of the proposed project.  
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Intermediate economic or social changes that in turn cause physical changes 
need not be analyzed in any detail greater than to trace the chain of cause and 
effect.  A detailed discussion of potential impacts to the LAFSD operating 
budget is therefore beyond the purview of the EIR.  However, the EIR does 
acknowledge the potentially significant impact of increased enrollment on 
schools and includes a mitigation measure to address this impact.  Please refer 
to pages 4.11-10 through 4.11-17 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 48-6 
The comment is a request that the EIR evaluate the adequacy of parcel taxes 
to mitigate school district operating deficit. 
 
As noted in response to comment 48-5 above, CEQA requires that analysis of 
environmental impacts focus on the physical changes that would result from 
the proposed project and a detailed analysis of school district operating budg-
ets is beyond the purview of the EIR.  Nevertheless, the EIR does acknowl-
edge the potentially significant impact of increased enrollment on schools and 
includes a mitigation measure to address this impact.  Please refer to pages 
4.11-10 through 4.11-17 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 48-7 
The comment suggests that development impact fees may not be sufficient to 
cover the costs of new or expanded school facilities required to accommodate 
increased enrollment resulting from buildout of the proposed Plan because 
such fees are generally assessed on a per square foot basis. 
 
Pages 4.11-16 through 4.11-17 outline a mitigation measure which requires the 
City to work with the school districts to determine if impact fees are required 
and to develop a nexus study to calculate and assess the fee as appropriate..  
The mitigation measure stipulates that the impact fee be sufficient to allow 
for the construction or expansion of school facilities as needed to accommo-
date increased enrollment resulting from buildout of the proposed Plan.  The 
mitigation measure requires that the City develop an appropriate mechanism, 
without prescribing a specific method for calculating the fee or requiring as-
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sessment on a square footage basis.  The text of the Draft EIR has been re-
vised to clarify the process by which Mitigation Measure PS-2 would be de-
veloped, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.  Please also see response to 
Comment 22-2, which addresses a similar comment. 
 
Response 48-8 
The comment requests that the impacts of population growth resulting from 
buildout of the Plan on Lafayette Elementary School and Stanley Middle 
School be evaluated, including the availability of space for construction, the 
reductions in currently used space at the schools due to future construction, 
the impacts of increased downtown traffic on safety and access to the schools, 
and the inconvenience and adverse environmental impacts associated with 
children transferred to schools farther away from home as a result of over-
crowded classrooms.   
 
The Draft EIR discusses potential impacts to schools from the Plan on pages 
4.11-10 through 4.11-17.  Please also see response to Comment 18-10, which 
addresses similar concerns regarding impacts to schools from the Plan. 
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LETTER 49 
David Bruzzone, March 16, 2010. 
 
 
Response 49-1 
The comment serves as an introduction to the comments that follow.  The 
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and expresses the 
commentor’s opinion about the Plan.  No response is necessary apart from 
the responses to the comments below. 
 
Response 49-2 
The comment states that many intersections on Moraga Road and Mount 
Diablo Boulevard have significant and unavoidable impacts, and that local 
school traffic is a direct contributor to these impacts.  The comment states 
that the Draft EIR does not include adequate and feasible mitigation meas-
ures.   
 
Traffic associated with local schools contributes greatly to both the existing 
and the projected future unacceptable congestion and delay at the Moraga 
Road study intersections during the AM and mid-day peak hours that are 
described in the Draft EIR traffic analysis.  However, these school-related 
traffic volumes are expected with or without adoption of the Plan.   
 
The commentor is correct that CEQA requires than an EIR to describe feasi-
ble mitigation measures which could minimize significant impacts.  However, 
CEQA also acknowledges that not all significant impacts can be mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels, and requires an EIR to identify all impacts that 
cannot be reduced to a level of insignificance.  Chapter 4.13, Transportation 
and Circulation, of the Draft EIR describes all potential mitigation measures 
that could reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels, and identifies which 
significant impacts would not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.  The 
traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIR provides adequate evaluation of the 
Plan’s impacts and identification of mitigations according to CEQA Guide-
lines.   
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Response 49-3 
The comment suggests that the EIR evaluate traffic data and intersection level 
of service conditions without school traffic.  A traffic analysis excluding 
school traffic, as requested in the comment, would not represent the typical 
existing or projected conditions that must be analyzed according to CEQA 
Guidelines.  To evaluate the Plan’s impacts in the context of future Cumula-
tive traffic conditions, only the total accumulation of other future traffic is 
relevant, not portions of traffic from individual sources.  The purpose of the 
Draft EIR is to evaluate the Plan’s impacts, not the relative impacts of other 
individual sources of traffic.   
 
Response 49-4 
The comment suggests that the EIR use an updated TRAFFIX model and 
downtown intersection analysis with the inclusion of First Street along its 
entire length allowing two-way traffic.  The commentor does not state why 
using an updated TRAFFIX model and the requested analysis of First Street 
would be necessary.  The Draft EIR provides a thorough analysis of potential 
traffic impacts, including First Street, and no revision to the Draft EIR is nec-
essary. 
 
Response 49-5 
The comment asks what is the most effective and safe manner for students to 
travel to and from school, and asks what mandated cooperative planning be-
tween the Lafayette School District and City is proposed.  The Plan includes 
the following policy and programs: 
♦ Policy C-1.2.  Encourage cooperative efforts with Lafayette Elementary 

School and Stanley Middle School to address downtown congestion asso-
ciated with school drop-off and pick-up. 

 Program C-1.2.1 Work with school administrators and parent to de-
velop options for school commuting, including carpooling, walk and 
bike-pooling, employee parking, and satellite drop-off and pick-up lo-
cations. 
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 Program C-1.2.2.  Investigate the interest and feasibility about reestab-
lishing school bus service to Lafayette Elementary School and increas-
ing service to Stanley Middle School. 

 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR evaluation.  
Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Response 49-6 
The comment states that the Draft EIR should provide more information 
regarding prospective students and their families.  The comment asks how 
students will get to school, and what the impact would be on traffic.  Please 
see response to Comment 27-8, first paragraph.  Additionally, significant por-
tions of the Plan Area are within reasonable walking or bicycling distance of 
Lafayette Elementary School and Stanley Middle School. 
 
Response 49-7 
The comment is a concluding remark to the preceding comments.  As de-
scribed above, the traffic analysis presented in the Draft EIR provides ade-
quate evaluation of the Plan’s impacts and identification of mitigations ac-
cording to CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Response 49-8 
The comment is a page from a past traffic report on the Moraga Center Spe-
cific Plan showing the location of intersections analyzed in that study, includ-
ing First Street intersections.  The past traffic report has been reviewed by the 
EIR consultant.  Please see response to Comment 49-4. 
 
Response 49-9 
The comment is a page from a past traffic report on the Moraga Center Spe-
cific Plan showing “Existing Baseline” AM and PM peak hour volumes at 
intersections analyzed in that study, including First Street intersections.  
Please see response to Comment 49-4. 
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Response 49-10 
The comment is a page from a past traffic report on the Moraga Center Spe-
cific Plan showing “Baseline Intersection Level of Service” results for the AM 
and PM peak hours at selected intersections analyzed in that study, including 
First Street intersections.  Please see response to Comment 49-4. 
 
Response 49-11 
The comment is a page from a past traffic report on the Moraga Center Spe-
cific Plan showing “Baseline Intersection Level of Service” results for the AM 
and PM peak hours at selected intersections analyzed in that study, including 
several Moraga Road intersections.  Please see response to Comment 49-4. 
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LETTER 50 
Lynn Hiden, March 16, 2010.   
 
 
Response 50-1 
The comment provides information on monitoring of the EBMUD water 
treatment and distribution system; the seismic performance of Lafayette area 
aqueducts and the Lafayette Reservoir dam; the EBMUD dam safety pro-
gram; and the EBMUD Emergency Action Plan.  As shown in Chapter 3 of 
this Final EIR, pages 4.7-14 and 4.12-14 of the Draft EIR have been revised to 
reflect this additional information.    
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