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meeting, t '( ! AUTHORIZATION TO OFFER "’5‘}3‘7&‘0““
| «AINERAL EXTRACTION LEASE

APPLIGANT: My, Kay Bell, Jrx.
1135 Chestnut Street
Redwood City, California 94063

AREA, TYPE LAND ARD LOCATION:
Approxj~ately 1,560 acres of submerged
lands i. South San Francisco Bay, Alameds
and San Mateo Counties.

PERTINENT INFORMATION:
1. Mr. Ray Bell, Jr. has requested that
approximately 1,560 acres of ‘the Soutl
San Franclisco Bay be made available
for shell deposit extraction via com-
petitive public bidding.

2. The proposed lease is for a primary
cerm of L0 years with the option to
renew for 2 successive periods of 5
years each.

4. Extraction operations would involve
the use of a small hydraulic dredge.

The dredging operations will be conducted
between the hours of 12:00 a.m. and

6:00 a.m, to minimize conflict with
other possible marine activities and

to Facilitate barge off-loadiny during
normal working hours. The shell material
will be washed with sea water prioy

to being loaded on the barge. Waste
water fFrom washing will be returned

to tho Bay via discharge lioes extending
4 to 8 Feet below the surface.

4. The royalty shall be according to the
following schedule:

R o= (0.10 C(T) )B

Wwhere R = Royalty in dollars and cents
pald to the State, and
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waighed avera%e leake quavter
sales price, f.
per ton, and

o.h. the dock,

total leasc quarter tonnage
sold.

Bid factor iwhich shall be
no lLess than 1.0.

The annual minimum voyalty shall be
$6,000 for the first 2 years of the
primary lease term; beginning wilh
the third year through the end of the
primary term, it shall be $12,000.
The minimum royalty shall not be lesc
than $0.50 per ton.

In accordance with Section 6818 of

the Public Resources Code, the Director
of Parks and Recreation was notified

of the proposed lease and has determined
that the project will not interfere

with recreational use of the littoral
lands.

Prervequisite Items:

a. Initial expense deposit has been
submitted by the applicant.

b. Area is known to contain commercially
valuable oyster shell deposits.

Project is situated on tidelands
identified as possessing significant
environmental values pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 6370.1
and is classified in a significant
use category, Class C.

Pursuant to Division 13 of the

Public Resources Code, EIR No.

225, SCH 74090292 has been prepared

by the State Lands Commission staff,
The weport concludes that the proposed
mineval extraction lease would

not have a significant detrimental
environmental effect.
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REVIEWED BY: ALl intervested agenciles
and persons have rveviewsd the EIR
report and have indicated that

they have no objections te the
proposed lease.

1. Department of the Army Corps
of Engineers circulated Public
Notice No. 75-206-006 on July 12,
1974 and will issue theiw
permit when &ll State and Federal
permits have been issued.

Sas Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commission

have made theiy permit contingent
on the issuance of a lease

by the State Lands Commission.

California Regilonal Water Quality
Control Board, San Francisco

Bay Region, has issued Waste
Discharge Reguirements Ovder

NOA 74‘"61 .

Comments on the draft EIR were
received fyrom the BCDC and

the County of San Mateo. These
comments have been addrejsed

and incorporated in the final
EIR. ALl other concerned agencies
had no comments.

EXHIBITS: A. Parcel Description, B. Location Map.

C. EXR No. 225.

IT TS RECOMMENDED THAT THE COMMISSION:

1.

DETERMINE THAT A FINAL ETIR HAS BEEN PREPARED FOR THIS
PROJECT BY THE STAFF OF THE COMMISSION FOLLOWING EVALUATION
OF COMMENTS AND CONSULTATION WITH PUBLIC ACENCIES WHICH
WILL TSSUE APPROVALS FOR THE PROJECT.

CERTIFY THAT 'THE FINAL EIR (NO. 225, 3CH 74090292)

HAS BEEN COMPLETED IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE CALLFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT OF 1970, AS AMENDED, AND

THE STATE CUIDLLINES AND THAT THE COMMISSION HAS REVIEWED
AND CONSIDERE' THE LNFORMATION CONTALNED ‘THEREIN.
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DETERMINE THAT THE PROJETT WLl NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT
EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT.

DETERMINE THAT 'THE ACTION PROPOSED ON BHE SULJECT PROJECT
DOES NOT UNREASONABLY TNTERFERE WI'TH THE MAINTENANCE

OR USE OF 'THE LANDS INVOLVED FOR RECREATTONAL PURPOSES

OR PROTECTION OF SHORE PROPERTTES.

CLASSIFY THOSE SUBMERGED LANDS SITUATED IN S0UTH san
FRANCTISCO BAY AND DESCRIBED IN EXHIBIT “A" AS LANDS
ONTAINING COMMERCIALLY VALUABLE MINERAL DRPOSITS.

APPROVE THE PROPOSAL, NOTICE OF INTENTTON TO OFFER
AND FORM OF LEASE ON FILE IN THE OFFLCE OF TR COMMISSTON,
AND BY REFERENCE MADE A PART MEREOF

AUTHORIZE THE OFFERING, PURSUANT TO COMPETITIVE PUBLIC
BIDDING, OF THE AREA. OF SUBMERGED LAND STTUATED IN

THE SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY, PARTIALLY IN ALAMEDA COUNTY
AND SAp MATEC COUNTY, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED 1N

EXHIBIT “AY,
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BXHIBIT "A"

Proposed Lease Ares Description

A parcel of submerged land in the South San Francisco Bay

lying southerly of the southern boundary of the City of

South San Francisco, partially in San Mateo County and

Alameda County, more particularly desciribed as follows:
W of Section 4, all of Section 5, and all of
Section 6 excepting the NWk of the NW4 of said
Section 6, all in T, 4 S.5, R. 3 W., M,D.B.& M,,

¢ontaining 1560 ac.es more or less.
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EXHIBIT "g"
®Re 8 APPLICATION FOR AUTHORIZATION
\ . ; OF BID LEASE
by
KAY BELL JR,

"o MVM.&W.?}*AE"WU‘BK,ML.\\
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EXATEDT "¢

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

AN AGTION TO AGCEPT COMPETITIVE
RIDS ON A MINERAL EXTRACTICN
PROJECT FOR OYSTER SHELL DEPOSITS
IN SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO BAY

SCH 74090292

Prepared by the
staff of the State Lavds

Commission

July, 1978
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STATE OF CALIFORNLA
STATE TANDS COMMISSION
FINAL ENVIRONMEMTAL IMPACT REPORT

Minerals Extraction Lease W §759

Project and iLs Location:

The State Lands Commigsion has received an appldication to
competitively bid a mineétral extraction lcase for oyster shell
deposits in South San Francisce Bay. The project would
consist of a hydiraulic dredging operation of not to exceed
80,000 cubic vyards :of shell each year, from oué location in
South San Francisco Bay.

The lease area is a rectanguldr area located in the middle of
the Bay in both San Mateo County and Alameda County, just
north of the San Mateo Bridge. Bee Pigure I.

Statement, of the=0bject¢ves Soughtﬂby’Proposed,Project:

The objective of the proposed project is to extract spproximately
80,000 cublc yards of shell amually from the Bay, to be used

by the sugar companies in refining beet sugar. There ate nine
such companies in California.

General Description of a Typical Operation:

Shells will be extracted by propelling a small dredge by tugboat,
slowly forward across the lease area., Lt will be equipped with
a 12~-inch suction dragline which will penetrate an area in the
path of the suction head of approximately 2 to 3 feet wide

and 1.5 feet deep. It is estimated the average thickness of the
shell déposit in the propdsed lease area is 6 to % feet.

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

The waste water lines range £rom four to eight feet in depth
and discharge between 20% and 30% of the extracted material to
the Bay through the washing process. This residual consists
primarily of mud, although certain minerals, dissolved oxides
and marine organisms azre present to varying degrees.

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

It is expected that dredging uiider the proposed lease would be
done periodically (50 to 80 times) during each leasc year,
Each dredging would be conducted for a five-hour period only,
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The equipment expected to be used on the lease would penetrate
the Bay mids to a depth of 1.5 feet and the limit of the
proposed dredging would be to 18 feet below M.L.L.W, (mean
lower low water).

Such equipment would extract 200 cubic yards per hour, o¥ 1000
cubsic yatds in the five-hour period. Eighty dredging perilods
would result ir »t most 80,000 cubic yards production in one
year.

Durding cach dredging period an area of less than ofle-half
acre would be «redged, and éach year 30 acres total at most
would be dredged.

¢

Description of the Environment:

&. Lodation: The proposed projéct will be logated in South
San Francdisco Bay. The San Frdncisco Bay System, which is
located on the west coast of central California is formed: at
-the convergence of the Sacramento River, San Joaquin River,
and othey tributaries. The Bay system is surrounded by the
coastal ranges, which congist of three well-defined mountain
axes in the area, The largest valley in the San Fuancisco
Bay ‘Ares i the Sarita Clara, into which extends the southern
axrm of the San Francisco. Bay system:

b. Geoclogy: San Franciseco Bay is undérlain by a compléx
system of warped and faulted bedrock -of the Franciscan formation.
Common rock types are greywacke, arkosic sandstone, siltstone,
shales, chert, and greenstone. The age of the bedrock is

Late Cretaceous, approximately 180 million years old.

Overlying thé Franciscan bedrock is a sedimentary sequence
referred to as plder and younger bay mud. Thicknessés vaty

for the bay mud from 200 to 700 feet. The bay muds axe
principally composed of silt and clay with occasional lenses

of sands and gravels. Lar¥ge deposits of oyster shells also
geeur in the younger bay wmiud. These bay muds have begn defined
by Thesher as follows:

"Studies of the sediments in San Francisco Bay show
that these deposits agcumulated to thicknesses in
excess of 300 feet. The deposits are principally
clay and silt, with minor len8es of sand and gravel.
The grain size of the sediments is fairly uniform
both perpendicular to and parallel with the hedding.
The informal stratigraphic units used in this report
«iffer primarily in their degree of preconsolidation,
denisity and compressive strength. ‘Contours on. the
uppex surface of bedrock, the older bay mud and the
upper member of the younger bay mud indicate that all
have been eroded to produce considerable relief,




The oldey bay mud and the semi-consolidatsd membar

of the Yyounpget bay mud aye preconsolidated to a density
greator than would be expected from the weight of the
oveklylog gsediments. TheSe units are overlain by a
norwally consolidabted member of the younger bay mud,

It is postulated that the preconsolidation was caused
by desiccation in air resulting from fluctuations in
sea JYevel. These changes in sea level may have buen
caused by the repeated storage and releasa df seéa
water in glacial ice."

The proposed project area lies within a selsmically active
zone as defined by California Division of Mines and Geology,
The San Andreas Fault lics approximatley seven miles west of
‘the area, and the Hayward and Calavéraa Fault systems ave
approximately 14 miles eagt. Thé occurrence of a seismic event
would have little or no impact on the project.

c. Biological Environment: The biclogicdl community of
San Francisco Bay is well khowyn, Various species of
polyéhaeta (warine woxms) inhabit the benthos in
addition to species of otheér benthic ofganisms, such

as: ¢lams, oysters,; crabs and gastropods.

At times, especially during periods of high tides, various
fishes inhabit the area feedinhg upon small marine
organismg. Striped bass, flounder, skate, sturgeon,

and other fishds utilizeée the project area. TFigure II
ldsts varjous marine inveY¥tebrates and fishes which may
inhabd:t the aresd.

The axea within the proposed project is rarely, 1f ever,
exposed during even the lowest tide and as a conscquence
shore birds are seldom present. However, many topen-water
bixds are kiown to utilize the area for both feeding and
résting. Figure LIT lists those birds inbabiting the
ared.

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

d. Climate: The climate of the San Francisco Bay area is
classified as Mediterranean. It is characterized by
mild dxy summers and cool moist winters. The climate of
the Bay arca is largely controlled by the surface
temperatuyres of the Pacific Ocean. During the winter,

a typical marine climate which is expected for

its latitude occurs., They are usually mild and moist
gind approximately 18 inches of precipitation occurs
during the winter months. The average annual temperature
ig nearly 66 degrees and has a narrow range. The
prevailing wind is from the west fo the norvthwest, The
wind 4s light in the morning but dfternoon windg are
gstronger, with avewdge velocities between 7 and 8 miles
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FIGURE 11T

FAUNA IN' PROJECT AREA - OPEN. WATER

.

Birds of Open Water Areags

Common Resident Common Seasonal

Pied-billed Grebe Horned Grebe
Pouble CGrested Cormorant Eared Gréhe
Mallard Pintail
Ruddy Duck Canvashaek
Coot ‘ Greater Scaup
Western GSrill Lesser Scaup
Forsters Tern Buffiehead
- White wimged Scooter
Surﬁxscgote:
Heriing Gull
Bonapartes .Gull

*Information obtained from San Mateo County

Parks and Recreation‘Depaxtment - Limited to
most common species by author.
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FIGURE LI
FAUNA IN PROJECT AREA - OPEN WATER

Marine Invertebiates®

Dog Whelk (Mud Snail)
Channeled Whelk
Little MNeck Clam

Gem Clam
.Opposum\Shrﬁmp

Black Tailed Shrimp
Ghost Shyimp
Dungeness Crab

Blue Mussel

Olympic Oyster
Limpet ,
Eh‘ckeréd~P'3”'ihkle“8nail
Fastern Slipper 5 i
Flét,Slipper‘Shgll
Wrinkled Roék Shell
Qyster Drill

Moss Animal

Fishe

Striped Bass

Sturgeon

Leéopaxd Shark . ,
Brown Smoothhound Shark,
Bay Sting Ray

Surf Perch

Sculpins

*Information obtained from San Mateo County
Parks and Recreation Departmens - 1limited
to most common species by authby.




ger hour, excéept in Lhe sunmex when velocities average
3 miles per hout,

e. Tides: Astropomic tldes experienced in the
projéct area vangae from mean high high water of
approximately 7 feet to a mean low low water of minus
2.5 feet. Mean sea level is approximately +4 fect.

f. Aestnetics: Thn proposed project site is located in
the open  water area of South San Francisco Bay. The
vigual characteristic of this area is large open water,
which may also have pledsute boak traffic. The proposed
site is located in view of shoreline residents .and
automobile traffic along the San Mateo-Hayward Bridge.

Background noise levels weére measured at the proposed site,
The tests were conducted 1/4 mile north of the San Mateo-
Hayward Bridge and 100 feet from the shore. This is the
closest shoreline to the proposed dredging grounds., Tests
were done with the Simson Model, 885 Sound Level Meter,
with "A" weighting and slow meter respohse. Teésts

were taken at 1600, 2400 and 0600 hours.

Readings of 60~70 D.B. were ndrmal‘background noise
levels with occasional jumps to 80 D.B., depending
on trafific on the San Mateo Bridge.

Airplanes passing overhead landing at the 8an Francisco
Mund:.cipal Aixport gave a raise to 75-85 D,B., depending
on the typé of plane and how close it was to the
recording unit.

g. Hydrology: The hydrological conditions of South
San Francisco Bay are characteristic of most salt watexr
shallow bays and mud flats. Sediment influx today is
primarily f£rom the interchange between ‘the North Bay
id South Bay. Thesé sediments are primarily silt and
clay size. ‘Some streams contribute other sediments but
this is quite insignificant when compared to the influx
firom the noxth.

South San Francisco Bay is usually in a turbid condition
due to wind and tidal action on the tidal mud f£lats.
Transparency measurements obtained by using 2 Secchi disk
were between 0.24 and 0.48 meters before the disk
disappeared from sight at Parcel 1, and between g.48

and 0.72 meters at the site.

Water quality in South San Francisco Bay is quite variable
but as a grneral statement, it can be said that the quality
decreases ag one proceeds southward, Table I lists

water qualigy data in the avea,
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TABLE T
WATER QUALITY DATA

Yearly Température Variation 19 degrees C. (wintet) -
20 degrees C. (summex)

Suspended Solids 80-90 mg/L
ghlorosity™ 15-17 a/L
Dissgoly d GXygen
Concentration 5,7 mg/L
fsaturation 80-90%
Biological Oxygen Pemand 1 mi/L
Anmonia Nitrogen 0il = 0.2 mg/L
¥irrate Nitrogen®™ .35 mg/L
Phosphate 1.0-1.5 g /L
Dissolved §ilica 5-6 mg/L
 Coliform Bactexia 100 MPN/100 ML

varies with depth, increase by less
25 mg/L from top fo bottom

Jaries seasonally 0.2-0.5 mg/L
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n, Histerisal: Quaternaxy oyster shell depoaits

which constitute an important but not widely known
mineral resource 4are exposed over 4 large portion

of San Francisco Bay.. Eaxly use of oystexr shells firom
rhe San Franclsaco pay was for aesthetic and

ornamental purposss but until the mid 1020's there

was ho concentsated effort to develop ghe shell
deposits for any extonglve commercial use. Bxhibit

¢ indicabes the discribution of ayster shells in

San Francisco Bay.

Pyior td 1920, commercial praduction cf oyrters
from the bBay was carried on cxtensively. It was
discoverad that the wative cyster (Ostrea Lurida)
was present in ri-amendous numbers and. although
idsmtical with the Clympia oyster, was not
profitable For commurcial extraction. The Bay
appearéd'to~be a marginal habitat and the -oyster
did not grow to markctable size.

In 1870 or shortly thereafter, the seed of the
gastern oystel {Ostrea Edulis) was implanted in the
‘Bay and, although beds in the North Bay were
unprodur sive and had to be abandoned, it was found
that in the South Bay casteri oysters produced
abundantly and: grew Lo such large size that commercial
hazvestihg of the oyster was quite profitable.

Subsequent to that time, however, pollution of the
Bay waters from the discharge of raw sewage and other
siltration adverse to oysters brought af. end to the
production of oystets as augommercial,product and led
to the production in 1ieu thercof of extensive shell
excayagion for use in the manufacture of cement, s0il
aonditioners and ielated produgks.

The results of this prodigious growth of the gastern
oyster added to the oxisting shell deposits and left

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

As early as 1924, as 8 matter of historical recoxd, the
Bay Shell Company dredged shells for livestock

feeding and soil conditioning the area between Alviso
and the San Mateo Bridge. Shoztly ‘thereafter, Tdeal
Coment Company, formerly Pacific-Portland Cement Company ,
comingnced a large scale operation of shell extraction
for the manufacture of cement, 1ivestock feed and

soil conditiorer, This operdtion was by fax the

nost extensive of any in the South Bay area but like the
majority of the other shell extractons they have
completely discontinued any dredging opevation for

¢he purposes of obtaining shell from the South

San Fraticisco Bay.




it has been estimated that in excess of
30,000,000 tons of ghell have been dredgad

from San Francisco Bay since dredging operations
First commenced in 1924 and as indicated above,
nmest of this has been taken in the vieinity

of the San Mateo Bridge cast of the wain ship
channel, There is some aevidence to indicate that
deadping around the Dumbarton Bridge was

cdrricd on to a limited extent,

Most of the knowledge of the distribution,
character and reserves of shells in the Bay is
based upon indirect 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 to the

amount of shell deposits remaining in the Bay

vary widely and the quantity in a specific area
likewise show wide variation due to the thickness
of the shell accumulatiop and the interspersement
of mud in these areas. It has been conservatively
estimated that on the basis of the shell extraction
which occurred at the height of the dredging operations
that the available shell résepves appeared to be
quite adequate to support shell operat¥ons fox
many years to come,

No historical or archeological sites are known toO
‘exist at the project site.

Efivironmental Impact of the Proposed Action:

Since ‘the project is of relatively small size, it should
have minimal significant impacts 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’certaiu,marine organisms will
be removed by the action of the dredge. 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 disruptioh of the feecding
habits of some Filter feeders in the area. Additionally,
while the dredge is operating. birds may be frightened
from the avea for a short time until they become adjusted
to it.

4 significant impact could occur if the dredge ercounters
sediments which have high concentrates of heavy metals

and other toxicants., However, this is unlikely due to

the dynamics of the arca. Recent sediments whicn most
usually contain significant concoentrates of heavy metdl

or toxicants, are mot likely te be deposited in the

lease area because of the wind waves and tidal currents.
Sediment sampling in the vegion indicates that the samples
have concentrates of toxicants and hcavy metals nedx those
of background levels, except in areas of quipt water,




Water quality will additionally be affected by
increased turbidity in the aréa as a result of the
discharge of the wash from the dredge. Th¥s will be
from the intermixed silty-clays and underlying the
shell fragments. Most of this should Flogulate and
settle rapidly. Those which do not setile should
have little or no impagt because of the highly turbid
conditions alyaady exlsting.

The dmpacts from the dredging operation on existing edx
quality should be insignificant, A small amount of
particulates; hydrocarbong and Ndx will be released £rom
the dredge pumps and engines.

The aesthetic impact of the operation wilil be both visual
and audiblée, Visually, the project area can be seen from
both the shoreline area and the San Mateo-layward Bridge.
The dredge will be a noncharacteristic sight in the area.
However, the area is frequented by other boat traffic,
The dredge will only be oni site for five or six hours a
day for 5 to 7 days pex month.

Noise génerated by the dredging operation will be
insignificant. Noise levels would not likely exceed

that of tugboat engines. The motors used in the dredging
gperation are completely enclosed including the dredge
pumps and the one washing pulp. It is unlikely that any-
one within 100 yards of the dredge would be able to
differentiate 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 meter showed
no response and the machinery could not be heard from

the showxe locations.

The dredging operation could become a navigation hazand to
small eraft. 1If 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 Environméntal Effects Which Cannot be Avoided
1.¥ the Proposal is linplemented.

There may be periodic local siltation of the Bay Waters in
the wake of the dredge and barge, irncluding mud and
sedinments which are reéleased during the washing process,
which may resulc in resuspension of some pollutants,

Mitigation Measures Proposed Lo Minimize the Impact:

The following mitigation measures will he required undex
the terms of the proposed lease.
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Pipalines returning materials from the washing
eperation to the Bay will be positioned at the
optimum operating depth, which will be governed by
the depth of the water in the area of operation,
The avaragoe depth for the discharge line in the
Proposed lease area is anticipated to be 6 feef,

The lessae will meet the requirements of the
California Repgional Water Quality Control Board
for waste discharse,

The lessee will be required to maintain an active
permit with the San Francisco Bay'Canservation
énd Development Commission.

Lassee will operste the dredge only during the hours

of low prioriuy usage for the Bay, primarily

between the hours of 12:00 a.m, and 6:00 a,m. ,
Such opérating periods may be modified by the lessor if
significant interference with other Bay usage ogours,

e. Frequent on site inspections by the staff for
con ormance with all lease provisions will be made.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action:

The No~Projedt alterriative woyld require the import of lime
in la¥ge quantities from Nevada "and Arizona. Such

imported lime would cost in excess of $40 per ton
delivered to California, whereas locally dredged shell

can be deliverad for considerably less cost and with
considersble savings in energy consumption.

Another alternative ig the resumption of ‘disgontinued
limestone quarrying as a substitute For shell in poultry
and livestock feed. \ssuming a 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 ares is scarified considerable wildlife
hibit is removed, and greater amounts of erosion take
piace.,

Additionally, significant visual impact may oceour, an
increased level of particulate matter will be unleased to
the aix from mining, and the possibility of surface and
ground water degradation.

Other Project locations: Other suitable locations in the

Bay Tox Carxrying out the Project are available but would appeay

to present more sdverse impacts upon the environtent then
the proposcd Profect as they arve either near marsh land,
closer to the shore and populated areas or could
interfere with pleasura boatdng activities,
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The Relationahip betweey Local Shdxu:Term'UsqgfofﬁMan‘s
Environment and the Malnbtendnce and Enbanceme & ol

Long-Term Productivity: *

i

San Francisco Bay, many vears ago, cedsed to provuce any
sizable quantity of shell fish primavily due to peilution
and lack of flushing aection. Commercial harvesting of
shell fish products was not only unfeasible but the health
quality of the product was highly questionable. With
ongoing anti~pollution requirements and other corrective
measures it is probable that the long term productivity

of the Bay can be erhanced,

The short term use of ‘the oyster shell bed on such a
relatively small scale dredging operation fo provide an
esseptial resoybece reguired now is not likely to interfere
substiantially with this long term productivity and is

les¢ consuming of resources available than alternates
which are of themselvas short term usage.

Any Irreversible Environmental Changes which Would be
involved in the Propcsed Action Should it be fmplemented:

The shgll deposits bnce removed will no longer be available
for other wuses. ‘

The Growth-Inducing Imbact of the Propesed Action:

The project has no growth induging impact. The praposed
shell will only be used to replace shells présently
imported froim Texras, ‘

.

The proposed project area exists in an area which historically
has been dredged for oystexr shell production. Preseutly

1no operations age occurring in the area, but this and

dn adjoining pending application with the State Lands
LCommission have been filed. Both dredging aperations

would otcur in the same region.

Socio-Economie Effect:

The project will genevate no population growth, will
requlre no added or expanded local govexnmental services
and will not necessitate additional expenditures of tax
funds. Tt will, conversely, add wevenue to the State
through payment of royalty on the extracted shell and
increases in corporate and other taxes, paid by the
prolject operators.

Enexpy Conseévvation

Energy conservation would cccur as a ditect nesult of this
project by decreasing the amount of <iwported shells from
Texas, thus reéducing fuel used in transportation.
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organizdtions apnd Porsons Gommenting:

. grate Clearinghouse

b. Resources Agoency

¢. Public M&altb‘pcpartment

a. Pepartment: of xranspontatiou

e. San‘Fran&&sgo Bay conservation and Development Commi.gs.on
£. .San Mateo Gounty

‘Gommenns.fen&ivcd'Thﬁouﬁh the Commenting Procedure!

i. Responses to San Mateo Connty Comments.

A, I orter to teet the reguirements of C.E.Q.A. . the
following things should be included in rhe B LR

1. A‘staneqaut contdining the names and’ qualifica-
tions of the E.L.R, praparers.

Responses The Draft E.L.R. was prgpared‘by the State
Lands Division sraff with help from the
applicant.

9. A section discussing any wirreversible envizon-
merital changes" caused by the project.

Response: See Fage 13.

B, The rechnical adequacy of the E.L.R. would be enhanc@d
by greater depth of discussion in the following areas:

¥

1. In the gection on water quality, information should
be included regarding the chemical composition of
the bay mud in the project ared, partioularly noting
the presence of heavy metals and pesticide'residUe.
There should be furthexr discussion,oﬁ impacts DY

any toxic compounds present 4n the bay mud which
would be stirred, and possibly rgxncroduoed inta the
water. All impacts relatad to this issue

?
including inereased siltation, should be discussed.

Respouse: The sediments encountcred in the shell areas of
South San Francisco Bay nave chemical qualities
much like those of natural sediments. Heavy

metals will generally not settle in the shell
arcag becausd of highly agitated condition.

9. MNoise impacks shoald be further discussed and quantiﬁied.

Regponse: goise %mpécts and data bave bedn incorporated, Pages
and 11,

A delincation of the Wenthic organisms which have
becn-idenrmficd in the project avea would be
helpful, gopethern with a statemont of the

health of such benthic commuii.ties.
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Response: A list of bentlile community animals 1is
given in Figure II, The general health
of the population is unknown,

€. “The following Information would greatly indreass

the ddequacy of the E.T.R.,:

L. An analysis of other oyster shell dredging
operations in the bay wéuld help to determine
cumulative impacts,

Response: This informaciontbas,baén‘incorporated into the
final E.I.R. on Page 12.

2. A stotement of the tewms of the lease would assist
in assessing the project.

Response: The lease form will include the operating
eonditions; Iimitations and mitigation
medsures provided in the E.T.R.

Answetrs to comments for San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Cpmmissiqpu

A. To better thderstand the Impact on the Bay -and the oyster
of the proposed dredging especially in light of similar
operations, the report should diecuse the £ollauivo.

1. What is the total quantity of oyster shells estimated
to be in San Francisco Bay and in the rest of Galifornia?

What quantity of oyster shells are estimated to- be
added per year to the total reserve of shells?

Response: Estimates indicated‘thateover a billion abic

yards exist, of which 140,000,000 cubic yards
are in San Francisco Bay,

2. VWhat is the relationship of live oystex heds to the oyster
shells to be dredged? Are significant numbers of live
oysters disturbed or destroyed during dredging of
oystier shells?

Response: No live oysters inhabit the area.

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

Response: None on State land.

4. What is the total projected amount: of oyster shells
likely to be dredged over the next twenty vears from
San Francisco Bay and from ot hor areas of Californid?

Responge: Pending applications in South San Francisco Ray,

i approved, could result in 150,000 cubdc yards
of dredged oyster shells per year,




Will the proposed project and other oyster shell
dredging opexations be likely to continue over
a long time or will the leases terminate ab
some specific time?

Response: The proposed lease 1s for a S-year primary
rerm, with a xright for 3 five-year ranewal
periods.

6. When the total present and projected dredging of
oyster shells is compared with the total amount 01X
oyster shells available, will the project contribute
to a permanent loss of a significant rasourca?

Response: The State Lands Division estimates that
146,000,000 cubie yards of clean shell :
remain 4in South San Francisco pay. This lease
represents a commitment of 1,600,000 cubic
yards ox approgimately 1 1/2 vercent of the
remaining shell resexrves.

With regard to the way in which oyster shell dredging is
dotie, the Yreport would be more helpful if it included
’anSWErs to the following:

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

Response: A hydraulic dredge will be used; see Project

Description Page 1.

2. What will be done with noh-oyster shell materials that
are dredged? If these matetrials are retwmed to the
Bay,‘will‘the.resettling interfere with Life processes
of live oysters ox othex 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 & significant problem.
Any organisms which inhabit the area have

already adapted to the furbid conditions.

What quantity of non-oyster shell materials that are
returned to the Bay will be Tikely to remain in
sugpension? Will the suspendad matexrials causc
degradation of water quality? If so, is the amount
of degradation significant?

Rasponse: Twenty LO thirey percent will be returned and
will ercate no significant impact. See Page L1.




What effect will oyster dredging have on. other Bay
organisms? For example, the drafit indicates that

some of the areas proposed for dreédging are exposed

at low tide, ‘Such areas may provide a good habitar for
feeding bivds, Would the sort of project propogsad

have any significant cEfect on such feeding grounds?

Response: The proposed project will have no significent impact
on feeding arecas. At low tide, when the avea
is partially exposed, no operations will bo
conducted, Additionally, the area proposed
for lease is oF low biological productivity.

Is any sort of monitoring system proposed in connection with
this and any similar projects which will raview the Amounts
of shell being dredged and whethet any environmental

-damage is oceurring as a result of the opetation?

Response: Yes, See mitigation measure,

What mitigationvméasures are being proposed in this project?
The time at which the dredging is to occur, as nentioned
in the se¢tion, would not appear to mitigate for the loss
of the shell and for any decrease in water gquality. It

is the opinion of the BCDC staff that spocific mitigation
proposals should be diregted at these two possibly adverse
environmental impacts: The neise of the dredging and the
time at which it is to occur might be better dealt with

in thé environmental impact section. In this vegard, is it
possible thak noise caused by dredging would carry further
. at night due to a lower ambient noise level?

Response: 'Mitigalion measures proposed for the project ara
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 wi .l
be temporary and insignificant. However, the
lessee will have to meet discharge requiremeics
of the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board.

Alternatives to the project are discussed on Page
12 of this veport. In the opinion of the
State Lands Division, the environmental impacts of
the proposed project are less significant than
thogse of the alternatives and thus more gasily
mitigated,

Roise impacts are discussed on Page 1l.
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What are the &nvirmnmencal offfacts off this project a3
opposed to the envirottiental offects of ohtaining

the necessary caloium elsowhere? Phe draft evaluatas
the project in porme of cost but not in GexWs of
q&stﬂrbanca o Bay ecosystoms. On gl basis of such &
dd.avuptilon, and since theve are othex mankets
avallable for the calgium, i ghere a suffiglent dost-

bt
s

benefit ratlo ko justify dredpging ih the Bay?

Responsa: ‘The envixanmental impagt'hf,this,projgct, as
analyzed in this roport indicates phat no

aignificant Lmpacts wilk ogour, Alternatives
are dispussed on Page 11.

Have the following agenci¢s~been contacted for their views
on this project and Dnaft,ﬁnvmroﬁmental Tmpact Report?

1. Eeﬁgral Enyixonmental PKOCQctionrAgency,‘Watef
Quality gection.

Responsé: Yes.
2. TFederal Bukeau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife.

Response: NO, however, the &tate Department of Fish and
Game have reviewed and commented on this veport.

3. Afﬁectcdgcity'jurisdictiOﬂS‘andvthe Counties of Alameda

and‘San»Mateo?

Response: Yes.
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