6—ALTERNATIVES
6.1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the three alternatives to the proposed Clayton Quarry Reclamation Plan
Amendment Project; evaluates the comparative effects of the alternatives relative to the proposed project;
and identifies the “environmentally superior alternative”, as required under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15126.6(e). Alternatives considered but rejected from further
consideration are also described.

6.2

CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The CEQA Guidelines specify that an EIR must describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project,
or to the location of the project, which could feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives (Guidelines
§15126.6(a)). The alternatives analysis must focus on alternatives that are capable of eliminating or
substantially reducing the significant adverse impacts caused by the project (Guidelines §15126.6(c)), and
alternatives to the “whole of the project” rather than the project’s component parts. 1 An EIR must include an
alternatives analysis even if the EIR concludes that the project will not cause any significant adverse
impacts.
The “no project” alternative, which considers impacts that would occur if existing conditions continued,
must be considered (Guidelines §15126.6(e)), and the EIR must also identify the environmentally superior
alternative. If the “no project” alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must identify
an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives (Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2)). The
EIR should not consider alternatives “whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative” (Guidelines §15126.6(f)(3), emphasis added). An EIR need not
evaluate an alternative that is considered speculative, theoretical, or unreasonable. Not every potentially
feasible alternative need be considered; rather, the relevant test is whether a “reasonable range” of feasible
alternatives is considered for that particular project (Guidelines §15126.6(a)).

6.3

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The CEQA Guidelines provide that “the range of potential alternatives...shall include those that could
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project...” (§15126.6(c)). The overall goal of the
project is to revise the approved reclamation plan to respond to changed circumstances which have resulted
in the approved reclamation plan’s infeasibility and to provide an environmentally superior alternative for
reclamation. As defined in Section 2.3, “Project Objectives,” in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” specific
project objectives include:

1

1)

Complete reclamation over an anticipated period of 47 years (including monitoring) to a post‐
mining land use of open space;

2)

Facilitate reduction of the surface mining footprint that leaves the east rim of the quarry intact,
providing visual buffer between the quarry and view sheds to the east;

3)

Create permanent overburden fill areas to be revegetated;

Big Rock Mesas Property Association v. Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles (2d Dist. 1977) 73 Cal. App. 3d 218).
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4)

Establish final grading contours reflecting a maximum depth of excavation at elevation 110 feet
above mean sea level (msl) with finish slope angles that achieve adequate factors of safety;

5)

Establish a final drainage plan that provides for the formation of a lake and control of stormwater
discharge from the project site in a manner that would not result in downstream flooding;

6)

Facilitate revegetation of the quarry east rim, overburden fill areas and processing plant site to a
combination of chaparral and grassland habitats that feature California native seed mixes;

7)

Clarify pre‐1976 (pre‐SMARA) disturbance areas, including any areas disturbed outside the
boundaries of the 1983 approved reclamation plan;

8)

Achieve current State reclamation standards during reclamation;

9)

Maximize the extraction of the remaining available on-site hardrock resources through the
anticipated reclamation end date of 2068, including a change in the final bottom elevation of
excavation the quarry pit to 110 feet msl;

10) Continue to supply the regional demands for Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) grade aggregate

and thereby reduce regional vehicle miles travelled (VMT); and
11) Establish a reclamation plan that limits the emission of air quality criteria pollutants, toxic air

contaminants, and dust.

6.4

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

After applying CEQA standards of significance to the entire range of adverse impacts that would result
from implementation of the project, no significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified through
the analysis presented in Chapter 4, “Environmental Analysis,” Chapter 5 “Cumulative Impacts,” or
Chapter 7, “Other CEQA Topics.”
The proposed project would result in significant impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, biological
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas, hydrology and water quality that could be reduced to less
than significant levels through implementation of mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4.

6.5

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

CEQA requires that a range of reasonable and feasible alternatives to a proposed project be evaluated in
an EIR. Many factors are considered in the reclamation of a hardrock mining and processing site, including
potential end uses, construction methodology, slope stability, contractual requirements, statutory and
regulatory requirements, and other factors. Contra Costa County’s (County) consideration of alternatives
to the proposed project emphasizes an effort to identify alternatives that would address significant but
mitigable impacts. The formulation of alternatives has been undertaken by the County in accordance with
CEQA requirements, and a reasonable range of alternatives is presented herein.
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)(2)(b) recognizes mining reclamation projects as an example of why
evaluation of an alternative location may not be feasible, due to the fact that location of reclaiming a mine
is fixed to the specific site that has already been mined. For this reason, the County explored a broad range
of potential alternatives, but not including considerations associated with alternative site locations.
It should be noted that in the County’s process of formulating alternatives, limited consideration was given
to the economies of scale (i.e., efficiencies related to the size of the operation) or whether the alternatives
would be economically feasible and able to support the planned components, and level of mitigation that
would be undertaken for the project. Such data is considered beyond the scope of a reasonable CEQA
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analysis (due to the complexities in reclaiming an existing mineral resource operation, the County cannot
ascertain at this time whether actual implementation of one or more of the alternatives would be
economically feasible from the perspective of the private entity [i.e., the operator of the Clayton Quarry])
and is considered unnecessary for purposes of a meaningful evaluation that compares environmental
effects of potential alternatives with those of the proposed project.

6.6

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS

The following alternatives have been considered by the County but rejected from further analysis for the
reasons discussed below.

6.6.1

Agriculture Irrigation Alternative

Under the Agriculture Irrigation Alternative, the proposed reclamation plan would be implemented as
described in Chapter 2. However, rather than discharging to a drainage pipeline, water from the proposed
quarry pit lake would be used for agricultural irrigation on the project site. The reclaimed plant site would
be converted to active agricultural use under this alternative. This alternative would avoid potential
impacts to downstream water quality by eliminating the need to convey flows from the quarry pit lake to
off-site drainages. This alternative would also be consistent with the current A-2 General Agricultural
District (A-2) zoning designation of the project site. Although the proposed drainage pipeline would not
be required, thereby avoiding potential impacts to cultural, paleontological, and tribal resources along the
proposed pipeline alignment, it is probable that water supply infrastructure to move water from the quarry
lake to the agricultural fields on the project site would be required, and that similar potential impacts
related to ground disturbance would occur.
The County has rejected this alternative because requiring private landowners to maintain active
agriculture at the project site in perpetuity in sufficient scale to utilize water to prevent a discharge from a
future quarry lake is infeasible. Should farming on the project site cease, the lack of water use for irrigation
would cause water levels in the quarry lake to rise until the lake overflows. The uncontrolled discharge
from the overflow would likely lead to erosion, sedimentation, and increased runoff rates and volumes to
Mitchell Creek and the DA71A Drainage Area (refer to Section 4.6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” for a
detailed description of County Drainage Areas) that could overwhelm existing stormwater drainage
facilities. Depending on the water quality of the quarry pit lake, uncontrolled discharges could also result
in the degradation of water quality in downstream water bodies. The Agriculture Irrigation Alternative
would therefore potentially increase the severity of impacts related to hydrology and water quality,
geology and soils, and utilities and service systems. Consequently, this alternative was considered but
rejected.

6.6.2

Water Storage Alternative

Under the Water Storage Alternative, the proposed reclamation plan would be implemented as described
in Chapter 2. However, rather than discharging to a drainage pipeline that conveys flows to the DA71A
Drainage Area, water in the proposed quarry lake would be utilized by the Contra Costa Water District as
a potable water source for potential water users. The Contra Costa Water District provides potable water
to central and eastern Contra Costa County, where the project site is located. The County has rejected this
alternative for the following two reasons. First, it is not known whether Contra Costa Water District would
be able to augment its supply using water from the quarry pit lake. Adding a water source to potable
drinking water supplies requires careful consideration of numerous factors and determining the feasibility
of this action is beyond the scope of a reasonable CEQA analysis. Second, if this water were to be used as
water source, it would require the development of new water supply infrastructure. The development and
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operation of such infrastructure could have significant impacts related to biological resources, hydrology
and water quality, geology and soils, utilities and service systems, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions,
cultural resources, tribal cultural resources, and transportation, depending on the location, type, and size
of the facilities required. For example, a pipeline creek crossing could degrade riparian biological resources,
construction adjacent to sensitive receptors could results in health risks due to toxic air contaminants, and
disturbance of previously undisturbed areas could damage buried archaeological or tribal cultural
resources. For these reasons, this alternative was considered but rejected.

6.6.3

Zero Discharge Dam Alternative

The Zero Discharge Dam Alternative aims to eliminate the need for off-site water discharge from the quarry
pit lake by raising embankments to create a dam along the quarry east rim. The development of a dam
would allow water levels in the quarry pit lake to rise above the 735 feet msl level proposed under the
revised reclamation plan. This would increase the water surface area of the lake such that the lake
evaporation rate would meet the rate of inflow into the quarry pit lake. The estimated surface area required
to ensure that evaporation rate meets the rate of inflow into the quarry pit lake is 35 acres. To create a lake
with this surface area, the dam would need to reach an elevation of 830 feet, which is an increase in height
of about 80 feet above the lowest elevation of the native geologic material around the rim of the quarry (750
feet msl).
This alternative would eliminate the need for a drainage pipeline and result in no off-site discharge. This
in turn in would eliminate the disturbance of the area along the proposed drainage pipeline alignment and
thereby avoid potential impacts to paleontological resources along the alignment. The lack of off-site
discharge would avoid potential impacts to water quality in waterbodies downstream of the quarry pit
lake (i.e., Mitchell Creek, Mount Diablo Creek, Hastings Slough, Suisun Bay). However, although there
would be no discharge from the lake, the water quality of the lake would still require monitoring and
treatment as described under the Adaptive Management Program (see Appendix G-3) to avoid potential
impacts to wildlife using the lake.
Under the Zero Discharge Dam Alternative, the overburden material generated during mining would
largely be used to construct the dam, with any excess placed in the overburden fill areas. This alternative
would reduce the footprint of the south overburden fill area relative to the proposed project, and thereby
reduce potential impacts to biological resources in that area. However, under this alternative, the dam itself
would have a footprint that would potentially disturb areas outside of those that would be disturbed under
the proposed project, including the oak woodland areas north of the quarry pit lake. The development of
the dam would make the walls of the quarry pit taller, and could make development of a tree screen
infeasible, which would also increase the potential severity of aesthetics impacts relative to the proposed
project. Furthermore, construction of the dam would increase the duration and number of earthmoving
and construction equipment used on the project site relative to the proposed project, thereby substantially
increasing the severity of potential impacts related to air quality, noise, and greenhouse gas emissions.
Lastly, the proposed dam would have sufficient height and capacity to fall under the jurisdiction of the
California Department of Water Resources Division of Safety of Dams (DSoD). This would also create a
new dam failure inundation area that would require the development of an inundation map and
emergency action plans, and that would subject downstream communities to a substantial new safety and
flood hazard. As described in the Hydrology and Water Quality Evaluation (see Appendix G-1) the quarry
pit lake proposed under the revised reclamation plan would not be of sufficient height, capacity, or
composition to fall under the jurisdiction of the DSoD.
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In summary, the Zero Discharge Dam Alternative would decrease the potential impacts to archaeological,
tribal cultural, and paleontological resources along the proposed drainage pipeline alignment, and
eliminate water quality impacts to downstream water bodies, but would increase the severity of impacts
related to biological resources, aesthetics, air quality, noise, greenhouse gas emissions, and hazards relative
to the proposed project. In addition, the feasibility of permitting and constructing a dam at this location
cannot be reasonably determined at this time. For these reasons, the Zero Discharge Dam alternative was
considered but rejected.

6.6.4

Relocation of the South Overburden Fill Area Alternative

The Relocation of the South Overburden Fill Area Alternative would involve the placement of overburden
fill materials in the grassland area south of the south overburden fill area proposed under the revised
reclamation plan. This alternative would avoid the fill of the ephemeral stream and avoid the removal of
the oak trees near the ephemeral stream. Aspects of the proposed project that would occur outside of the
South Overburden Fill Area, such as the formation of a quarry pit lake, tree screen, and development of a
drainage pipeline between the quarry pit lake and Mitchell Canyon Road, would still take place under this
alternative. This alternative would increase impacts related to air quality, noise, and greenhouse gas
emissions because it would require hauling overburden materials further from the quarry than under the
proposed project. Additionally, this alternative could substantially increase potential impacts related to
slope stability because it would involve the placement of overburden fill material in an area of steeper
slopes than the south overburden fill area proposed under the revised reclamation plan. Because of the
steeper slopes, it may not be possible to develop the overburden fill area to meet the capacity requirements
of a fill area and minimum factor a safety requirement for slope stability. Slope stability issues would likely
need to be addressed by widening the footprint of the south overburden fill area, which would require
encroaching onto oak woodlands and natural drainage channels to the south of the grasslands, resulting in
potential impacts to biological resources and riparian areas that would not be impacted under the proposed
project (and essentially offsetting the biological benefits that this alternative would have compared to the
proposed project). Due to the uncertainty of the feasibility of relocating the south overburden fill area and
meeting the minimum factor of safety requirements while avoiding impacts to biological resources and
riparian areas, this alternative was considered but rejected.

6.7

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Because mining reclamation projects are dependent upon site-specific geologic conditions, the range of
alternatives to a proposed mineral development project is typically limited, as compared to urban
development projects (e.g., commercial or residential projects). The alternatives defined for this EIR
incorporate changes to the project as proposed that would address certain impact issues associated with
the project.
It should be noted that the CEMEX Construction Materials Pacific, LLC. (CEMEX or “the applicant”) has
not provided information to the County regarding the economic, technological, and physical feasibility of
these alternatives, and it is unknown whether these alternatives could be developed by the applicant if
approved in lieu of the proposed project.
The following alternatives are described below and evaluated:
•

Alternative 1: No Project—Implementation of the Approved Reclamation Plan Alternative;

•

Alternative 2: Prohibited Nighttime Reclamation Alternative; and

•

Alternative 3: In-kind Replacement for Protected Oaks Alternative.
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No Project—Implementation of the Approved Reclamation Plan

Description
Under the No Project—Implementation of the Approved Reclamation Plan Alternative, the County would
not approve a Reclamation Plan Amendment. Instead, the project site would be reclaimed up to the final
phase (Phase 1C) of the approved reclamation plan, consistent with existing operating permit. The plan for
the final condition of the project site under the approved reclamation plan is shown in Figure 6-1,
“Alternative 1: Approved Reclamation Plan, Final Contour Map.” The cross-sections indicated on Figure
6-1 are shown on Figure 6-2, “Alternative 1: Approved Reclamation Plan, Contour Map Cross Sections.”
Upon completion of Phase 1C, the quarry area would be returned as closely as possible to the natural
drainage configuration, as shown on Figure 6-3, “Alternative 1: Approved Reclamation Plan, Phase 1C,
Final Drainage Plan.”
Under this alternative, mining of the quarry pit beyond the bottom elevation of 500 feet above msl specified
in the approved reclamation plan would not occur. Unlike the proposed project, Alternative 1 would not
result in the creation of a quarry lake and would not leave the east rim intact. Instead, the east rim of the
quarry would be excavated over time and overburden fill materials would eventually be pushed into the
quarry excavation such that a relatively flat reclaimed area with a slight slope toward the east would exist.
The applicant submitted a study titled, “Preliminary Estimate of Air and Greenhouse Gas Emissions for
the 1983 Reclamation Plan Backfill” (see Appendix D-3) that estimated the annual emissions associated
with the quarry backfill, which indicated it could take up to four years to accomplish the backfill, with
hundreds of thousands of off-road truck trips. The final elevation of the backfilled quarry pit area would
be about 650 feet msl, as shown on Figures 6-1 and 6-2. Rather than a diversion control structure as included
in the proposed project, drainage from the site would flow overland across the site, as shown on Figure 63. No tree screen or berms would impede the views of the exposed quarry pit and benches under this
alternative. The end use would remain open space.
Table 6-1, “Comparison of Proposed Project to Approved Reclamation Plan,” offers a comparison between
major features of the 1983 approved reclamation plan and the proposed project. Alternative 1 would meet
project objectives 9 and 10 but would not meet the remaining project objectives (1 through 8 and 11).

Impact Analysis
Aesthetics
Visual simulations of Alternative 1 compared to the proposed project from four locations (see Section
4.1, “Aesthetics and Visual Resources,” for additional details) are provided in Figure 6-4, “Alternative
1 and Proposed Project: View from Mount Diablo State Park, Looking Northwest,” Figure 6-5,
“Alternative 1 and Proposed Project: View from Clayton Community Park, Looking West,” Figure 6-6,
“Alternative 1 and Proposed Project: View from Marsh Creek Road, Looking West,” and Figure 6-7,
“Alternative 1 and Proposed Project: View from Marsh Creek Road and Easley Drive, Looking
Southwest.”
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SOURCE: Lone Star Industries 1982; compiled by Benchmark Resources in 2021
NOTE: Figure is not to scale.
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SOURCE: Lone Star Industries 1982; modified by Benchmark Resources in 2021
NOTES:
1. Figure is not to scale,
2. Cross section locations are shown on Figure 6.1,

Alternative 1: Approved Reclamation Plan, Contour Map Cross Sections
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SOURCE: Lone Star Industries 1984; modified by Benchmark Resources in 2021
NOTE: Figure is not to scale.

Alternative 1: Approved Reclamation Plan, Phase 1C, Final Drainage Plan
CLAYTON QUARRY RECLAMATION PLAN AMENDMENT
DRAFT EIR
Figure 6-3
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SOURCE: Compass Land Group 2018; modified by Benchmark Resources in 2021

Alternative 1 and Proposed Project:
View from Mount Diablo State Park, Looking Northwest
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SOURCE: Compass Land Group 2018; modified by Benchmark Resources in 2021

Alternative 1 and Proposed Project:
View from Clayton Community Park, Looking West
CLAYTON QUARRY RECLAMATION PLAN AMENDMENT
DRAFT EIR
Figure 6-5

CLAYTON QUARRY RECLAMATION PLAN AMENDMENT
DRAFT EIR

6—Alternatives

THIS PAGE
INTENTIONALLY
LEFT BLANK

6-16

February | 2022

SOURCE: Compass Land Group 2018; modified by Benchmark Resources in 2021

Alternative 1 and Proposed Project:
View from Marsh Creek Road, Looking West
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Figure 6-6
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SOURCE: Compass Land Group 2018; modified by Benchmark Resources in 2021

Alternative 1 and Proposed Project:
View from Marsh Creek Road and Easley Drive, Looking Southwest
CLAYTON QUARRY RECLAMATION PLAN AMENDMENT
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Figure 6-7
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TABLE 6-1
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT TO APPROVED RECLAMATION PLAN
Reclamation Feature
Elevations

End uses
Total area disturbed by
mining and reclamation
Quarry pit area
Quantity and type of
mineral to be mined (from
time of application):
Termination date:
Quarry pit backfill:
East Rim:

1983 Approved Reclamation Plan
Mining floor elevation: 500 feet msl
Reclamation floor elevation: 650 feet msl
Not specified.

Proposed Project
Mining floor elevation: 110 feet msl
Reclamation floor elevation: 110 feet msl
Open space, which would provide for
the quarry pit to slowly fill with
stormwater to form a quarry lake with a
controlled outflow.

Approximately 184 acres

Approximately 190 acres

Approximately 154 acres

Approximately 85 acres
Diabase: 23.8 million tons
Knoxville: 4.6 million tons
Total: 28.4 million tons
Anticipated 47 years from 2021, or year
2068
Not required, although CEMEX may
place overburden in the pit floor as part
of reclamation.

Diabase: quantity noted as confidential
Knoxville: quantity noted as confidential
Anticipated 120 years from 1981, or year
2101
Required to minimum floor elevation
650 feet msl, with minimum pit floor
slope gradient of 2%.
Mined and eliminated to facilitate
backfill

Left intact with tree screen.

Source: Appendix B-1.
Notes: msl = above mean sea level

Alternative 1 would not develop a screening berm between the existing processing plant site and
residential communities to the north. Therefore, under this alternative, there would be no visual barrier
between the processing plant site and residential community to the north. Furthermore, the duration
of mining would extend until 2101 rather than 2068 (Table 6-1), therefore, the processing plant facilities
would remain highly visible for a longer duration.
Under Alternative 1, the east quarry rim would be removed as part of mining, and a tree screen would
not be developed. Therefore, as shown on Figure 6-4 through 6-7, a greater portion of the quarry rock
face would be visible from all key observation points under Alternative 1 than under the proposed
project.
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would require the use of construction equipment and
security lighting that would introduce glare or light levels that could adversely impact nighttime views
in the area. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-4, which limits reclamation activities to
daytime hours, the proposed project light and glare impacts would be less than significant. Alternative
1 does not include mitigation that limits reclamation activities to daytime hours, so light and glare
impacts would remain potentially significant.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Alternative 1 would involve moving approximately 6,918,000 cubic yards of overburden fill material
into the quarry pit. The movement of this volume of materials would substantially increase the
emission of criteria air pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions relative to the proposed project. As
previously stated, the applicant submitted a study in 2018 that estimated the annual emissions
associated with the quarry backfill over an anticipated period of four years (see Appendix D-3), as
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shown in Table 6-2, “Alternative 1: Annual Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursor Emissions Analysis,”
and Table 6.3, “Alternative 1: Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions.”
TABLE 6-2
ALTERNATIVE 1: ANNUAL CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS AND PRECURSOR EMISSIONS ANALYSIS (TONS/YEAR)
Alternative 1 Year
Year 1 Backfill Emissions
Year 2 Backfill Emissions
Year 3 Backfill Emissions
Year 4 Backfill Emissions
Highest Year Alternative 1 Emissions
BAAQMD CEQA Significance Thresholds

ROG
1.0
1.4
0.7
0.1
1.4
10

NOX
18.8
24.9
12.4
2.4
24.9
10

PM10
(Exhaust)
1.1
1.4
1.0
0.3
1.4
15

PM2.5
(Exhaust)
0.9
1.2
0.7
0.2
1.2
10

Source: Appendix D-3.
Notes:
1. BAAQMD thresholds from Table 4.2-2, “Annual Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursor Emissions Analysis,” in
Section 4.2, “Air Quality.” Operational-related annual thresholds are used since there are no published
construction-related annual thresholds.
2. Compare to Table 4.2-4, “Annual Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursor Emissions Analysis” in Section 4.2.

TABLE 6-3
ALTERNATIVE 1: ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS (METRIC TONS/YEAR)
Alternative 1 Year
Year 1 Backfill Emissions
Year 2 Backfill Emissions
Year 3 Backfill Emissions
Year 4 Backfill Emissions
Total Alternative 1 Emissions

CO2
3,599.4
4,680.4
2,349.6
458.0
11,087.4

CH4
1.1
1.5
0.7
0.1
3.4

N2O
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

CO2e
3,627.5
4,717.8
2,368.3
461.6
11,175.2

Source: Appendix D-3.
Notes:
1. Compare to Table 4.5-2, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis,” in Section 4.5, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions.”

The 2018 study also notes a total of 11,087.4 MT/CO2 over the course of four years (see Appendix D-3).
As shown in Tables 6-2 and 6-3, emissions would be substantially more than under the proposed
project (see Table 4.2-4, “Annual Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursor Emissions Analysis,” in Section
4.2, “Air Quality,” and Table 4.5-2, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis,” in Section 4.5, “Greenhouse
Gas Emission”). Alternative 1 could also result in a conflict with the BAAQMD’s 2017 Clean Air Plan,
particularly regarding NOx emissions, and could also result in a significant health risk to workers on
the project site and residences, schools, and hospitals in the vicinity of the project site (BAAQMD 2017).
Odors from construction equipment used in reclamation would dissipate rapidly with distance, similar
to the proposed project.

Biological Resources
As shown on Figure 2-1, “Revised Reclamation Plan Overview,” and Figure 2-3, “Approved 1983
Reclamation Plan,” in Chapter 2, Alternative 1 and the proposed project would disturb similar areas,
and therefore disturb similar habitat and special-status plant and wildlife species, including the
ephemeral creek and the oak tree habitat located on the project site. In fact, under Alternative 1 there
would be substantially greater impact to the oak woodland habitat to the east of the quarry as almost
all of the oak trees would need to be removed to accomplish a quarry backfill. Consequently,
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Alternative 1 would also potentially conflict, without the incorporation of mitigation, with local
policies and ordinances protecting biological resources. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1
would not be subject the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)/Natural Community Conservation Plan
(NCCP) because mining is not a covered activity under these plans (Contra Costa County 2014; East
Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan Association 2006). The implementation of Mitigation
Measures 4.3-1a through 1l, 4.3-3, and 4.3-6a through 4.3-6i would reduce proposed project impacts
related to biological resources to less than significant. Under Alternative 1, no mitigation would be
required, and impacts to biological resources would remain potentially significant.

Geology and Soils
As shown on Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-3 in Chapter 2, Alternative 1 and the proposed project would
disturb similar areas, and therefore the potential risks of fault rupture and seismic ground shaking
would be similar to the proposed project. Alternative 1 would involve excavation to 500 feet msl rather
than 110 feet msl. Therefore, the quarry pit would be shallower. Similar to the proposed project, the
risks of landslides and unstable slopes would be limited by the use of benches in the quarry. The eastern
slopes of the quarry pit would be limited to a 1h:1v (horizontal to vertical). The geotechnical evaluation
for the proposed project (see Appendix F) indicates that the western slopes of the quarry pit meet the
minimum factors of safety for slope stability.
The majority of the project site has a low potential for liquefaction, lateral spreading, and seismicallyinduced settlement to occur. The only area with documented potential for liquefaction to occur is
located at the north overburden fill area which is being currently stabilized and would be revegetated
under the revised reclamation plan. Alternative 1 does not proposed to develop structures within the
eastern portions of the project site, and therefore would not expose structures or people to risk from
unstable soils.
The geotechnical evaluation for the proposed project (see Appendix F) notes that differences between
the geotechnical characterization and geologic models described in that report and the actual
geotechnical and geologic conditions encountered as the east side of the quarry pit is mined should be
anticipated. Under both Alternative 1 and the proposed project, the differing geotechnical
characteristics could lead to unanticipated risks related to slope stability. Mitigation Measure 4.4-4
requires continuous slope stability monitoring during mining. Under Alternative 1, no mitigation
would be required, and impacts related to slope stability would remain potentially significant.

Paleontological Resources
The quarry pit area under Alternative 1 would disturb approximately 154 acres, while the proposed
project would disturb approximately 85 acres. The additional 69-acre area disturbed by Alternative 1
would be located primarily within the Knoxville formation, as the quarry pit would be expanded to
the east. Numerous fossils have been documented in the Knoxville formation in Contra Costa County
and throughout the State. Therefore, the potential to disturb paleontological resources would be greater
under Alternative 1. Mitigation Measure 4.4-11, requires notification of workers and contractors on the
site regarding the potential presence of paleontological resources on the project site, requires that
excavation activities be halted should a paleontological resource be encountered, and requires the
curation of any substantial find. This mitigation reduces the proposed project impacts to less than
significant. Under Alternative 1, no mitigation would be required, and impacts to paleontological
resources would remain potentially significant.
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Hydrology and Water Quality
As summarized in Table 6-1, Alternative 1 and the proposed project would disturb similar areas, but
the reclaimed quarry pit under Alternative 1 would consist of a partial backfill using Knoxville marine
sediment whereas the reclaimed quarry pit under the proposed project would be contained in stable
bedrock. Neither Alternative 1 nor the proposed project would intercept a groundwater basin nor
involve the use of local groundwater supplies or the development of impervious surfaces that could
interfere with groundwater recharge.
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would be required to comply with the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program either by incorporating coverage under the Industrial
General Permit through an amendment to the existing site-specific industrial activities Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) or by filing a Notice of Intent and SWPPP for compliance under
the Construction General Permit. This would generally ensure that water quality degradation would
not occur as a result of activities implemented under Alternative 1. Unlike the proposed project,
Alternative 1 would not result in the creation of a quarry lake and would not leave the east rim intact.
Instead of a quarry lake, Alternative 1 would backfill the quarry pit with all overburden materials to
an elevation of about 650 feet msl, as shown on Figures 6-1 and 6-2.As a result, Alternative 1 would
have a higher potential to result in discharges of polluted water during the post-reclamation period
because the backfilled quarry would drain by sheet flow runoff directly toward Mitchell Creek
(whereas the proposed project would detain peak flows in the quarry pit). With appropriate controls
such as implementation of a SWPPP, Alternative 1 should not have the potential to conflict with the
Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) (RWQCB 2017).
The Hydrology and Water Quality Evaluation for the proposed project (see Appendix G-1) also
evaluated the hydrologic conditions that would occur under the approved reclamation plan. As
indicated by the markings on the drainage plan on Figure 6-3, four distinct watershed areas were
identified for the reclaimed condition. These sub-watersheds are labeled i through iv on the drainage
plan. Watersheds i, ii, and iii would consist of approximately 85 acres that drain to Mitchell Creek
through existing natural drainages and culverts under roads. Watershed iv would consist of
approximately 135 acres that would have drained to Mitchell Creek through the DA71A Drainage Area
on Mitchell Canyon Road and Diablo Downs Drive. Similar to the proposed project and existing
conditions, runoff from the northern watershed that contains the processing plant area would continue
to convey runoff from the northern watershed to existing man-made drainage courses in DA96.
The estimated discharges from sub-watersheds i through iv through natural drainages are shown in
Table 6-4, “Peak Runoff under the Approved Reclamation Plan,” and compared to existing conditions
and those under the proposed project. Runoff to Mitchell Creek would decrease slightly under both
Alternative 1 and the proposed project relative to existing conditions. However, runoff to the DA71
and DA71A Drainage Area would increase substantially under Alternative 1. The Hydrology and
Water Quality Evaluation (see Appendix G-1) and the DA71A Drainage Area runoff estimates (see
Appendix G-4) indicate that the existing capacity of the DA71A storm drain system within the 15-inch
reinforced concrete pipeline to which the drainage pipeline would connect is about 18 cubic feet per
second (cfs).
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TABLE 6-4
PEAK RUNOFF UNDER THE APPROVED RECLAMATION PLAN
Peak Runoff (cubic feet per second)

Storm
Frequency
10-Year, 24hour

Watersheds Draining to Mitchell Creek
Total to
Mitchell Creek Total to Mitchell
under
Creek under
Watershed iii
Alternative 1
Existing
(54 Acres)
(85 Acres)
Conditions

Watersheds Draining to DA71A
Drainage Area
Total to Mitchell
Creek under the
Proposed
Project

Watershed
iv
(135 Acres)

Proposed Discharge
from Quarry Pit lake
under the Proposed
Project

Waterhsed i
(12 Acres)

Watershed ii
(19 Acres)

10

15

50

75

76

74

150

4.2

20 Year, 1hour

12

19

65

95

96

91

185

2.3

100-Year, 24hour

17

27

95

140

146

131

270

5.5

Source: Appendix G-1.
Notes: Watersheds i through iv are shown on Figure 6-3.
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The runoff rates from watershed iv would exceed this capacity by over 150 to 250 cfs. This would result
in downstream flooding within the DA71A drainage area and would also substantially increase
potential erosion and siltation in Mitchell Creek relative to existing conditions and the conditions that
would occur under the proposed project. The potential for on-site erosion and sedimentation to occur
under Alternative 1 would be controlled by the planting of natural grasses and wildflowers.

Noise
Alternative 1 would involve moving approximately 6,918,000 cubic yards of overburden fill material
into the quarry pit. The movement of this volume of materials would substantially increase noise
generated along local area roadways. In addition, substantial noise and vibration would be generated
on the project site by earthmoving equipment used to grade and compact the fill material. The duration
of reclamation activities under Alternative 1 would be substantially longer and therefore the duration
of exposure of nearby sensitive receptor to noise and vibration from earthmoving activities would also
be substantially longer.

Land Use
As described above, the severity of potential impacts related to aesthetics, air quality and greenhouse
gas emissions, biological resources, geology and soils, paleontological resources, hydrology and water
quality, and noise would be substantially greater under Alternative 1 than the proposed project.
Correspondingly, Alternative 1 has the potential to conflict with the policies and goals of some local
planning documents. These include potential conflicts with Goal 7-O, 7-Q, and 7-U related to Drainage
and Flood Control of the Contra Costa County Public Facilities and Services Element; conflicts with Goal 8A and Policies 8-3, 8-6, 8-21, 8-28, of the Contra Costa County Open Space Element; conflicts with the
Contra Costa County Tree Protection and Preservation Ordinance; and the Contra Costa County
Climate Action Plan.

6.7.2

Alternative 2: Prohibited Nighttime Reclamation Alternative

Description
Under Alternative 2: Prohibited Nighttime Reclamation Alternative, reclamation would be the same as the
proposed project except all project-related reclamation, including construction of the control outlet
structure, overburden fill areas, screening berm, and grading for final reclamation would only be permitted
to take place during operating hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
Saturday and Sunday. Some nighttime lighting of project facilities would still be required for security and
safety purposes under this alternative; however, reclamation construction lighting and reclamation-related
traffic traveling to and from the project site would be prohibited between the hours of 7 p.m. and 7 a.m.
Monday through Friday and 5 p.m. and 8 a.m. Saturday and Sunday. The current operational mining
activities would not be subject to this restriction.
Alternative 2 would meet all of the proposed project objectives.

Impacts
Aesthetics and Noise
Under Alternative 3, aesthetics and noise impacts would be similar to the proposed project, with the
exception that the potential of nighttime reclamation activities to generate substantial light, glare, and
noise would be avoided.
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Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas, Hydrology and Water Quality
Alternative 2 and the proposed project would have similar impacts related to air quality, geology and
soils, greenhouse gas, hydrology and water quality, and land use.

Biological Resources
Alternative 2 would decrease the severity of potential impacts to special-status wildlife species on the
project site and its vicinity because limiting of reclamation activities to daytime hours would reduce
the potential injury or mortality to wildlife because wildlife would be easier to see and avoid during
the daytime. Additionally, it would provide for quieter hours at night, which would reduce the
potential for wildlife disturbance relative to the proposed project during nighttime and early morning
hours.

6.7.3

Alternative 3: In-kind Replacement for Protected Oaks Alternative

Description
Alternative 3, In-kind Replacement for Protected Oaks Alternative, would be the same as the proposed
project except the 77 protected trees, consisting primarily of blue oak and valley oak trees, that would be
removed would be replaced with in-kind species at a 3:1 ratio instead of the proposed 400 foothill pines.
Alternative 3 would meet all of the proposed project objectives.

Impacts
Aesthetics
The east quarry rim would be retained and would shield a portion of the quarry rock face, similar to
the proposed project. The oak trees that would be planted under Alternative 3 are characteristic of the
existing native vegetation on the site and would therefore be more consistent with the aesthetics of the
site and surrounding areas than the pine trees proposed under the revised reclamation plan.
Replacement oak trees would be planted in lieu of the 400 foothill pines, but would still form a tree
screen on the quarry east rim and could also be placed within other areas of overburden fill placement.
Blue oak trees grow to a height of about 50 to 65 feet and take approximately 50 to 65 years to mature
(Urban Forest Ecosystem Institute 2021a). Valley oak trees grow to a height of about 50 to 70 feet and
take approximately 15 to 35 years to mature (Urban Forest Ecosystem Institute 2021b). Foothill pine
trees grow to a height of about 60 to 80 feet and take about 20 to 25 years to mature (Urban Forest
Ecosystem Institute 2021c). Therefore, the visual benefits of the tree screen could be generally reduced
relative to the proposed project by the use of blue and valley oak instead of pine trees because the
maximum height of the oak trees is similar to the minimum height of the foothill pine trees.
Furthermore, the visual benefits of the oak trees, particularly of blue oak trees, would develop more
slowly relative to the pine trees, as the oak trees could take up to 10 to 40 years to reach their mature
height. Lastly, replacing removed oaks with the same species at a 3:1 ratio would require substantially
more spacing between trees, resulting in fewer trees able to comprise the tree screen at the top of the
quarry east rim relative to the proposed project. However, replacement with in-kind species at a 3:1
ratio would provide a more natural appearance than under the proposed project. Consequently, the
visual benefits of the oak tree screen under Alternative 3 would be similar or greater than the foothill
pine tree screen under the proposed project.
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Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emission, Hydrology and Water Quality, and
Noise
Alternative 3 and the proposed project would have similar impacts related to air quality, geology and
soils, greenhouse gas, hydrology and water quality, and noise.

Biological Resources and Land Use
Alternative 3 would replace the 77 protected trees that would be removed under the proposed project
with the same species, which would result in the development of native habitat similar to that which
currently exists on the project site, which would potentially benefit wildlife on the project site.

Wildfire
As described in the “Aesthetics” section above, replacing removed oaks with the same species at a 3:1
ratio would require substantially more spacing between trees, resulting in fewer trees able to comprise
the tree screen at the top of the quarry east rim. As a result, remaining trees would need to be planted
along the slopes, which would exacerbate wildfire risk by providing additional fuel and possibly
creating a connection between the two Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZs) adjacent to
but on opposite ends of the project site. The pine tree screen under the proposed project would not
create a connection because foothill pines have narrower canopies and may be more densely
positioned. Consequently, all of the pine trees can be aligned in a single horizontal line at the top of the
east rim of the future quarry lake, which would create a low hazard buffer between the VHFHSZs.
Consequently, Alternative 3 would result in increased wildfire risk relative to the proposed project.

6.8

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The focus of the alternatives analysis in this EIR is to explore options to mitigate or avoid the project’s
significant impacts. The analysis of each alternative considers whether the alternative would reduce
impacts as compared to the project as proposed. In most cases, the alternatives would create the potential
for reducing the magnitude, duration, or frequency of certain project impacts, but would not eliminate the
impacts entirely.
As presented in Chapter 4, project impacts prior to the application of mitigation measures are identified as
significant, potentially significant, or less than significant. Mitigation measures are identified, when
available, for significant and potentially significant impacts, and the resulting impacts are found to be either
less than significant (when mitigation would reduce a significant or potentially significant impact to below
the threshold of significance). No significant and unavoidable impacts (when either no feasible mitigation
is available or when available mitigation would not reduce the impact to below the threshold of
significance) would occur under the proposed project.
Table 6-5, “Alternatives Impact Comparison Summary,” provides a summary comparison of the impacts
of each alternative with impacts of the project. The table lists each project impact and the significance of
the project impact both without mitigation and with mitigation identified in this EIR (if the impact without
mitigation is deemed less than significant, no mitigation is needed, and the table simply lists less than
significant (LS)). Table 6-5 also identifies the anticipated comparative impact of each alternative as either
having no impact (NI) or an impact greater than (+), similar to (=), or less than (-) the corresponding impact
of the project.
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Mitigation measures applicable to project impacts for Alternatives 2 and 3 would also be available to reduce
commensurate impacts of the alternatives. Thus, in instances where a significant project impact would be
reduced to less than significant with mitigation, the same mitigation would also reduce the impact of the
alternative to less than significant. However, mitigation measures applicable to the project would not apply
to Alternative 1 (No Project – Implementation of Approved Reclamation Plan) because this alternative
involves the implementation of an existing approved reclamation plan that is not subject to further
environmental review and new mitigation.
TABLE 6-5
ALTERNATIVES IMPACT COMPARISON SUMMARY

Impact
AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
Impact 4.1-3: Substantial Degradation of the
Existing Visual Character or Quality of the
Site and Its Surroundings
Impact 4.1-4: Creation of a New Source of
Substantial Light and Glare That Would
Adversely Affect Day or Nighttime Views
in the Area
AIR QUALITY
Impact 4.2-1: Conflict with or Obstruct
Implementation of the Applicable Air
Quality Plan
Impact 4.2-2: Result in a Cumulatively
Considerable Net Increase of Any Criteria
Pollutant for which the Project Region is
Non-Attainment Under an Applicable
Federal or State Ambient Air Quality
Standard
Impact 4.2-3: Expose Sensitive Receptors to
Substantial Pollutant Concentrations
Impact 4.2-4: Result in Other Emissions
Adversely Affecting a Substantial Number
of People
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impact 4.3-1: Have an Adverse Effect,
Directly or Indirectly, on Habitat for
Special-Status Plant or Wildlife Species due
to Ground Surface Disturbance and
Vegetation Removal
Impact 4.3-2: Have an Adverse Effect,
Directly or Indirectly, on Habitat for
Special-Status Plant or Wildlife Species due
to Exposure to Quarry Pit Lake Water
Impact 4.3-3: Have an Adverse Effect on
Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural
Communities
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Alternatives2, 3
2
(No
Nighttime)

Project Impact
Significance
without/with
Mitigation1

1
(No Project)

LS

+

=

-/=

PS/LS

=/+

-/=

=

LS

+

=

=

LS

+

=

=

LS

+

=

=

LS

=

=

=

PS/LS

=/+

-/=

-/=

PS/LS

-/=

=

=

PS/LS

=/+

=

-

3
(Oak Tree)
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Impact
Impact 4.3-4: Have an Adverse Effect on
Protected Wetlands
Impact 4.3-5: Interfere with Native Resident
or Migratory Fish or Wildlife Species
Movement, Corridors, or Nursery Sites
Impact 4.3-6: Conflict with Local Policies or
Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources
Impact 4.3-7: Conflict with Provisions of an
Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other Local or Regional Plan Protecting
Biological Resources
GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Impact 4.4-1: Exposure of People or
Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse
Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or
Death, as a Result of Rupture of a Known
Fault
Impact 4.4-2: Exposure of People or
Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse
Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or
Death, as a Result of Strong Seismic Ground
Shaking
Impact 4.4-3: Exposure of People or
Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse
Effects, as Result of Seismically-Induced
Liquefaction, Lateral Spreading, and
Settlement
Impact 4.4-4: Exposure of People or
Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse
Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or
Death, as a Result of Rockfalls and
Landslides within the Quarry
Impact 4.4-5: Exposure of People or
Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse
Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or
Death, as a Result of Landslides within the
Overburden Fill Areas
Impact 4.4-6: Exposure of People or
Structures to Potential Substantial Adverse
Effects, Including the Risk of Loss, Injury, or
Death, as a Result of Landslides within the
Plant Site Area
Impact 4.4-7: Result in Substantial Soil
Erosion or the Loss of Topsoil
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Alternatives2, 3
2
(No
Nighttime)

Project Impact
Significance
without/with
Mitigation1

1
(No Project)

PS/LS

=/+

=

=

PS/LS

=/+

-/=

=

PS/LS

=/+

=

-

LS

=

=

-

LS

=

=

=

LS

=

=

=

LS

=

=

=

PS/LS

=/+

=

=

LS

=

=

=

LS

=

=

=

LS

=

=

=

3
(Oak Tree)
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Impact
Impact 4.4-8: Be Located on a Geologic Unit
or Soil That Is Unstable, or That Would
Become Unstable as a Result of the Project
and Potentially Result in On- or Off-Site
Landslide, Lateral Spreading, Subsidence,
Liquefaction or Collapse
Impact 4.4-9: Be Located on Expansive Soil,
as Defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), Creating Substantial
Risks to Life or Property
Impact 4.4-10: Directly or indirectly Destroy
a Unique Geological Feature
Impact 4.4-11: Directly or indirectly Destroy
a Unique Paleontological Resource
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Impact 4.5-1: Gas emissions generated by
reclamation activities could have a
significant impact on global climate change.
Impact 4.5-2: Consistency with applicable
GHG plans, policies, or regulations.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Impact 4.6-1: Violate Water Quality
Standards or Waste Discharge
Requirements or Substantial Degradation of
Surface Water or Groundwater Quality
Impact 4.6-2: Substantially Decrease
Groundwater Supplies or Interfere
Substantially with Groundwater Recharge
such that the Project May Impede
Sustainable Groundwater Management of
the Basin
Impact 4.6-3: Substantially Alter Drainage
Patterns in a manner which would result in
Erosion or Siltation within Areas that Drain
to the Northern Watershed
Impact 4.6-4: Substantially Alter Drainage
Patterns in a manner which would result in
Erosion or Siltation within the Quarry,
Mitchell Creek, and Transitional Watershed
Areas
Impact 4.6-5: Substantially Alter Drainage
Patterns in a manner which would result in
On-Site Flooding or Exceed the Capacity of
the Existing Storm Drainage System
Impact 4.6-6: Substantially Alter Drainage
Patterns in a manner which would result in
Off-Site Flooding or Exceed the Capacity of
the Existing Storm Drainage System

February | 2022

6—Alternatives
Alternatives2, 3
2
(No
Nighttime)

Project Impact
Significance
without/with
Mitigation1

1
(No Project)

PS/LS

=/+

=

=

LS

=

=

=

LS

=

=

=

PS/LS

+

=

=

PS/LS

+

=

=

LS

+

=

=

PS/LS

-/=

=

=

LS

=

=

=

LS

=

=

=

LS

+

=

=

LS

=

=

=

LS

+

=

=

3
(Oak Tree)
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Impact
Impact 4.6-7: Substantially Alter Drainage
Patterns in a manner which would result in
Uncontrolled Discharges from the Quarry
Pit Lake and Thereby result in On- Or OffSite Flooding or Exceed the Capacity of the
Existing Storm Drainage System
Impact 4.6-9: In Flood Hazard, Tsunami, or
Seiche Zones, Risk Release of Pollutants
Due To Project Inundation
Impact 4.6-10: Conflict with or Obstruct
Implementation of a Water Quality Control
Plan or Sustainable Groundwater
Management Plan
LAND USE
Impact 4.7-2: Conflict with Land Use Plans,
Policies, and Regulations
NOISE
Impact 4.8-1: Generation of a Substantial
Temporary or Permanent Increase in
Ambient Noise Levels in the Vicinity Of The
Project Site in Excess of Standards
Established in the Local General Plan or
Noise Ordinance, or Applicable Standards of
Other Agencies
Impact 4.8-2: Generate Excessive
Groundborne Vibration or Groundborne
Noise from Reclamation Activities
WILDFIRE5
Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, would the project exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby, expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from
a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

Alternatives2, 3
2
(No
Nighttime)

Project Impact
Significance
without/with
Mitigation1

1
(No Project)

PS/LS

-/=

=

=

LS

=

=

=

PS/LS

-/=

=

=

LS

+

=

-

PS/LS

+

-/=

=

LS

+

=

=

LS

=

=

3
(Oak Tree)

+

Source: Compiled by Benchmark Resources in 2021.
Notes:
1.
Project Impact Significance Without/With Mitigation: S = Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; LS = Less than
Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable.
2.
Alternative 1: No Project—Implementation of the Approved Reclamation Plan Alternative; Alternative 2: Prohibited
Nighttime Reclamation Alternative; Alternative 3: In-kind Replacement for Protected Oaks Alternative.
3.
Comparative Impacts of Alternatives: “-“(Impact is less than the project); “+” (Impact is greater than the project); “=”
(Impact is similar to the project); “NI” = No Impact.
4.
Comparative notations with differing impacts with and without mitigation implementation are designated with “/”
between notations. E.g., “=/+“ means the alternative would have similar impacts as the unmitigated proposed project and
greater impacts than the mitigated proposed project. “-/=”means the alternative would have fewer impacts than the
unmitigated proposed project and similar impacts to the mitigated proposed project.
5.
Wildfire impacts were scoped out a potentially significant impact in the Initial Study, See Appendix A-4, “Initial Study.”
This impact is discussed in the Section 6.7.3, “Alternative 3: In-kind Replacement for Protect Oaks Alternative” and this
table because there would be potentially greater wildfire impacts under Alternative 3 compared to the proposed project.
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ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA §15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative. CEQA also
requires that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR must also
identify an environmentally superior alternative from the remaining alternatives. In consideration of the
alternatives evaluation presented above, the Alternative 1: No Project—Implementation of the Approved
Reclamation Plan Alternative would result in new and greater impacts than the proposed project and
Alternatives 2 and 3.
Based on the analysis above, the County concludes that Alternative 3, In-Kind Replacement for Protected
Oaks Alternative, is the environmentally superior alternative for the following reasons:
•

Replacement of impacted trees with the same or similar native trees;

•

More natural appearing tree replacement regime; and

•

Greater consistency with County General Plan requirements regarding the preservation of natural
vegetation and planting of native trees and shrubs.

The alternatives analysis and conclusions reached regarding the environmentally superior alternative do
not determine the ability of Alternative 3 to be an economically viable option for the Applicant.
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