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AUTHORIZATION TO OFFER MINERAL EXTRACTION LEASE

AREA, TYPE OF LAND AND LOCATION:
Approximately 1,313 acres of tide and submerged
lands in South 3an Francisco Bay, Alameda
and San Mateo .Goéunties.

PERTINENT INFORMATION:

1. This project is an authorizatior ito
ovfer a mineral extraction bid package
for hydraulically dredging oyster shells
in South: San Francisco Bay, Alameda
and' San Mateo Counties.

A similar project for which .an -EIR

was prepared and citculated, located
(in the same general. location) approxi-
mately 4 miles northerly, was approved
by the ‘Commission in August 1978. The
EIR was also adopted at said August
meeting.

Die to their proximity and the similar
nature of this project, the August

1978 Final EIR, together with sife
specific information of this proposed
project, was circulated to responsible
agencies and agencies having jurisdiction
by law..

Responses received were evaluated,
and it is the saff's opinion that the
existing EIR adequately addrésses the
impacts of the proposed pro ject.

The proposed lease is for a primatvy
term of 10 years with the option to
renew for 2 successive periods of 5
years each.

The royalty shall be according to the
following schedule:

R = (0.10 C(T) )B
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CALENDAR ITEM NO. 34, (CONTD)

Royalty in dollars and cenis
paid to the State, and

Weighted average lease quarter
sales price, £.0.b. the dock,
per ton, and

Total Fesse quarter tonnage
sold.

Bid factor which shall ‘be

no- less ‘than 1.0.

The annual minimum rovalty shall be
$6,000 for .the firxst 2 years of the
primary lease fert ., beginning with- -
the third yéir' thioligh” thedend of the

primary term, it shall be $12,000.
Ihé‘qxqi@um royalty shall fot bel Tegs
;T}.:‘Ei‘.:,, $O 0.5‘0‘ pter] tOh‘. I o 1 F"‘

- TN 0T «o

In accordannre with'Seetion 6818 of -

' AR

e P.K.C., <he' Direcror of Park¥ and

Rgp;eatipﬁ'Was}nﬁﬁifiédfof‘théipropOSed
lezse and has. detérmined that the project

will ot interfere with recreational
ol R X 4 N R R ;
use of the Tittoral ‘Tdrds? LA L
! ’ . A R A sonnd
Prerequisite Iteims: &+ ¢ ¢ . I e
f v SR S N A |
. 3
a. Area is kndwn ‘td ééhééinwcdmmﬁmﬁially

valuablé oyster shell deposits.

bi  Projeét is sifuated on tidelands
identified as Possessing significant
envirdnmental values’ pufsuant tgi . !
P.R.C. Section 6370:1 and’ s ¢lassified
in a use category, Class C, which
authorizes Multiple Use, SEAff
has coordinated this project with : .
those agencies concerned with the
use of this site Avid-haa dnesebrasac. -
that there wiil Be no significant
effect on the'idéhtifiéd“eﬂVi%onmwﬁtal
values, . o vt

Pursuant ' to Divisidn 13 of ‘the: v
P.R.C., EIR No. 225, SCH 74090292
has been prepared by the State
Lands Commission staff, The report
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-2— CALENDAR PAGE  ._._ 1 0-. g
\ L 7
NINUTE PAGE




CALENDAR 'ITEM NO. 34. (CONTDT

concludes that thé proposed mineral
extraction lease would not have

a significant detrimental environmental
effect.

EXHIBITS: A. Parcel Desé¢ription. B, Location Map.

C. EIR No. 225,

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE COMMISSION:

1.

FIND THAT: (a) THE ENVIRONMENTAL -EFFECTS OF THE PROJECTS
ARE SIMILAR ENOUGH TC WARRANT THE SAME TREATMENT; AND

(b) THE PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED EIR, IDENTIFIED AS EIR 225,
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 74090292 ADEQUATELY ADDRESSES

THE IMPACTS OF THIS PROPOSED PROJECT. (SECTION 15068

‘STATE EIR GUIDLEINES).

RECERTIFY THAT THE FINAL EIR (NO.. 225, SCH 74090292)
HAS BEEN COMPLETED IN COMPLIANCE WITH CEQA OF 1970,

AS AMENDED; AND THE STATE GUIDELINES AND THAT THE
COMMISSION HAS REVIEWED AND CONSIDERED THE INFORMATION
CONTAINED THEREIN.

REDETERMINE THAT THE PROJECT WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT
EFFECT 'ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

REDETERMINE THAT THE ACTION PROPOSED ON THE SUBJECT
PROJECT DOES NOT UNREASONALBLY INTERFERE WITH THe MAIN-
TENANCE OR USE OF THE LAND INVOLVED FOR RECREATIONAL
PURPOSES OR PROTECTION. OF SHORE PROPERTIES.

CLASSIFY THOSE SUBMERGED LANDS SITUATED IN SOUTH SAN
FRANCISCO BAY AND DESCRIBED IN EXHIBIT "A" AS LANDS
CONTAINING COMMERCIALLY VALUABLE MINERAL DEFOSITS.

REAPPROVE THE PROPOSAL, NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER
AND FORM OF LEASE ON FILE IN THE OFFICE OF THE COMMISSION,
AND BY REFERENCE MADE A PART HEREOF.

REAUTHORIZE THE OFFERING, PURSUANT TO COMPETITIVE PUBLIC
BIDDING, OF THE AREA OF SUBMERGED LAND SITUATED IN
THE SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY, PARTIALLY IN ALAMEDA COUNTY

AND SAN MATEU GOUNLY, MUKE PAKTICULARLY DESGRIBED %
EXHIBIT "A',
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EXHIBIT "AY

LAND DESCRIPTION
W 9226

A parcel of submerged land within San Francisco: Bay, lying partly within
unincorporated territory in San Mateo County, an” :-partly wtth1n the City
of Hayward, Alameda Ccunty, and more particularly described as follows:

‘BEGINNING at a point in San Francisco Bay {Zone 3, California
Coordinates X = 1,514,720.64 feet and Y = 396,215.16 feet)
which bears N 35° 29' 59" E 25,160.81 feet from Leslie Salt
Company ‘Monument 23 .t the common covner for Sections 5, 6,

7 and 8, T5S, R3W, MDM, as described in the deed for Parcel "R
from Lesiie Salt Company to the State of California, recorded
in Volume 5426 at page 110, of 0fficial 'Records of San Mateo
‘County, 'said point of beginning also bears N 80° 43' 10" W
17,967.24 feet from Leslie Salt uompany Monument 149 as
deanr1bed in the deed for Parcel "R" from Leslie Salt
Company to the State of California recorded Reel 2119, _
Image 305 of Official Records of Alameda: :County; thence from
said point of beginning the following four courses:

1. S 47°:46' 45" E 11,407.46 feet;
2. S 55° 30' 23" W 6,674.00 faet;
3, N 39° 24' 20" W .8,07%,14 feet;
4. N 22° 42' 21" E 5,643.43 feet to. the point of béginning.

Bearings, distances,,and coordinates used in this description are based
upon the California Coordinate System; Zone 3.

END OF DESCRIPTION

Prepared M.m@ ue}u\xV\) Checkeds

Reviewed
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_ EXHIBIT "C"

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

AN ACTION TO. ACCEPT COMPETITIVE
BIDS ON A MINERAL EXTRACTION
PROJECT FOR OYSTER SHELL DEPOSITS
IN SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY

‘SCH' 74090292

Prepdred by the

Staff of the State Lands

- Comnission

July, 1978
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE LANDS COMMISSION
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Minerals Extraction Lease W 9759

Project and its Location:

The State Lands Commission has received an application to
competitively bid ‘a mineral extraction lease for oyster :shell
deposits in South ‘San Francisco Bay. The proieci would
consist of -a hydraulic dredging opération of not to exceed
80,000 cubic yards of shell each year, from one location in
South ‘San Francisco Bay.

Thé lease area is a tictangulatr arez located in the middle of
the Bay in both -5an Mateo: County and Alameda County, just
north of the ‘San Mateo Bridge. See Figure 1.

Statemént of the Objectives Sought by Proposed Project:

‘The. abj ~“ive of the proposed project is to extract approximately
80,00y cubic yards of shell annually from the Bay, to be used

by the sugar companies in refining beet sugar. There are tiine
such companies in California. )

General Description of a Typical Operation:

Shells will be extracted by propellifis z small dredge by tugboat,
slowly forward across the lease area, It will be equipped witk
a 12-inch suction dragline which will penetrate an area in the
path of the suction head of approximately 2 to 3 fest widc

and 1.5 feet deep. It is estimated the average thickness of the
shell :deposit in the proposed lease area is 6 to 8 feet.

This material is then broughtto the surface and through a
separate pumping line clean Bay water is utilized to wash the
shell prior to its being dumped on the barge.

The waste water lines range from four to eight feet in depth
and discharge between 20% and 30% of the :extracted material to
the Bay through the washing process. ZThis residual consists
primafily of mud, although certain m verals, dissolved oxides
and marine -organisms are present to varying degrees.

The following is an outline of the scope of the proposed
operations:

It is ewpected that drédging under the proposed lease would be
dene periodically (50 to 80 time¢s) during each lease year.
“Eath Aredging would be conducted for a five-hour period onlv.
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The equipment expected to be used on the lease would penetrate
the Bay muds 'to a depth of 1.5 féet and the limit of the

grOposeq dredging would be té 18 feet below M.L.L.W. (mean
ower low water),

Such equipment would extract 200 cubic yards per hour, or 1000
cubic yards in the five-hour period: Eighty dredging periods
would result in at most 80,000 cubic yards production in one
year,

Muring each .dredging period an .area of les$ than one-half
-acre would be dredged, and each year 30 acres total at most
would be dredged.

Description :of the Epvironment:

a. locidtion: The proposed project will be located in South
.San Francisco Bay. The San Franéisco. Bay System, which is
located on the w=st coast of central California is formed at
the convergenc2 v. the .Sactamento River, Sair Joaquin River,
-and otheér tributaries, The Bay system is Surrounded by the
coastal ranges, which consist of three well-defined mountain
axes in the area. Thé largest valley in .the Sar Francisco
Bay Area 'is the Santa Clara, into which exténds the southern
-arm of the Sdn, Francisco Bay system.

b. Geclogy: San Francisco Bay is undérigin by a complex

gystem of warped arnd :faulted bedrock of the Franciscan formation.

:Cofmon rock types are greywacke, arkosic sandstone, siltstone,
shales; cheért, and greensténe. The .age of the bedrock is
Late Cretdceocus, approximately 180 million years old.

Overlying the Franciscan bedrock is a sedifieRtdEy Sequence
referred to as older and younger bay mud. Thicknesses vary

for the bay mud from 200 to 700 feet. ‘The bay muds are
principally composed of silf and clay with occasional lenses
of sands and gravels. Large deposits of oyster -shells also
occur in the younger bay mud. These bay muds have been defined
by Thesher as follows:

. "Studies of the sediments in San Francisco Bay show
that these deposies accumulated té thicknesses in
excess 0f 300 feet. The deposits are principdlly
clay and silt, with minor lenses of sand and gravel.
The grain size of the sediments is fairly uriform
both perpendicular to and parallel with the bedding.
The informal stratigraphic units used. in this report
ditfer primarily in their degree of preconsolidation,
density and compressive strength. Contours on the -
upper surface of bedrock, the older bzy mud and the
upper member of the younger bay mud indicate that all
have been eroded to produce considerable relief.

N
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The older bay mud and the sémi-consolidated member

of the younger bay mud aré precdnsolidited to a density
.gréater than would be expected from the weight of the
ovérlying sediments. Those units are overlain by a
normally -consolidated member 6f the -younger bay mud.

It is postulated that ‘the preconsolidation was caused
by desiccation in air resulking from fluctuations in
sea level. These changes ir sea level may have béen
caused by the repcated storage and release of sea
water in glacial ice." '

The proposed project aréa lies within a seismically active
zone as defined by California Division of Mines and -Geclogy.
The San Andreas Fault lies approximatley seven miles west of
the area, and the Hayward and Calaveras Fault systems are
approximately 14 miles east. The occurrence of a seismic event
would have little or no impact on the project.

_e. Biological Envitronment: The biological community of
San Francisco Bay is well known, Various species of
polychaéta (marine worms) inhabit the benthos. in
-addition: to Species .of other benthic -organisms, such
as ¢lams, Oysters, crabs and gastropods.

At times, especially during péricds of high tides, various
fishes inhabit the area feeding upon small marine
organisms. Striped bass, Floundér, skate, sturgeon,

and other fishes utilize the project area. Figure I1
lists various marine invertebrates and fishes which may
inhabit the area.

The area within the proposed project is rarely, if ever,.
exposed during ever: the lowest tide and as a copsequence
.8hore birds are seldom presént. However, many open-water
birds are known to utilize the aréa for both feeding and
resting. Figure III lists those birds inhabiting the
arex,

Marine flora is not known to exist in the project area.
The area is quite turbid and as a result very little Iight
penetration occurs. Various phytoplankton probably occur
in the projeéct area, but species are not known.

d. Climate: The climate of 'the Sat Francisco Bay area is
classified as lMediterranean, It is characterized by
midd dew sumiore 2nd cosl meict wintore, The oldmnea of
the Bay area is largely controlled by che surface
temperatures of the Pacific Ocean. During the winter,

a typical marine climate which is -expected for

its latitude occurs. They are usually mild and moist

and approximately 18 ‘inc¢hes of precipitation occurs

during the winter months. The average annual temperature
is nearly 66 degrees and has a narrow range. The
prevailing wind is from the west to ‘the northwest. The
wind is light i the morning but aftérndon winds are
stronger; with average velocities between 7

{catenparpase
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FIGURE. III1.

FAUNA IN' PROJECT AREA - OPEN WATSR

Birds of Open Water Afea$*

Common Resident Common Seasofial

Pied-billed Grebe Horned Grebe
Double Crested Cormorant Eared Grebe
Mallard Pintail
Ruddy Duck Canvasback
‘Coot Greater Scaup
Western Grill Lescer Scaup
Forsters Tern Bufflehead ‘
White wingad Scocter
Surf Scooter
Herring Gull
Bonapartes Gull

*Information obtainedufrom San Mateo County
Parks and Recreatisn Department -~ limited to
most common species by author.
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FIGURE II
FAUNA;IN,PROJEGi,AﬁEA‘- OPEN WATER

Marine Invertebrates®

‘Dog“ﬂhelk‘{ﬁud~$nai¢$
Channeled Whelk ‘
Little Neck Clam

Gem Clam

Opposum .Shrimp

Black Tailed Shrimp
Ghost Shrimp
Dungeness Crab

Blue Mussel

Olympic Oyster
Limpet ,

Checkered Periwinkle Snail
Eastern Slipper ‘Snail
Flat Slipper Shell
Wrinkled Rock Shell
Oyster Drill ’

Moss Animal

Fishes

Striped Bass

Sturgeon

Leopard Shark

Brown. .Smoothhound Shéarnk
Bay :Sting Ray

Surf Perch

Sculpins

*Information obtained from San Mateo County
Parks. and Recreation Department - limited
to most common species by author.
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3gé; hour, ezéept in the summer when velocities average
3 miles per hour.

e. Tides: Astronomic tides éxperienced in thé
project arca range from mean high high water of

approximately 7 feef to a mean low low water of minus
2.5 feet. Mean sea lével is approximately +4 feet.

f. Aesthetics: Tk propused project site is located in
the open: "water area of South San Francdisco Bay. The
visual characteristic of ithis area is large open water,
which may also have pleasure boat traffic. The propoesed
site is located in view of shéreline residents and
automobile traffic along the San Mateo-Hayward Bridge.

Backgroufid noise levels were méagured at the proposed siten
The ‘tests were condicted 174 mile north 6f the San Mateo-
Hayward Bridge and 100 feet from: the shore. This is the

closest shoreline to the pxqpéseajgredging grounds., Tests
‘were .done with theé Sim§on Model 8§85 Sound Levél Meter,
with "A" weighting and slow meter résponse. TesSts

were taken gt 1600, 2400 and (0600 hours..

Readings of 60-70' D.B. weré nérmal background noise
levels with o¢casional jumps to 80 D.B., depending
on: traffic .on the San Mated Bridge.

Airplanes passing overhead landing at the -San Francisco
Municipal Airport gave a ¥aise to 75-85 D.B., dependiig
on the type of plane and hoi .cldose it was to the N
Tecording unit.

g. MHydrology: Thé hydrological conditions of South
San Francisco Bay are characteristic of most salt water
shallov bays and mud flats. Sediment influx today is
primarily from the interchange between the North bay
and: South Bay. These sediments: are primarily silt, and
clay size. Some streams contribute other sediments but
this is quite insignificani when compared to the influx
from the north.

South San Francisco Bay is usually in a turbid condi.tion
due to wind and tidal action on, the tidal mud £1lits.
ITENS pareucy sedsurenrnis obtained Dy usihyg a eccni aisk
were between 0.24 and 0.48 meters before the disk
disappeared from sight at Parcel 1, and between 0.48

and 0.72 meters. at the site.

Water quality in South San Francisco Bay is- quite ‘variatle
but as a general statement, it can be said chat tlie: quality
decrcases as -one proceéds; southward. Table I lists ’
water quality data in the axea.
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TABLE I
WATER_QUALITY DATA

Yearly Temperature: Variation 10 -degrees C. (winter) -
20. degrees ‘C. (summer)

Suspended Solids 80-90 mg/L
‘Chilorosity® 15-17 g/L
Dissolved Oxygen

_ ‘Couicentfation " 5.7 nig/L

%Saturatrion 80-90%

Biclogical Okygen Demand 1 mg/L

Ammonia Nitrogen 0il = 0.2 mg/L
Nitrate Nitroggn** ' .35 mg/L
'Phosphate 1.0-1.5 mg/L
Dissolved Silica ' 5-6 mg/L
Coliform Bacteria 100 MPN/100 ML

* Varies with depth, increase by less than
25 mg/L from vop to bottom
%% Varies $easonally 0.2-0.5 mg/L
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h. Historicdl: Quaternary oystef shell deposits
which constitute an important but not widely -known
mineral resource are exposed over a large portion

of Sdn Francisco Bay. Early use of oyster shells from
the San Francisco Bay was for desthetic ana ]
ornamental purpdses but until the mid 1920%s there

was no concentrated efforc to develop the shell
deposits for any extensive commercial use. Exhibit

C indicates the distribution of oyster shells in

San Francisco Bay.

Prior to 1920, commercial production of oyrters
from the Bay was carried on extensively. It was
discovered that the native oyster (Ostr: 3 Lurida)
was ‘present in ‘tremendous. mumbers and although
identical with the Olympia 6yster, was not
profitable for commercial extraction. ‘The Bay
appeared to be a marginal habitat and the oyster
did not grow to marketable size.

In 1870 or shortly théreafter, the seed of fthe

eastern oystér (Ostrea Edulis) was implanted in the
Bay and although beds in tHe North Bay were
unproductive and had to be abandoned, it wag found
that in the South Bay eastern oysters préduced
abundantly and grew to 'Such large size that commercial

s

harvesting of the oystetr was. quite profitable.

Subsequéent to that time, however, pollution of the
Bay waters from the dischatgze of raw sewvage and otherx
siltration adverse to oysters brought an end to the
production of oysters as a cofmercial product and led
to the production in lieu thereof of eéxtensive sheil
excavation £or use in the manufacture of cement, soil

conditioners: and related products.

The results of this pzodigious growth of the eastern
oyster added to the existing shell deposits and left

a large area of shell deposits in South San Franciscan
Bay.,

As early as 1924, as 4 matter of historical recoru; the
Bay Shell Company dredged shells for livestock

feeding and soil conditioning the area between Alviso
and the San Mateo Bridge. Shortly thexeafter, Ideal
Cement Company, formerly Pacific-Portland Cement Company,
commenced & large scale operation of shell extraction
TOr ‘The ‘manutacture oi cement, Trhvestoen Feed and:

soil conditioner. This operation was by far the

most extensive of 2ay in the South Bay area but like the
majority of the other shell extractors they have
cempletely discontinued any dredging operation for

the purposes of obtaining Shell from the South

San Francisco Bay.
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It ‘has becen estimated that in excess of
30,000,000 tons .of shelkl have been. drédged

, from San Francisco: Bay since dredging operations x
' first commenced in 1924 and as indicated above,

' most of this has been taken in fhe vicinity

of the San Mateo Bridge east of ‘the main ship

channel. Theré is some evidence to indicate that
dredging around the Dumbarton Bridge was

carried 'on to a limited extent.

Most of the knovwledge of the distriburion,
character and. reserves of shells in the Bay is .
based upon indirecct evidence or information
obtained from studies not directly related to the
study of shell deposits. Due to the absence. of ,
valid scientific .data, estimates as. tc ths -
amount of shell deposits remaining in the Bay -
vary widely and the quantity in & specific area
likewise show Wwide variation due to. the thickness
cf the shall accumilation and the interspersement
of mud in these areas. It :has been conservatively

s estimated that on the basis of the shell extraction ,
which occurred at the height of the dredging operations §
that the available shell reserves appeared to. be E -
quite. adequate to -support shell operations -for
many yeatrs to come.

gical sites are known to

No historical or archeclc
exist at the project site

'!l’ 5. Environmen;al Impact of the Proposed Action:

Since the project is of relatively small size, it should
have minimal significant ifipacts upon the environment.
Generally the impacts which will occur are those on
‘marine biota, water quality, air quality, and. the
aesthetic qualities of the bay.

During. the dredging operation certain marine organisms will
be removed by the action of the drédge. Benthic organisms
will be removed in the dredging area. This amount is
relatively small and can be mitigated against. Planktonic
organisms in the water column may be removed by the )
dredging. This could cause some disrtuption of the feeding
habits of &ome filter feeders in .the area. Additionally,
while the dredge i§ operating, birds may be frightened

from the area for a short time until they become adjusted
to it.

-~ Ko« me ez & s - -

A significant impact could occur if the dredge encounters
sediments which have high concentrates of heavy metals

and other toxicants. However, this is unlikely due to

the dynamics of the arca. Recent sediments which most

usually contain significant concentrates of heavy metal

or toxicants, are not likely to be deposited iy the

lease arca because of the wind warres and tidal currents,
Sediment sampling in the region indicates that the samples

have concentrates of toxicants and heavy metals neax those.
£ background levels, except in areas of q

ict waEQ;%}" Aoy
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Mater quality will additionally be affected by
inereased turbidity in the .area as a result of the
discharge of the wash from the dredge. This will be
from the intermixed silty-¢laye and underlying the
shell fragments. Most of this should floculate and
Settlé rapidly. Those wkich «do, not settle should
have little or no impact because of the highly turbid
conditions already exIsting.

The impacts from the drédging operation. vn eristing air
quality should be insignificant. A small amount of
particulatce, hydrocarbons and NOx will be released from
the dredge pumps and engines.

The aesthetic impact of the operation will ‘be both visual
and’ audible. Visually, the project area can be seen from
both the shofeline area and thé San Mateo-Hayward Bridge.
The: dzedge will be a nonchkaracteristic sight in the area.
However, the ared is frequented. by other boat traffic.
The dredge will only be on site for five or ‘six hours a
-day for 5 to 7 days per month.

Noise generated by the dredging operation will be
dnsignificant. Noise levels would not likely exceed

that of tugboat engines. The motors used in the dredging
operation are completely enclosed including the dredge
pumps and the one washing pump. It is unlikely that any-
one within 100 yards of thée dredge would be able to
differéntiate it from any other. twin engine boat. .
Equipment proposed for this dredging operation was tested
for noise for a 24-hour period full throttle in the
proposed dredging area with a Simson Mode 885 Sound Level
Meter, "A" weighted and slow response. The metér showed
no. response and the machinery could not be heard From
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‘the shore locationms.

The dredging operation éould become 2 navigation. hazard to
small eraft. If the dredge were operated during high use
periods for the Bay, the holding barge and the dredge could
interfere with activities of pleasure craft. ‘

Any Adverse Environmontal Effects Which Cannot be Avoided
if the Proposal is Implcemented.

There may be periodic lical siltation of the Bay Water§ in
the wake of the dredge and. barge, including mud. and
sediments which are rhleased during the wash

.
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‘which may result it resuspensiuu wi some pol
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Mitigation Mecsures Proposed to Minimize the Impact:

The following mitigation measures will be required under
the terms of the proposed lease.

' CALENDAR PAGE
MINUTE PAGE




Pipelines returning materials from thé washing
operation to the Bay will be positioned 4% the
optimum operating depth, which will be governed by
the depth of the water in the area of operation.
The averagé depth for the discharge line in ‘the
proposed lease area is anticipated to be 6 feet.

The lessee will meet the requiremencs of the _
Califorpia Regional Water Quality Control Board
for waste discharze.

The lessee will be required to maintain an active
permit with the San Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commission.

Lessee will operate thé dredge only during the hours

of low priority usage for the Bay, primarily

between the hours of 12:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m..

Such operating periods may be modified by the lessor if
significant interference with other Bdy usage occurs.

?yeggent~on site inspections by the staff for
conformance with all lease provisions will be made.

Alternativés to the Proposed Acétion:

The No-Project alternative would require the ‘import of lime
in large quantities from Nevada-and Arizona. Such

imported lime would cost in excess of $40 per tonm

delivered to California, whereas. locally dredged shell

can be delivered for considerably less cost and with
considerable savings in energy consumption.

Ancther altérnative is the resumption 6f discontinued
limestone quarrying as a substitute for shell in poultry
and livestock feed. Assuming & nearby limestone quarry
were available, the significant adverse impacts from

this would be greater than those occurring from this.
project. Quarrying has significant impacts upon the land,
in that a large area is scarified considerable wildlizfe
'hibit is removed, and greater amounts of erosion take
place.

Additionally, significant visual impaect may occut, an
increased level of particulate matter will be unliased to
the air from mining, and the possibility of surface and
ground water degradation.

Other Projcct locations: Other suitable locations iii the

Bay for .carrying out the project are available but would appear

to present rniore adverse impacts upon the environment then

the proposed project as they are eithef near marsh land,

closer to the shore and populated areas or could '
_interferec with pleasurc boating activities.
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The Relationship be"ween Local Short-Term Uses; of Man's. -
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhanccment of
jthngéTerm Productivity:’ - ’ o ‘

San Francisco ;Bay, many years ago, ceased to produce any
sizable quantity of shell fish primarily due toc::pollution
and lack of flushing action. Commercial harvesting of
shell fish products was not only unfeasible bit the health
quality of the product was highly questionable. With
engoing anti-pollution requirements and other corrective
measures it 1§ pfobable that the long term productivity
of the Bdy can be enhanced.

‘The short term use of the ojster shell bed on .such a
relatively small scale dredging wopexation to provide an.
essential resource required now is not likely to interfere
substantially with this long term productivity and s

less consuming of resources available than alternates
which are of themselves short térm usage.

Any Irreversible Environmental Changes which Would be
Involved in the Proposed Action Should it be” Implemented:

The éhgii deposits once removed will o longer be aVailabie
for other uses.

The Growth-inducing Impact of the Proposed Action:

‘The project has: no growth inéucing impact. The proposed
-shell 'will only be ‘used to replace shells préseéntly »
imported from Texas. '

The proposed project .area exists in an area which historically
‘has been dredged. for oyster sheli prcduction. Presently

no operations are occurring in the area, but this and

ean adjoining pending application with the State Lands
Commission have been filed. Both dredging operations

would wccur in the same region.

Socio~Economic Effect:

The project will génerate no population growth, will
require -no. added or expanded: lotal governmental services
and Wwill rot necessitate -additional expenditurss of tax
funls. It will, conversely, add fevenue to the Staze

 through payment of royalty on the extracted shell and
Increases in corporate ahd other taxes, paid b¥ the
project operators.

Enerev Conservation.

Energy conservation worild océur as a direct resuls of this
project by decreasing the amount of imported shells from
Texas, thus reducing fuel used in transpoitdtion.
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NEN Orpanizations dnd Yersons Commenting:

a. State Clearinghouse

b. Resources Agency

¢. Public Health Department

d. Department of Transportation

¢, ‘San Ffrancisco Bay Conservation ang Development Commission
£. §San Mateo County

‘Comments received Through the Commenting Frocedure:

L. Responses to San Mateo County Comments.
A. In crder to meet the reguirements of C.E.Q.A.; the
following things should be includecd in the E.I.R.:
1., A statement containing theé namés and qudlifica-
tions of the E.I.R. preparers.

Response: The D.aft E.IL.R. was prepared by the State
Lands Division staff with help ‘from the
applicant,

2. A section discussing any "irreversible environ-
mental changeés'" caused by the project.

‘Response: ‘See Page 13.

B, Tke technical adequacy of the E.I.R. would be enhanced
by greater depth of discussion in the following areas:

1. 1In the section on water quality, informaticn should
be included riirrding the chemical composition &f
the bay mud in the project area, particularly noting
the presence of heavy met: s and pesticide residue.
There should be further diccugsion of impacts by
any toxic compounds present in the bay mud which
would -be stirrad, and possibly #éintroduced into the
mater. All impacts related: to this issue,
including incieased siltatidn, should be discussed.

Response: The sedivents encountered in the sheéll areas of
Sputh San Francisco Bay have chemical gualities
mach iike those of natural sédiments. Heavy
metals will generally not settle in ‘the shell
areas because of highly agitated condition.

2. DNoise impacte should be further discussed and quantified.

- -

Response: Noise impacts and data have been incorporated, Pages
5 and 11 R

3. A delineation of thé benthic organisms which have
‘been identified in the project area would be
helpful, tegethgr wich a statement of the
health of such ‘benthic communities.

, et
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Response: A list of benthic community animals is
given in Figure II: The general health
of the population: is unknown.

€. The following information would greatly increase
the adequacy of the E.I.Ru:

1. An analysis of other oyster shell dredging
operations in the bay would help to determine
cumulative. impacts.

Response: This information has been incorporated into the
final E.I.R, on Page 12.

2. A statement of the terms of the lease would assist
in assessing the project.

Resporise: The lease form will include ‘the operating
conditiohs, limitations .and mitigation.
measures provided in the E.I.R.

Answers to commgnts.for San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission.

A. To better understand the impact on the Bay and the oyster shells
of the proposed dredginhg especially in light of similar
operations, the report -should discuss the following:

1., Wanat is the total quantity of oyster shells estimated
to he in San Francisco Bay and in the rest of California?
What quantity of oyster shells are estimated to be
added per year to the total reserve of shells?

Response: Estimates indicated that over a billion cubic
yards exist, of which 140,000,000 cubic yards
are in San Francisco Bay. .
‘What is the relationship of live oyster beds to the oyster
shells to be dredged? Are significant numbers of live
oysters disturbed or .destroyed during dredging of
cyster shells?

Response: No live oysters inhabit the area.

3. How .many oyster shells are fiow annually dredged from
San Francisco Bay and from other areas, if any, of
California?

P N A - A - N e mae cow s

Response: None on State land.

4, What is the total projected amount of oyster shells
likely to be dredged over the fiéxt twenty years from
San Francisco Bay and from other areas of California? .

Response: Pending applicatiouns. in South San Francisco Bay,
if approved, could result in 150,000 cubic yards
of dredged oyster shells per year.
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‘Will the proposed project and other .oyster shell
"dredging operations be likely to -continue over

a long time oxr will the lecases terminate at

some specific time?

Response: The proposed lease is for a 5-year primary
‘term, with a right for 3 five-year renewal
periods.

6. When the total present and projeécted dredging of
oyster shells is compared with the total .amount of
oyster sliglls available, will the project contribute
to a.perménent loss of a significant resource?

Response: The State Lands Division estimates that
140,000,000 cubic yards of clean shell
remain in South San Francisco Bay. This lease
xrepresents a cofmitment of 1,600,000 cubic
yaxds or: approximateély 1 1/2 percent of the
remaining shell reserves.

With regard to the way in which oyster shell dredging is
dorie, the report wouid be more helpful if it included
answers to the folliowing:

1. What type of dredge will be used in the project?
What types of dredges are used in other oyster shell
dredging operations? .

Response: A hydraulic drédge will be used; see Project

Description Page 1.

2. Wnat will be done with non-oyster shell materials that
are dredged? 1If these materials are returned to the
Bay, will the resettlisg interfere with life processes
of live oysters or cthér organisms?

Response: Approximately 20-30 percent of the dredged
clastic material will be returned to the Bay.
_These will settle rapidly, thus interference with
organisms will not be a significant problem.
Any organisms which inhabit the area have
already adapted t» the turbid conditions,

What quantity .of non-oyster shell raterials that are
returned to the Bay will be likely to remain in
‘suspension? Will the suspended materials cause
degradation of water quality? If so, is the amount
of degradation significant? '
Response: Twenty to thivty percent will be returned and
will create nv significant impact. -See Pagell.
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What effect will oyster dredging have on other Bay
ofgahisms? For example, the draft indicates that

some of -the areas proposed for dredging are exposed

at low tide. Such arcas may provide a good hahitat for
feeding birds. Would the sort of project proposed
have any significant effect on such feeding grounds?

Responce: The proposed project wildl have no significant impact
on feeding area§. At low tide, when the area
is partially exposed, no operations will be
conducted, ~Additionally, the area proposed
for lease is of low biological produciivity.

Is- any sort of monitoring system propesed in connection with
this and any similar projects which will review the .amounts
cf shell being dradged and whether ‘any eavifonmental

damage is occurring as a result of ‘the operation

Resporise: Yes, See mitigation measure.

What mitigation m~dsures are being propcsed in this project?
The time at which the dredging is to occur, as mentioned
in the section, would not appear té mitigate for the loss
of the shell and for any decrease in water '‘quality. It

is the:opinion of the BCDC staff that specific mitigation
proposdls should be directed at these two possibly adversz
environmental impacts. The noise of the dredging and the.
time at which it is to occur might be better dealt with

in the environmental impact section. In Fhis regard, is it
possible that noise caused by dredging would carry further
. 8t night due to a lower ambient noise level?

Response: Mitigation méasures proposed for the project are
found on Page 11. Due to the turbid condition of
the region and the kind of sediment (clastics)
returned to Bay, the water quality impacts will
be temporary and’ insignificant. However, the
lessee will have to meet discharge requirements
gf tgé California Regional Water Quality Control

oard.

Alternatives to the project are discussed on Page
12 of; “his report. In the opinion of the
State Lands Division, the environmental .impacts of
the proposed project are less significant than
those of the alternatives and vhus more easily

. mitigated. . . e e e e e
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What are the environmental effects of this projeet as

.opposed to the environmental effects of obtaining

the necessary calcium elsewhere? The draft evaluates.

the project in terms of cost, but not in terms of

di'sturbance to Bay ecosystems. On the basis:of such a

disruption, and since there are other markets

available for the calcium, is there a sufficient cost-

Jbenefit ratio to justify dredging :in the Bay?

Response: The environmental impact of this project; as
analyzed in this report indicates that no
significant impacts will occur. Alternatives
are discusscd on Page 11. ’

Have the following agencies been céntacted fox their views
on this project and Draft Environmental. Impact Report?

1. Federal Environmental Protection Agency, Water
‘Quality Section.

Response: Yes.
2. Federal Buréau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife.

Résponse: No, however, thé State Department of Figh and
Game have. reviewed and commented on this report,

3. Affected City jurisdictions and the Counties Hf Alameda
and San Mateo?”

Regponse: Yes.
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