CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
1.

Project Title:

Clayton Quarry Reclamation Plan Amendment County Files:
CDLP15‐2030/31)

2.

Lead Agency Name and
Address:

3.

Contact Person and
Phone Number:

Contra Costa County
Department of Conservation and Development,
Community Development Division
30 Muir Road, Martinez, CA 94553
Francisco Avila, Principal Planner
(925) 655-2866

4.

Project Location:

515 Mitchell Canyon Road, Clayton, CA 94517,
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 122-020-007 and 122-020-013

5.

Project Sponsor's Name
and Address:

CEMEX Construction Materials Pacific, LLC’s (Applicant)
2365 Iron Point Road, Suite 120, Folsom, CA 95630

6.

General Plan Designation:

The subject property is located within an Agricultural Lands
General Plan Land Use designation.

7.

Zoning:

The subject property is located within a General Agricultural
District (A-2).

8.

Description of Project:
The applicant, CEMEX, is requesting approval of a Revised Reclamation Plan, which includes the
following components:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reclamation over an anticipated period of 47 years to a post-mining land use of open space;
Reduction of the surface mining disturbance footprint that leaves the east rim of the quarry
intact, providing visual buffer between the quarry and view sheds to the east;
Permanent overburden fill areas;
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;
A final drainage plan that provides for the quarry pit to slowly fill with stormwater following
reclamation to form a quarry lake with a controlled outflow that conveys stormwater to natural
drainage courses and man-made drainage facilities;
Removal of facilities, structures and equipment associated with mining;
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;
Elimination of requirements to backfill, grade, and compact the quarry floor and benches,
given that the planned open space end use would provide for a future quarry lake;
Clarification of pre-Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) (1976) disturbance areas,
including any areas disturbed outside the boundaries of the approved reclamation plan;
Removal of 79 out of 123 existing trees, to be replaced with 400 foothill pine trees that would
form a tree screen along the quarry east rim;
Compliance with current State reclamation standards to be achieved during reclamation; and
A new screening berm (between the existing processing plant site and residential communities
to the north).

The final land uses proposed under the revised reclamation plan are shown on Figure 1, “Proposed
Reclamation Plan Overview.”

-1-

Clayton Quarry Reclamation Plan Amendment
County File #s CDLP15-2030/31

CEQA Environmental Checklist Form

9.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The project site consists of approximately 335 acres situated at 515 Mitchell Canyon Road, on the
east side of Mount Zion, approximately one-half mile south of the City of Clayton in an
unincorporated portion of the County (see Figure 2, “Regional Location,” and Figure 3, “Site
Location”). Land uses adjacent to the project site include other mining operations (west), open space
areas (south and east), recreational facilities (south and southeast), and residential development (north
and northeast). The Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) for the property are 122-020-007 and 122-020013. The project site is mainly comprised of mining and processing facilities associated with
CEMEX’s operation. The northern portion of the site (within APN 122-020-007) contains the plant
site, sites of pre-SMARA mining disturbance (no mining since 1975), a storm water detention pond
operated by Contra Costa County Water District, and an open field. CEMEX’s current mining
operations are being conducted in a quarry pit within APN 122-020-013. This area also contains a
haul road to the quarry site and the overburden fill area. Additional uses include processing activities,
retention/detention basins, stockpiles, administrative offices, truck scale, and other facilities related to
mining and processing.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing, approval,
or participation agreement:
•
•
•
•
•

California Department of Conservation, Division of Mine Reclamation (review of revised
reclamation plan and related financial assurance);
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Section 401 certification and/or
waters of the State permit);
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Section 1600 Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement and possibly a California Endangered Species Act permit);
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Section 7 consultation; incidental take statement); and
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Section 404 permit, which may not be required for an
ephemeral stream).

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section
21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the
determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures
regarding confidentiality, etc.?
In accordance with Section 21080.3.1 of the California Public Resources Code, a Notice of
Opportunity to Request Consultation was sent on December 8, 2020, to the Wilton Rancheria, the one
California Native American tribe that has requested notification of proposed projects within Contra
Costa County. On January 4, 2021, staff received an email from the Wilton Rancheria requesting
consultation for this project. Since that time, Wilton Rancheria has reviewed the project and had no
substantive comments on the project.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Aesthetics and Visual
Agriculture and Forestry
Air Quality
Resources
Resources
Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Energy

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology and Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation

Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities/Services Systems

Wildfire

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that, although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made
by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Francisco Avila, Principal Planner
Contra Costa County
Department of Conservation & Development

Date
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

1. AESTHETICS
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
building within a state scenic highway?
c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage
points.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

SUMMARY:
a-d)

The Applicant has prepared visual simulations of the proposed project under reclamation
conditions (included as Appendix C of the Draft EIR). The simulations were peer reviewed by
County-retained Benchmark Resources in November 2020. County staff has determined that
reclaiming the project site to open space with a quarry lake with a controlled outflow would alter
the aesthetics of the site. Therefore, the proposed project could result in a potentially significant
impact on aesthetics and visual resources. The topic will be analyzed at length in the EIR. Please
see Section 4.1, “Aesthetics and Visual Resources,” of the Draft EIR.
Less Than
Significant
Potentially
with
Significant Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

Environmental Issues
2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency,
to non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section
12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g)?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion
of farmland, to non-agricultural use?
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SUMMARY:
a)

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
The land use of the subject property features mining and processing facilities; no agricultural land
uses are being conducted on the site. Although the General Plan Designation for the site is
“Agricultural Lands” and the zoning designation is General Agricultural District (A-2), Figure 82, “Important Agricultural Lands,” of the Contra Costa County General Plan indicates that the
site is not located within an area designated as “Important Agricultural Lands.” The California
Important Farmland Finder, managed by the California Department of Conservation (DOC),
indicates that the subject property is classified as “Other Land”; thus, no Prime, Unique, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance would be converted to non-agricultural uses as a result of the
proposed reclamation plan, and there would be no impact (DOC 2021).

b)

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?
The site is not included in a Williamson Act contract. Furthermore, the project would maintain
the current zoning of General Agricultural District (A-2) and result in a potential end use of open
space, which is consistent with this zoning designation. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c)

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code section 12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g)?

d)

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
(c & d) The project would not convert forestland to non-agricultural uses, nor will it result in the
loss of any forest or timberland, since there is no timberland or timber production on the site. No
impact would occur to forest or timberland.

e)

Involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of farmland, to non-agricultural use?
Certain land uses have the potential to result indirectly in the conversion of agricultural land.
Such conversion could result from increasing nuisance complaints from residents against farmers
who operate adjacent to new urban uses (e.g., noise, dust, and odors). In addition, urbanization
can increase land values and taxes on land without Williamson Act protection, which can compel
landowners to consider urbanization over continued farming. Under the reclamation plan, the site
would be converted to open space land use upon the completion of mining. The location and
nature of the open space land use would not generate changes in the existing environment that
could cause the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. This impact would be less than
significant.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially
with
Significant
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

3. AIR QUALITY
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

SUMMARY:
a-d)

The Applicant has submitted the Air and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study and Public Health
Risk Assessment of Site Reclamation prepared by Compass Land Group (included as Appendices
D-1 and D-2 of the Draft EIR) to evaluate impacts to air quality and human health risks
associated with air pollutant emissions under the proposed project. These analyses were peer
reviewed by County-retained Rincon Consultants, Inc. in February and October of 2020. County
staff has determined the proposed project would result in a potentially significant increase in
emissions of criteria pollutants. Therefore, the topic will be analyzed at length in the EIR. Please
see Section 4.2, “Air Quality,” of the Draft EIR.
Less Than
Significant
Potentially
with
Significant
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

Environmental Issues
4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of wildlife nursery sites?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially
with
Significant
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

SUMMARY:
a-f)

The Applicant has submitted a Biological Resources Assessment, Arborist Report, and Clean
Water Act Jurisdictional Delineation prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) (included as
Appendix E-1, E-2, and E-3 of the Draft EIR) that provided the information that the County used
in evaluating the impacts associated with biological resources under the proposed project. These
analyses were peer reviewed by County-retained Rincon Consultants in 2020. County staff has
determined the proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts to a variety of
protected plant and animal species and their habitats. Therefore, the topic will be analyzed at
length in the EIR. Please see Section 4.3, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

SUMMARY:
a-c)

The project site likely does not contain historic structures. Figure 9-2, “Archaeological Sensitivity
Map,” of the Contra Costa County General Plan shows that the site is located in an area that is
designated “medium sensitivity.” Therefore, there is a potential of encountering human remains
or cultural resources on the site during soil disturbing activities. Mining in the quarry pit is part of
vested mining activity and not associated with the proposed project that involves reclamation
activities. However, reclamation activities under the proposed project would involve other ground
disturbing activities, which could adversely affect buried human remains or archaeological
resources, should such resources be encountered in the course of reclamation.
The demolition of the plant site would remove existing equipment from already disturbed areas.
If determined necessary by a soil scientist, the area would be resoiled prior to revegetation.
Because these areas are disturbed (see Figure 3) and because any additional ground disturbance
would be limited to surficial soils, the potential to encounter buried human remains or
archaeological resources would be low.
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The overburden fill areas would be used for the placement of overburden and would not be
excavated with the exception of the salvaging of topsoil. It is possible, although unlikely, that
buried human remains or archaeological resources could be encountered in the topsoil.
Additionally, the proposed 24-inch diameter drainage pipeline that would convey flows from the
quarry pipeline to the 18-inch stormwater line located along Mitchell Canyon Road would cross
the Knoxville formation and quaternary alluvium. Although the proposed pipeline would disturb
a relatively narrow corridor within the project site, it is possible that buried human remains or
archaeological resources could be encountered during the development of the 1,700-foot cut and
cover segment of the pipeline (it would not be possible to identify significant resources during the
development the 300-foot jack and bore segment of the pipeline because these methods do not
allow the observation of the materials encountered by the drilling equipment). Therefore, the
development of the drainage pipeline would have the potential to result in impacts to cultural
resources.
The implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 and CUL-2 would require on-site education to
instruct personnel in the identification of prehistoric and historic deposits, stopping work when
archeological or tribal resources are uncovered until experts are brought to the site to evaluate the
significance of the find, and notifying the coroner and/or the most likely decedent to make
recommendations to the land owner for treatment and disposition of the ancestor’s remains.
Incorporation of these measures would reduce the potential impact to human remains and
archaeological resources to less than significant.
CUL–1:

The following Mitigation Measures shall be implemented during project
demolition/construction activities.
1. A program of on-site education to instruct all demolition/construction personnel
in the identification of prehistoric and historic deposits shall be conducted prior
to the start of any grading or construction activities.
2. If archaeological materials are uncovered during grading, trenching, or other
onsite excavation, all work within 30 yards of these materials shall be stopped
until a professional archaeologist who is certified by the Society for California
Archaeology (SCA), and/or Society of Professional Archaeology (SOPA), and
the Wilton Rancheria Tribe, have had an opportunity to evaluate the significance
of the find and suggest appropriate mitigation(s) if deemed necessary.

CUL–2:

Should human remains be uncovered during grading, trenching, or other on-site
excavation(s), earthwork within 30 yards of these materials shall be stopped until the
County coroner has had an opportunity to evaluate the significance of the human
remains and determine the proper treatment and disposition of the remains. Pursuant
to California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if the coroner determines the
remains may be those of a Native American, the coroner is responsible for contacting
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by telephone within 24 hours.
Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, the NAHC will then
determine a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) tribe and contact them. The MLD tribe
has 48 hours from the time they are given access to the site to make
recommendations to the land owner for treatment and disposition of the ancestor’s
remains. The land owner shall follow the requirements of Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98 for the remains.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

6. ENERGY
Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

SUMMARY:
a)

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?
The project includes reclaiming an existing mining operation to open space, grading, screening
berm construction, and creating a quarry lake by allowing the pit to slowly fill with stormwater
over time. As part of the construction phase of the reclamation plan, employees and/or contractors
would be required to comply with the CalGreen/Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery
Program. The program requires at least 65 percent by weight of job site debris to be recycled,
reused, or otherwise diverted from landfill disposal. The end use of the project site is open space,
which would not require energy use. Compliance with CalGreen and the lack of need for energy
use after reclamation suggests that the project would not result in wasteful use of energy during
construction or post-reclamation use. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant
impact regarding wasteful use of energy resources.

b)

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?
The State of California has taken steps to increase the efficiency of vehicles and other
construction equipment to provide more renewable energy. Legislation is routinely passed and
codified to address climate change and clean energy production. Based on the fact that no
buildings or structures requiring energy use are proposed and that construction equipment would
be required to meet energy efficiency standards, there is no part of the proposed project that
suggests it would impede any State or Local initiatives that aimed at increasing renewable energy
or efficiency. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death
involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault?
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related
ground
failure,
including
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
c) 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?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

SUMMARY:
a)

The Applicant submitted Geotechnical Evaluations for Revised Reclamation Plan prepared by
Golder Associates, Inc. (Golder) (included as Appendix F-1 of the Draft EIR) to evaluate impacts
to geology and soils under the proposed project. The analysis was peer reviewed by Countyretained Benchmark Resources in 2020. County staff has determined the proposed project could
result in a potentially significant impact to soil conditions and slope stability at the project site.
Therefore, the topic will be analyzed at length in the Draft EIR. Please see Section 4.4, “Geology
and Soils,” of the Draft EIR.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues
8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?
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SUMMARY:
a-b)

The Applicant has prepared the Air and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study (Appendix D-1 of the
Draft EIR) to evaluate impacts to greenhouse gas emissions under the proposed project. This
analysis was peer reviewed by County-retained Rincon Consultants, Inc. in February 2020.
County staff has determined the proposed reclamation-related activities would cause an increase
in emissions of greenhouse gases. Therefore, the proposed project could result in a potentially
significant greenhouse gas emission impacts. The topic will be analyzed at length in the EIR.
Please see Section 4.5, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the Draft EIR.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area?
f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly,
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires?

SUMMARY:
a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?
The proposed project consists of reclaiming an existing mining operation to an end use of open
space, including the creation of a quarry lake to slowly fill with stormwater with a controlled
outflow, permanent overburden fill areas, grading, and revegetation. Current and future mining
activity is vested and not part of the proposed project. The site would be reclaimed to open space
and would therefore not require routine transport of hazardous materials to sustain the use or
property. No undue risk, as limited by the building and fire codes, would be introduced to the
project as no new buildings are proposed. Therefore, the revised reclamation plan would not
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involve a significant increase in risks associated with transport of hazardous materials within the
area, resulting in a less than significant impact.
b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
The proposed project does not include mining activity; thus, no industrial uses that involve
significant amounts of hazardous material are involved. Overburden fill would be sourced from
the project site. The project does not involve transporting or using large volumes of hazardous
materials. Petroleum-based fuels and oils are used on-site for fueling and maintaining the project
trucks and heavy equipment. On-site storage of fuels is contained consistent with applicable
County and regulatory requirements to ensure that both groundwater and surface water are
adequately protected. Mobile service trucks conduct on-site maintenance operations; major repair
and equipment rebuilds occur off-site. Petroleum products are disposed of off-site in a statelicensed facility. None of these existing permitted operations would change as a result of the
revised reclamation plan approvals. This impact would be less than significant.

c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
The project site is not located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, the
project would have no impact with regards to release of hazardous materials near an existing or
proposed school.

d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
The site is not listed as a hazardous materials site; thus, no impact would occur (DTSC 2020).

e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not yet been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?
The subject property is not located within an airport land use plan area, thus no impact would
occur.

f)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
The proposed project would be located completely within the boundaries of CEMEX’s property.
As determined under the Air and Greenhouse Gases Emissions Study (Appendix D-1 of the Draft
EIR), the proposed project would generate up to 98 daily vehicle trips, including all worker,
vendor, and hauling trips, during removal of the processing plant, which is the reclamation
activity with the highest trip count (CEMEX 2020). This number falls below the Contra Costa
County Transportation Authority’s (CCTA) Congestion Management Program (CMP) threshold
of 100 net new peak hour vehicle trips, above which as traffic impact analysis would be required
(Contra Costa County 2020). Furthermore, traffic associated with the proposed project would be
less than existing traffic levels associated with mining and processing operations at the site, and
less than 100 net new peak hour vehicle trips. Therefore, the number of trips would not pose a
significant impact on transport or access along any roadways or waterways that may be part of an
emergency response or evacuation plan.
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The project does not propose to remove or alter any existing structures that are an element of any
existing emergency response or evacuation plan. Lastly, the proposed project would not
negatively impact any communications methods that may be used during an emergency situation.
This impact would be less than significant.
g)

Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
The project site is not located within an area designated as forest land or within a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). However, the site is located in a State Responsibility Area and
designated a High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The Contra Costa County Fire Protection District
has reviewed the project and did not submit any comments regarding wildfire. Furthermore, while
the proposed project would result in an increase in grassland after the plant site has been
reclaimed, the property owner would be required to maintain the site per the County Fire Code to
reduce wildfire risk. Additional discussion of wildfire risk is provided in Section 20, below.
However, because the project would not expose people or structures, directly or indirectly, to risk
involving wildland fires more so than under current conditions, this impact would be less than
significant.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues
10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface
or ground water quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the
project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces,
in a manner which would:
i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite?
ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
on- or off-site?
iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?
iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?
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SUMMARY:
a-e)

The Applicant has prepared the Hydrology and Water Quality Evaluation Report by EMKO
Environmental, Inc. (EMKO) (Appendix G-1 of the Draft EIR) to evaluate impacts to hydrology
and water quality under the proposed project. The analysis was peer reviewed by County-retained
Brown and Caldwell in March of 2020. County staff has determined the proposed altered
drainage plan and end use as an open pit lake may result in potentially significant impacts to
hydrology and water quality. Therefore, the topic will be analyzed at length in the EIR. Please see
Section 4.6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

SUMMARY:
a-b)

County staff has determined that the proposed project has the potential to conflict with land use
plans, policies, and regulations. Therefore, the proposed project could result in a potentially
significant impact to land use and planning. Therefore, the topic will be analyzed at length in the
EIR. Please see Section 4.7, “Land Use and Planning,” of the Draft EIR.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

12. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

SUMMARY:
a-b)

The project would accommodate the already permitted ability to continue mining by revising the
reclamation plan. The project would continue to allow for the production of these mineral
resources, thereby making them available for beneficial use within Alameda County and
surrounding areas. The project’s utilization and development of these mineral resources is not
considered adverse in terms of the County’s CEQA review because the site is being used for the
extraction of mineral resources. The proposed end use of open space would not preclude future
additional mineral extraction on the site if the applicant and the County deem such additional
extraction to be desirable and if the necessary reclamation plan amendment and associated CEQA
review were conducted. Thus, impacts to mineral resources would be less than significant.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

13. NOISE
Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

SUMMARY:
a-c)

The subject site is located adjacent to several single-family residential neighborhoods in
unincorporated area of Contra Costa County. Earth-moving activity under the project would
generate noise and possible ground vibrations in the area due to grading and the use of heavyduty construction equipment and vehicles. Therefore, the topic will be analyzed at length in the
EIR. Please see Section 4.8, “Noise,” of the Draft EIR.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

SUMMARY:
a)

Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly
(e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or
other infrastructure?
The project does not include activities that would substantially increase the number of jobs
needed to operate the mine and complete the activities under the existing reclamation plan.
Therefore, the project would not substantially induce population growth in the area. The project
does not include a proposal for new homes or businesses. No new public roads or public services
would be installed that could induce population growth. The impact on population grown would
be less than significant.
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b)

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
The project would not result in the removal of existing housing and would not create a need for
the construction of new housing. No impact would occur regarding displacement of people or
housing.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

15.
PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
a) Fire Protection?
b) Police Protection?
c) Schools?
d) Parks?
e) Other public facilities?

SUMMARY:
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
a-e)

The project would not develop businesses, homes, or otherwise intensify land uses such that there
would be a need for new or altered public facilities or public services including roads, or
governmental services (police and fire protection and medical facilities). Therefore, the project
would not cause physical impacts associated with the alteration or construction of new
governmental facilities. There would be no impact related to public services.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues
16. RECREATION
a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities,
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
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SUMMARY:
a)

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?
Increased use of parks and other recreational facilities typically results from general population
growth over time and from development of specific projects that significantly increase the
number of people in the immediate vicinity of such facilities. The proposed project would not
increase the population of the area by building houses or creating new jobs, and therefore would
not have the potential to increase the use of an existing neighborhood or regional park. There
would be no impact to existing neighborhood and regional parks.

b)

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
The project proposes to reclaim the site to open space. However, the site would continue to be
private land and no recreational facilities are proposed as part of the project. Therefore, the
project would not have an adverse physical effect on the environment through the development or
expansion of recreational facilities. There would be no impact.
Less Than
Significant
Potentially
with
Less Than
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
Impact
Incorporated
Impact

Environmental Issues

No Impact

17. TRANSPORTATION
Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3(b)?
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

SUMMARY:
a)

Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
As discussed in Section 9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” above, the CCTA serves as the
congestion management agency for Contra Costa County. The CCTA develops and implements
the applicable CMP, which outlines CCTA’s strategies for managing the performance of regional
transportation within the County and must be updated every other year. CCTA last updated the
CMP in 2019 (CCTA 2019). The CMP covers State highways, principal arterials, and the Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART) system. CCTA recognizes I‐680 and State Route 242 as the nearest
CMP‐covered highways, and Kirker Pass Road, Ignacio Valley Boulevard, and Clayton Road
(west of the intersection of Kirker Pass/Ignacio Valley) as the nearest principal arterials and
routes of regional significance. The CMP designates principal arterials with average daily traffic
that equals or exceeds 20,000 vehicles per day for a segment of one mile or greater. Chapter 5 of
the CMP includes a program to analyze the impacts of land use decisions made by local
jurisdictions on these regional transportation systems. For short‐range analysis of land use
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impacts, the CMP relies on the traffic impact analysis required by the Measure J Growth
Management Program. That program requires every jurisdiction to conduct a traffic impact
analysis for any proposed development project, development plan, or General Plan Amendment
that would generate more than 100 net new peak hour vehicle trips.
Although the project site is located within two miles of the principal arterials and roadways of
regional significance that are designated in the CMP, the proposed project would not conflict with
the CMP because reclamation activities would occur for short periods of time and would place
limited traffic on existing roadways. Traffic associated with project reclamation activity would be
less than existing traffic levels associated with mining and processing operations at the site and
would generate fewer than 100 net new peak hour vehicle trips. Based on the project trip
generation estimates reported in the project’s Air and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study
(Appendix D-1 of the Draft EIR), the proposed project would generate up to 98 daily vehicle
trips, including all worker, vendor, and hauling trips, during removal of the processing plant,
which is the reclamation activity with the highest trip count. This corresponds to 49 trips entering
and 49 trips leaving the site each day. To put these figures into perspective, as of 2017 Caltrans
estimated that State Route 242 at Concord Avenue, which is the closest of the nearby highways,
will experience 136,500 annual average daily traffic (AADT). The project would not interfere
with any bicycle or pedestrian facilities as none are located on or adjacent to the site. Therefore,
the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan.
In summary, the project would result in the fewer daily motor-vehicle trips to and from the
project site for employees and equipment and supplies delivery than under existing conditions. In
addition, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, accounting
for all modes of transportation and relevant components of the circulation system. This would be
a less than significant impact.
b)

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)?
In addition to the checklist items provided above, the Resources Agency has promulgated a new
checklist item that focuses on a project’s impacts associated with Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).
The Contra Costa County Transportation Analysis Guidelines provide screening criteria to
determine whether or not a project is required to provide VMT analysis. Based on the screening
criteria, VMT analysis is not required for the proposed project because it generates fewer than
110 daily vehicle trips (Contra Costa County 2020). The site is accessed via Mitchell Canyon
Road, which is a public roadway with no bicycle facilities or transit facilities. The nearest transit
facilities are located on Clayton Road. No alterations to project site access would occur.
Therefore, the project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3(b), resulting in a less than significant impact.
Even though VMT analysis is not required, the following VMT analysis for the proposed project
is provided for informational purposes. Table 1, “Vehicle Miles Traveled for Reclamation
Actions,” provides a summary of the proposed VMTs for the proposed reclamation actions. In
summary, for Overburden Fill Areas reclamation actions, worker trips would amount to 216
VMT, while vendor trips would be 0.0, and hauling trips would be 0.0. For Quarry Pit Area
reclamation actions, worker trips would amount to 1,447.2 VMT, while vendor trips would be
248.20, and hauling trips would be 40.0. For Plant Area reclamation actions, worker trips would
amount to 842.4 VMT, while vendor trips would be 14.6, and hauling trips would be 1,120.0.
Last, for off-site drainage reclamation actions, worker trips would amount to 129.6 VMT, while
vendor trips would be 14.6, and hauling trips would be 80.0. The combined total of VMT under
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the project would be 4,152.6. The VMT for existing mining activity at the site is not provided
since VMT analysis is not required.
Table 1
Vehicle Miles Traveled for Reclamation Actions
Worker Trips
Trip
Number
Length
Phase Name
of Trips
(miles)
OVERBURDEN FILL AREAS
Finish Slopes and
Drainage
6.00
10.80
Revegetation
14.00
10.80
TOTALS:
QUARRY PIT AREA
Contour
Final
Knoxville Slope
14.00
10.80
Riprap
Knoxville
Slope Face
20.00
10.80
Drainage: East Rim
Haul Road
14.00
10.80
Drainage: Rock Slope
Protection Swales on
Knoxville Face
6.00
10.80
Drainage
Outlet
Structure
16.00
10.80
Jack and Bore (1)
8.00
10.80
Jack and Bore (2)
16.00
10.80
Tree Screen Along
East Rim Road
6.00
10.80
Install Drainage Outlet
Pipe
to
Mitchell
Canyon Road
12.00
10.80
Riprap Mound at
Quarry
Drainage
Outlet
14.00
10.80
Fencing and Gates
8.00
10.80
TOTALS:
PLANT AREA
Landscape Screening
Berm
14.00
10.80
Removal of Processing
Plant and Support
Structures
40.00
10.80
Contour Grading and
Resoiling
20.00
10.80
Revegetation
4.00
10.80
TOTALS:
OFF-SITE DRAINAGE
Storm
Drain
Replacement
12.00
10.80
TOTALS:

Total
Miles

Vendor Trips
Trip
Number of
Length
Trips
(miles)

Total
Miles

Hauling Trips
Trip
Number
Length
Total
of Trips
(miles)
Miles

64.8
151.2
216.0

0.00
0.00

7.30
7.30

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.00
0.00

20.00
20.00

0.0
0.0
0.0

151.2

0.00

7.30

0.0

0.00

20.00

0.0

216.0

2.00

7.30

14.6

0.00

20.00

0.0

151.2

0.00

7.30

0.0

0.00

20.00

0.0

64.8

18.00

7.30

131.4

0.00

20.00

0.0

172.8
86.4
172.8

2.00
0.00
4.00

7.30
7.30
7.30

14.6
0.00
29.2

2.00
0.00
0.00

20.00
20.00
20.00

40.0
0.00
0.0

64.8

2.00

7.30

14.6

0.00

20.00

0.0

129.6

4.00

7.30

29.2

0.00

20.00

0.00

151.2
86.4
1,447.2

0.00
2.00

7.30
7.30

0.00
14.6
248.20

0.00
0.00

20.00
20.00

0.00
0.00
40.0

151.2

0.00

7.30

0.0

0.00

20.00

0.0

432.0

2.00

7.30

14.6

56.00

20.00

1,120.0

216.0
43.2
842.40

0.00
0.00

7.30
7.30

0.0
0.0
14.6

0.00
0.00

20.00
20.00

0.0
0.0
1,120.0

129.6
129.6

2.00

7.30

14.6
14.6

4.00

20.00

80.0
80.0

Source: Vehicle mile travel data estimated from Air and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study data (Appendix D-1 of the Draft EIR).
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c)

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
There are no increased hazards due to a design feature such as curves or intersections. The
project’s ingress/egress would be provided the existing driveway entrance on the west side of
Mitchell Canyon Road. The Contra Costa Fire Protection District has also reviewed the project
for conformance with the Fire District standards, which include emergency access, and no
comments of concern were received. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant
impact.

d)

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
The project’s ingress/egress would be provided the existing driveway entrance on the west side of
Mitchell Canyon Road. Furthermore, no project features would impede this access. The Contra
Costa Fire Protection District has also reviewed the project for conformance with the Fire District
standards, which include emergency access, and no comments of concern were received.
Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on emergency access.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources
Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k)?
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1?

SUMMARY:
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
a-b)

As discussed in Section 5, “Cultural Resources,” mining in the quarry pit is part of vested mining
activity and not the proposed project. However, reclamation activities under the proposed project
would involve other ground disturbing activities that could disturb buried tribal resources. With
that understanding, on December 8, 2020, a Notice of Opportunity to Request Consultation was
forwarded to Wilton Rancheria. On January 4, 2021, staff received an email from the Wilton
Rancheria requesting consultation for this project. Wilton Rancheria reviewed the project and had
no comment other a request to view the revegetation plans for the proposed project. The County
granted the request, and Wilton Rancheria gave no further comment.
Consultation with Wilton Rancheria did not indicate the potential presence for tribal cultural
resources on the project site. The implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 and CUL-2
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(please see Section 5, above) would require on-site education to instruct personnel in the
identification of prehistoric and historic deposits, stopping work when archeological or tribal
resources are uncovered until experts are brought to the site to evaluate the significance of the
find, and notifying the coroner and/or the most likely decedent to make recommendations to the
land owner for treatment and disposition of the ancestor’s remains. Incorporation of these
measures would reduce the potential impact to tribal cultural resources to less than significant.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project:
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or storm water
drainage,
electric
power,
natural
gas,
or
telecommunication facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?
c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?
e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

SUMMARY:
a)

Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
The proposed project does not include vested mining activity and pertains to reclamation
activities only. Existing utility connections include power, sewer, water, and stormwater. With
the exception of stormwater drainage facilities, no aspect of the proposed reclamation activities
would increase demands on any utility or service system beyond existing conditions because
reclamation activity utility or service requirements would be the same or less than that used for
the vested mining operation. Furthermore, the site’s proposed end use would be open space,
which would require little to no reliance on utilities and service systems aside from stormwater
drainage facilities, discussed below. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the
construction of new power, sewer, or water facilities or expansion of existing facilities.
With regards to stormwater, a stormwater drainage pipeline is proposed on the project site. The
environmental effects of the development of this pipeline are analyzed in this initial study and in
the Draft EIR. The applicant has prepared the Evaluation of Runoff from Mitchell Canyon Road to
DA71A Storm Drains by EMKO (Appendix G-5 of the Draft EIR). This memorandum indicates
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that runoff rates to the DA71A drainage system would increase when the water level in the quarry
pit lake reaches 735 feet msl and begins to flow to the proposed stormwater drainage pipeline.
However, the peak storm flows from the quarry would likely not occur until after the peak flows
from the lower sub-watersheds have begun to recede due to the time it would take water in the
quarry pit lake to accumulate and rise above the outlet structure opening.
Furthermore, 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). As shown on Figure 4.6-2, “DA 71A Storm Drains East of CEMEX Site,” of the
Draft EIR, the drainage pipeline downstream of the 15-inch reinforced concrete pipeline is 18inches in diameter. The capacity of the 18-inch pipeline is much higher due to the larger diameter
and the steeper slope along Diablo Downs Drive compared to Mitchell Canyon Road. Therefore,
the 18 cfs capacity of the 15-inch reinforced concrete pipeline is the limiting factor in the DA71A
drainage system. Based on the watershed area and Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District (1991) guidance, the storm drains within DA71A should be designed to
convey the runoff from a 10-year, 24-hour storm. Existing discharges to the 15-inch reinforced
concrete pipeline during a 10-year, 24-hour storm consist of approximately 10.8 cfs (9 cfs from
the project site and 1.8 cfs from Mitchell Canyon Road). The controlled discharge from the
quarry pit lake for the 10-year, 24-hour storm would be approximately 4.2 cfs. Therefore, total
discharge to the DA71A storm drain system would be approximately 15.0 cfs and would not
exceed its existing capacity. In addition, the Hydrology and Water Quality Evaluation Report
prepared by EMKO indicates that the project would divert stormwater runoff to the quarry pit
lake from an 8-acre watershed that currently drains to Mitchell Creek, and thereby reduce runoff
to Mitchell Creek. Therefore, no expansion or modification to existing stormwater drainage
facilities in DA71/71A would be required.
The revised reclamation plan would not alter the northern watershed area which drains north to
DA96 with the exception of the removal of the existing processing plant facility and development
of a berm along the northeast corner of the project site. The existing settling ponds and
containment basins would be re-graded to final contours, but the stormwater detention pond at the
open field to the north of the processing plant site would be retained. Post-reclamation runoff
from the plant site would be directed to the stormwater detention pond. The stormwater detention
pond can hold up to 225,000 gallons of stormwater per day, which is equivalent to the 225,000
gallons per day of stormwater that the existing stormwater conveyance and containment system is
designed to hold (CEMEX 2019). Any excess stormwater would enter the existing drainage swale
across the open field that would convey runoff to existing and man-made drainage courses in
DA96 in the City of Concord. The removal of the processing plant facility would decrease
impervious surfaces within the northern watershed area and thereby decrease both the peak flow
rate and the total runoff generated from the plant site area relative to existing conditions.
Therefore, no expansion or modification to existing stormwater drainage facilities in DA96 would
be required.
In summary, the project would not require the construction of new facilities or expansion of
existing facilities. This impact would be less than significant.
b)

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?
The subject property would be reclaimed to open space. Therefore, no off-site water supplies
would be necessary for the project area during and following reclamation, so the impact would be
less than significant.
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c)

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
No part of the proposed project would change the existing use of the site from mining to a more
intense use (e.g., commercial or industrial). The proposed project would convert the existing
mining operation (not part of the proposed project) to open space. Therefore, it is not anticipated
that any unexpected demands would be placed on wastewater infrastructure. The impact would be
less than significant.

d-e)

Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?
Solid wastes from the project requiring off-site disposal would be stored in on-site material
stockpiles, which would not remain following reclamation completion and would be disposed in
accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. The information available from the Public
Facilities/Services Element of the Contra Costa County General Plan indicates that the Keller
Canyon Landfill serves the Clayton area, including the project site (Contra Costa County 2014).
Keller Canyon Landfill has sufficient landfill space to accommodate the County’s needs through
2030 (CalRecycle 2021). The proposed reclamation activities would store overburden on-site and
would not generate significant solid waste that would be required for off-site disposal between
2030 and the anticipated end date of the reclamation plan of 2068 (CEMEX 2020). In addition, it
is reasonably foreseeable that the Contra Costa Health Services Department, Environmental
Health Division will establish sufficient landfill capacity to accommodate future County demand,
including the limited amount of solid waste that would be generated by reclamation activities
between 2030 and 2068. Furthermore, the proposed project is required to comply with applicable
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste in general. No aspects of the
project have been identified that suggest an inability to comply with applicable regulations and
statutes. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact regarding these
issues.

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
Potentially
with
Less Than
Significant
Mitigation
Significant
Impact
Incorporated
Impact

No Impact

20. WILDFIRE
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby, expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment?
d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?
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SUMMARY:
The project site is located within an area of state responsibility, but it is not classified as very high fire
hazard severity zone (FHSZ). However, the site is located in a high FHSZ and surrounded by very high
FHSZs on two sides (CalFire 2020).
a)

Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
The Contra Costa Emergency Operations Plan (Contra Costa County 2015) applies to all
emergencies in unincorporated areas of Contra Costa County and within incorporated areas when
those emergencies require multi-agency coordination at the operational area level. It provides the
basis for a coordinated response before, during, and after an emergency affecting Contra Costa
County. The project would not substantially impair the adopted plan as site access would
continue to exist under the proposed project. The impact would be less than significant.

b)

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?
The proposed project involves fill, grading, and/or revegetation at the north and south overburden
fill areas and the plant site. The north overburden fill area has already been developed, but the
proposed slopes of the south overburden fill area would be developed at 2.5H:1V (horizontal to
vertical) (slope angle 21.8 degrees). As the project site is located on the slopes of Mount Zion
with natural slope inclinations of approximately 20 to 35 degrees in the area of the project site,
these slopes would be consistent with the topography of the area.
The project also includes revegetation and installation of a tree screen along the proposed quarry
lake east rim. In addition, to accommodate the south overburden fill area, the project proposes
removal of 79 out of 123 existing trees, 77 of which are protected trees, consisting primarily of
blue oak and valley oak trees (Appendix E-2 of the Draft EIR). The project proposes that the 79
removed trees should be replaced by 400 pine trees. This is because replacing removed oaks with
the same species 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. Furthermore, by replacing
removed protected trees with pines, which have narrower canopies and may be more densely
positioned than oak trees, all trees can be aligned in a single horizontal line at the top of the east
rim of the future quarry lake. This tree alignment and species choice would create a low hazard
risk buffer between the two adjacent VHFHSZs and would not exacerbate wildfire risk relative to
existing conditions. Therefore, the potential impact related to the exacerbation of wildfire risks
would be less than significant.

c)

Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
The proposed project would require the installation or maintenance of a stormwater drainage
pipeline between the proposed quarry pit lake and Mitchell Canyon Road. The pipeline would be
located underground and maintenance access would be through two manholes at the ground
surface. Additionally, the project would place drainage facilities (i.e., rock-lined ditches and
culverts) along the quarry rim haul road. The underground pipeline, roadway ditches and culverts,
and associated maintenance activities would not use materials or activities that could substantially
exacerbate fire risk. Therefore, the potential of the proposed installation and maintenance of
infrastructure on the project site to exacerbate fire risk would be less than significant.
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d)

Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?
Although there would be drainage changes and revised topography due to final grading for
reclamation, the project would not increase fire risk, as discussed in Impacts (a) and (b) above.
Flood and landslide hazards unrelated to wildfire will be evaluated in Section 4.6, “Hydrology
and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR. As the overall potential for wildfire would be reduced
under the proposed project, flood or landslide risk to people or structures resulting from wildfire
would also be reduced compared to existing conditions. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.
Less Than
Significant
Potentially
with
Significant
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

Environmental Issues

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)
c) Does the project have environmental effects, which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

SUMMARY:
a)

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?
The Applicant has submitted a Biological Resources Assessment, Arborist Report, and Clean
Water Act Jurisdictional Delineation by LSA (Appendices E-1, E-2, and E-3 of the Draft EIR) to
evaluate impacts to biological resources under the proposed project. These analyses were peer
reviewed by County-retained Rincon Consultants in 2020 and determined them adequate for the
project. County staff has preliminarily determined the proposed project could result in potentially
significant impacts to a variety of protected plant and animal species and their habitats. Therefore,
this topic will be analyzed at length in the EIR. Please see Section 4.3, “Biological Resources,” of
the Draft EIR.

b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
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when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects.)
The Applicant has prepared the Air and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Study and Public Health Risk
Assessment of Site Reclamation (Appendices D-1 and D-2 of the Draft EIR) to evaluate impacts
to air quality and human health risks associated with air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions
under the proposed project. These analyses were peer reviewed by County-retained Rincon
Consultants, Inc. in February and October of 2020 and determined them adequate for the project.
County staff has determined the proposed project would result in a potentially significant increase
in emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases. Because air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions are typically associated with cumulatively considerable impacts, these topics and their
cumulative impacts will be analyzed at length in the EIR.
c)

Does the project have environmental effects, which would cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
As noted above, the staff has determined the proposed project would result in a potentially
significant increase in emissions of criteria pollutants and resulting health risk for humans.
Because pollutant emissions and their exacerbation of human health risk are typically associated
with cumulatively considerable impacts, these topics and their cumulative impacts will be
analyzed at length in the Draft EIR.
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