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Marine sand offload locations within the Bay-Delta estuary. 
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SUMMARY OF STATE LANDS COMMISSION CEQA FINDINGS 
FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AND DELTA SAND MINING PROJECT 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

In October 2012, the California State Lands Commission ("SLC"), as lead agency pursuant to the 

California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") certified an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for the 

San Francisco Bay and Delta Sand Mining Project ("Project"), adopted a Statement of Findings and 

Statement of Overriding Considerations, and adopted a M itigation and Monitoring Program ("MMP"}. 
The Project evaluated in the EIR involves Hanson Marine Op~ratio ns ("Hanson"), Jerico Products/Morris 

Tug and Barge ("Jerico"}, and Suisan Associates (a joint venture between Hanson and Jerico} (collectively 
the "Applicants"}, entering into new 10-year mineral extraction leases of California sovereign lands to 

enable the continuation of dredge mining of construction-grade sand. The SLC leases are located in 
Central San Francisco Bay ("Central Bay"), Suisun Bay, and the western Sacramento-San Joaquin River 
Delta area ("Delta"). The proposed SLC lease renewa ls involve the same lease parcels currently mined 

by Hanson and Jerico, although the boundaries of some of the Centra l Bay parcels were adjusted in 2011 
to avoid overlapping Federal lands. 

The EIR analyzed the lease areas described below, but only the Central Bay leases to Hanson were part 
of the SLC's Project approval in October 2012. SLC subsequently approved the Suisun Associates lease in 

February 2013. 

• Central Bay: Hanson Leases PRC Nos. 709 (Presidio, Alcatraz North, and Point Knox North 
Shoals); 2036 (Point Knox South); 7779 (Point Knox Shoal); and 7780 (Aicatraz South Shoal) . 

• Suisun Bay/Delta: Suisun Associates Lease PRC 7781. 

• Middle Ground Shoal, Suisun Bay: Privately owned parcel, TLS 39, owned by the Grossi fam ily 

and not under SLC's jurisdiction. 

Ten-year leases were previously granted for PRC Nos. 709, 2036, 7779, 7780, and 7781, which expired 
on June 30, 2008. The Project applications for the leases proposed to increase the volume of sand 

currently permitted to be mined at the lease parcels as provided in Table 1 below. 

SLC Central Bay Leases 

PRC 709.1: Presidio, Alcatraz, and Point 

Knox Shoals (Hanson) 

PRC 2036.1 : Point Knox South (Hanson) 

PRC 7779.1: Point Knox Shoal (Hanson) 

13188S9.3 

540,000 290,331 

300,000 252,637 

400,000 390,440 

1 

340,000 49,669 

450,000 197,363 

550,000 159,560 

EXHIBIT F . 



PRC 7780.1: Alcatraz South (Hanson) 150,000 127,248 200,000 72,752 

PRC 5871: (CEMEX)3 NA 80,383 NA NA 

Subtotal SLC Central Bay Leases 1,390,000 1,141,039 1,540,000 398,9615 

Suisun Bay I Western Delta Leases 

PRC 7781.1: Suisun Bay/Western Delta 

(Suisun Associates) 
100,000 85,746 300,000 214,254 

Private Leases 

Grossi Middle Ground : BCDC Permit 10-
500,000 

90 (Hanson) 
0 50,000 50,000 

Grossi Middle Ground: BCDC Permit 16-
250,000 

78 (M ) (Jerico) 
199,866 150,000 -49,866 

Private Least Totals: Middle Ground 750,000 199,866 200,000 134 

1~1! l!eas~JJotf{~ 
... 

.. &~-~f"Z..;lif.~' ~~ ~. c~ -~,~ .. ~ ~~ ~ , ~~r. ~~ 61-3~!9~1, - r·k~B~0?,~·~ ~~ !I 426 ,650 :z,~,o o ,.,,. ... , ~....,~ ,.,_,.;..;; " . ,.... 
Notes: NA = Not Applicable 

1 Refer to Table 1-1 for mining volumes by year at each parcel. 

2 The Applicants propose to mine up to the proposed level of 2,040,000 cubic yards per year beginning in 2014 when upgrades 
to diesel engines used to power mining equipment are required to be completed; until 2014 the Applicants propose to mine no 
more than the baseline level of 1,426,650 cubic yards per year. 

3 A new lease is not proposed at this parcel, which therefore is not part of the proposed Project. 
4 Cells may not tota l exactly due to rounding. 

5 This figure takes into account the 80,383 cubic yards of material mined from PRC 5871 during the baseline period. 

Source: SLC September 2012 EIR 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
The EIR analyzed a tota l of fo ur Project alternatives: (1) No Project Alternative; (2) Long-term 
Management Strategy (" LTMS") Conformance Alternative; (3) Clamshell Dredge Mining Alternative; and 
(4) Red uced Project Alternative. The EIR identifies the Reduced Project Alternative as the 
environmentally superior alternative . 

1. No Project Alternative- Under the No Project Alternative, the SLC would not issue proposed 
new mining leases. Mining would cease within the areas under the jurisdiction of SLC. In addition, 
other regulatory agencies would not renew permits to allow sand mining to continue at Middle 
Ground Shoal, which is privately held, after the expiration of current permits (e.g., the BCDC permits 
expire in July 2012). 

2. LTM S Conformance Alternative- This alternative would require sand mining to comply with 

temporal and spatial restrictions on dredging contained in the Long-Term Management Strategy for 
the Placement of Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay Region Management Plan 2001 ("LTMS 
Management Plan"). This alternative would place time and location restrictions on sand mining in 
conformance with the environmental "work windows" contained in the LTMS, which indicate when 
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dredging may occur in different parts of the Bay. All other aspects of this alternative, including 
Project Applicants (Hanson and Jerico), mining locations, off-loading locations, and mining volumes, 
would be the same as for the proposed Project. 

3. Clamshell Dredge Min ing Alternative - The Clamshell Dredge Mining Alternative would employ 
a method other than suction dredge mining for recovery of sand from the floor of the Bay and Delta . 
The method employed would use a clamshell bucket and cra ne. Clamshell dredging is accomplished 

by using a barge-mounted crane to lower a clamshell bucket to the sea floor until it sinks into the 
sediment. A bucket load of sediment is scooped up and brought back to the barge and deposited on 
it. Clamshell dredging does not require the creation of a slurry, and does not t herefore use a large 
volume of seawater. The potential for entrainment of fish associated with suction dredge mining is 
consequently substantially red uced. Accidenta l capt ure or injury to fish is unlikely, as fish can avoid 

the bucket. The applicants do not own or currently operate any clamshell dredge mining equ ipment 
and would be required to purchase or rent this equipment to mine sand at the same volume as 
suction dredging. All other aspects of this alte rnative, including Project applicants, mining locations, 
off-load ing locations, and mining volumes, would be the same as for the proposed Project. 

4. Reduced Project Alternative -This alternative would reduce permitted annual mining volumes 
in all of the lease areas to a level equiva lent to the baseline mining vo lumes (i.e., the 2002 to 2007 
average mined at each Project parcel). Mining methods and off-loading would be the same as 
proposed, and mining would be co nducted both by Hanson and Jerico. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
Based on initial scoping, the Project was anticipated to have no impact on the following resource areas: 

Aesthetics • Population and Housing 

• Agricultural Resources • Public Services 

• Geo logy and Soils • Transportation 

Noise • Utilities and Service Systems 

After conducting an analysis in the EIR, it was determined that the Project would have less than 
significant impacts on t he following resource areas: 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Mineral Resources 

The EIR found that the Project would have a potentially significant impact in the following areas: 

Biological Resources 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 

Cu ltural Resources 
Land Use and Recreation 

In its CEQA Findings, the SLC determined that mitigation measures specified in t he EIR and M itigation 
Monitoring Program (attached t o this summary) would avoid or substantially lessen the App roved 
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Project's significant environmental effect of the impacts in the areas of (1) Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, (2) Cultural Resources, and (3) Land Use and Recreation. 

Although the Applicants designed t he Project to minimize environmental effects, the SLC imposed 
mitigation measures to further reduce impacts (see attached MMP). Even though the Approved Project 
was designed to further reduce impacts, the SLC determined that certain impacts to Biological 
Resources and Air Quality, including GHG emissions, could not be mitigated to below a level of 
significance (see Ta ble 2}. 

Table 2: list of Significant Impacts Identified for the Approved Project 

BI0-8: Entrainment and 
mortality of delta and 
Iongtin smelt 

AIR-1: Emissions of criteria 

pollutants 

AIR-2: Potential impacts on 
climate change 

1318859.3 

The Approved Project wi ll result in a significant impact to delta smelt 
and Iongtin smelt as a result of entrainment and mortality during sand 
mining operations. 

The Approved Project will likely have greater air quality impacts than 
the proposed Project, since it is assumed that sand w ill be mined 
from the Bay and Delta only up to the volume of the baseline 
scenario and that the remainder of sand will be replaced with sand 

mined at land-based quarries (e.g., half from local quarries and half 
from British Columbia). Consequently, the Approved Project will 
indirectly result in higher total emissions of criteria pollutants, 
including PMlO and NOx than the Project as proposed. Within the Bay 
Area A\r Basin (Basin), PMlO emissions will be higher, and NOx 
emissions wi ll be lower than with the Project. Both PMlO and NOx 
emissidns will likely be higher outside of the Basin, because of ocean 
transp6rt of sand from British Columbia. The increase in PMlO in the 

I 

Basin under the Approved Project wi ll be significant. No feasible 
mitigation is available to the SLC to address the increase in 
emissions associated with non-Project-related importation of sand by 
vessels from outside the Project area (such as British Columbia) 
and/or increased production at land-based Bay Area quarries 
because these impacts to air quality are beyond its control and 
outside its jurisdiction; the impact would be significant and 
unavoidable. Should the applicants exercise the option to increase 
mining volumes to Proposed Project levels in the future, this indirect 
significant impact will be reduced to a level below significant. 

The Approved Project will indirectly result in higher emissions of 
GHGs compared to the proposed Project, mostly due to the assumed 

ocean t ransport of some sand to the Bay Area from British Co lumbia. 
This wil l be a significant impact. Since the increase in GHG emissions 

associated with the Approved Project will be from sources beyond the 
control and outside the jurisdiction of the SLC, Mitigation Measure AIR-
2, which requires the applicants to report and reduce GHG emissions 
directly caused by mining activities, and which will reduce those GHG 

emissions to less than significant, will not be applicable, and the impact 
will be significant and unavoidable. Should the applicants exercise the 

4 



option to increase mining volumes to Proposed Project levels in the 
future, this indirect significant impact w ill be reduced to a level below 
significant. 

AIR-3: Potential health risk Since, under the Approved Project, sand offloading facilities would 
from diesel particulate continue to be used to receive, stockpile, and ship sand or other 
matter aggregate materials, toxic air contami nant emissions in the vicinity of 

those facilities, and resultant human health risks, are assumed to be 
similar to the Project as proposed. However, a potentially significant 
indirect impact of t he Approved Project relates to the assumed 
increase in production at Bay Area land-based quarries leading to 
higher health risks, since toxic air contaminant emissions from 
landbased quarries and land t ransportation may be more likely to 
impact residential developments and other sensitive receptors than 
offshore mining activities and ocean transportation; such human 
health effects could be significant. Because t he operation of land-
based quarries is beyond the control and jurisdiction of the SLC, no 
feasible mitigation measures are available, and the impact is 

conside red significant and unavoidable. Should the applicants exe rcise 
the option to increase mining volumes to Proposed Project levels in the 
future, t his indirect significant impact will be reduced to a level below 
significant. 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
For purposes of CEQA, ifthe specific economic, lega l, social, technological, or other benefits of a 
proposed project outweigh the unavoidable signif icant environmental effects, those effects may be 
considered acceptable and the decision making agency may approve the underlying project (14 Cal. 
Code Regs.§ 15092(b)(2)(B)). As described above, the EIR identified significant impacts ofthe approval 
of the Central Bay leases and the Suisun Bay lease, as well as Project alternatives, that cannot be feasibly 
mitigated to below a level of significance. Therefore, the SLC issued a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in support of its October 2012 approval of the Centra l Bay leases and its February 2013 
approval of t he Suisun Bay lease. 

Alternatives and Mitigation Measures 
The SLC found that all mitigation measures identified in the EIR that are applicable to the Approved 

Project have been imposed to avoid or lessen impacts to the maximum extent feas ible. The SLC also 
found that other alternatives analyzed in the EIR, the No Project Alternative, the Clamshell Mining 

Alternative, and the LTMS Conformance Alternative (described above), are infeasible or are not 
environmenta lly superior for the following reasons. 

1. No Project Alternative- The SLC found that while the No Project Alternative could avoid most of 
the significant impacts of the Project, including the significant and unavoidable impact to delta smelt 
and Iongtin smelt, Impact BI0-8, it would require the Bay Area construction industry to acquire sand 
from other sources including land-based quarries in the Bay area and more distant sources such as 
British Columbia, with consequent increases in air emissions, including greenhouse gases (GHGs) and 
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diesel particu late matter. Therefore, the SLC determined tha t the No Project Alternative is not 
environmenta lly superior to the other alternatives or to t he proposed Project. 

2. The LTMS Conformance Alternative- The SLC found that the LTMS Conformance Alternative 
could reduce or avoid some impacts of the proposed Project, but that it could also resu lt in 
significant unavoidable air quality impacts. This Alternative would limit mining seasonally, 
potent ially resulting in more intensive mining during these periods and consequently greater daily 
emissions of criteria air po llutants and toxic air contaminants. For t his reason, the SLC concluded 
that the LTMS Conformance Alternative was not the environmenta lly superior alternative. 

3. Clamshell Dredge Mining Alternative -The SLC found that the Clamshell Dredge Mining 
Alternative, while potentia lly reducing biological resources impacts related to entrainment of marine 
organisms in the suction dredge, would be less efficient , potentially result ing in a longer duration of 
mining events and consequent ly increased emissions of criteria pollutants and diesel particulate 
matter. For these reasons, the SLC concluded t hat the LTMS Conformance Alternative was not the 
environmenta lly superior alternative. 

4. Reduced Project Alternative- The Reduced Project Alternative would reduce the intensity of the 
Project's significa nt impacts, and would likely render mitigation measures easier to implement and 
achieve. Even though the Reduced Project Alternative may result in significant unavoidable air 
qua lity impacts associated with importing sand and obtaining sand from quarries, the overall 

intensity of impacts would be less than the other alternatives. Therefore, the Reduced Project 
Alternative is considered the Environmentally Superior Alternat ive. 

Based on th.e analysis in the Final EIR, information provided by Lhe Applicants, information obtained 
through the public r~view process, and other information in the record before the SLC, the SLC did not 
adopt the Reduceg Project Alternative. In bot h the SLC's approval of the Cent ral Bay leases and its 
approval of the Suisun Bay lease, it adopted a modified version of the proposed Project, referred to as 
the " Reduced Project Alternative with Increased Volume Option," referred t o as t he "Approved 
Project." For both the Central Bay and the Suisun Bay leases, the Approved Project consists of the 
Reduced Project Alternative with the option of increasing the volumes to the proposed Project levels 
upon the applicant's request and the submittal to the Commission of t he following documents for each 

lease area: (1) a copy of the Incidental Take Permit ("ITP") issued by the California Department of Fish & 
Wildlife ("CDFW"); and (2) a letter to the SLC reciting submittal to t he Californ ia Air Resources Board of 

its Compliance Plan and Demonstration of Compl iance to Operate under Title 17, California Code of 
Regulations, section 93118.5. Upon meeting these condit ions, the SLC's Executive Officer or his 

delegate must authorize the mining of the increased volumes as set forth in the Central Bay and Suisun 
leases and the EIR. Table 3 below compares the proposed Project and Reduced Project volumes for the 
Central Bay and Suisun leases. 
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Table 3 - Proposed Project Compared with Reduced Project Mining Volumes (cy/ yr) 

§.~(:~~-~~~:£~t~~rilt~liiW.·.(IjC1b's'!nl' 
' 

J;;:Jiro~at 'l -~ ~Re~d!J!Je~JProJ,.e..s.t 
PRC 709: Presidio, Alcat raz, and Point Knox Shoals 340,000 290,331 

PRC 2036: Point Knox Sout h 450,000 252,637 

PRC 7779: Point Knox Shoal 550,000 390,440 

PRC 7780: Alcat raz South Shoal 200,000 127,248 

PRC 7781: Suisun Bay/Western Delta 300,000 85,746 

Total: Central Bay and Suisun Leases 1,840,000 1,146,402 

Overriding Considerations 

The SLC balanced the benef its of the Project against the signif icant unavoidable impacts t hat would 
remain after selection of the Approved Project and with implementation of all feasible mitigation in the 
EIR. The SLC found that the benefits of the Approved Project (summarized below) outweighed t he 
significant and unavoidable adverse environment al effects of the Approved Project and considered such 
effects acceptable. Each benefit set forth below constituted an overriding consideration of the SLC 
warranting approval of the Project. 

• Continuing the existing mining operations for 10 yea rs under the Central Bay leases and Suisun lease 
will have numerous benef it s t o the State of Californ ia and Bay-Delta region, including generation of 
substantial royalties to the state. 

• Issuance of the four Cent ral Bay leases and the Suisun Bay lease under the Approved Project wi ll 
continue to provide jobs for t ug and barge operators and other employees associated with mining 
operat ions, that otherwise might l;>e lost. This will benefit the Bay Area economy. If the sand mining 
leases were not approved, sand mining operations from the SLC lease parcels would cease. This may 
result in the loss of jobs associated wit h sand mining. 

• Sand is delive red to a number of off-loading facilities located throughout the Bay and Delta. The 

combination of use of efficient suction dredge equipment for extraction of the sand resource from 
the Bay floor; barge transportation of large loads (up to 2,000 cubic yards) of sa nd to off-loading 
facilit ies located throughout t he region; and the resulting relatively limited use of ground 
t ransportat ion t o ship the material to its point of use, resul t in a relat ively energy efficient means of 
producing and t ransporting construction aggregate. If the sa nd mining leases were not approved, 
meeting t he Sa n Francisco Bay region's demand for construction aggregate would require obtaining 
sand from other sources, likely including quarries in the region as well as imports from Canada. 
These other so urces would be able to meet demand, but with greater environmental consequences, 
particularly air quality impacts. 

• A benefi t of the Approved Project is that should mining increase to the Proposed Project volumes as 

anticipated, the Project's indirect significant Air Quality impacts, AIR-1, AIR-2, and AIR-3 caused by 
acquiring sand from other sources, will be reduced t o less than significant . 

• The Project objective to obtain renewal of all necessary permits and approvals to continue mining 
sand at an economica lly viable level in San Francisco Bay for the next 10 years would not be met if 
the sand mining leases were not approved. 
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7. 0 Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Table 7-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program- Biological Resources 

Impact Mitigation Measure 

BI0-6: Sand mining could BI0-6: Establish a 1 DO-foot buffer 
result in smothering or burial around hard bottom areas wilhin 
of, or mechanical damage to, and adjacent to Central Bay mining 
infauna and epifauna, and leases. 
reduced fish foraging . 
• (Class II) 
BI0-8: Regular opera!ion of BJ0-8a: Applicants shall implement 
sand mining activities will operational measures to minimize 
cause entrainment and the potential for entrainment and 
mortality of delta and Iongtin mortality of delta and longftn smelt. 
smelt. (Class I) • Timino of dredging relative to X2; 

To grotect delta and Iongtin smelt 
and QQientialty eggs and young 
larvae from mortality related to 
entrainment, sand mining activities 
shan be restricted U!;!Siream of the 
X2 location {i.e., the location of 
2 1;1arts 12er thousand (rmt} salin!M 
from December 1 through June 30 
each year. This location changes 
during the water ~ar in resQQnse to 
river flows and its location is tracked 
on the following website: 
htlg:J/cdec. water.ca.gov/£:Qi-
grggs!gue[.YDaily?X2. The d~ree 
and duration of mining reslricfions, 
and the SQ!l£ific locations where 
mining should be restricted during 
this sensitive seasonal ggriod will be 
based on factors includi[!g the 
s~cific location of X2 relative to 
mining activities, sggcfes 12resence 
and relative abundance in the 
Project area based on sam12ling 
data from the nearest survey 
stations, and the overall status of 
the species (population· trend). 

- -

San Francisco Bay and 
Delta Sand Mining Final EIR 

Location 

Hard bottom 
areas within and 
adjacent to 
Central Bay 
mining leases. 

Suisen Bay and 
Western Delta 
tease areas, 
including Middle 
Ground Sfi·aal -
and Suisun 
Associates; 
Central Bay. 

Monitoring I Effectiveness Responsible 
Timing Reporting Action Criteria Agency 

Applicant to submit Evidence that sand CSLC Quarterly E-lrac 
quarterly E-lrac data of mining has taken place data to be 
Central Bay mining only outside the 1 00 foot submitted. 
events. buffer and hard bottom 

areas in the vicinity of 
Central Bay leases. 

Applicants shall submit to Evidence of a CDFG CSLC/ CDFG Within 12 months 
CSLC written approved Incidental Take of issuance of 
documentation that !hey Permit and compliance new leases 
have obtained an wilh its conditions. BCDC approval. 
Incidental Take Permit would be unable to issue 
and have complied with new ~rmits for sand 
the conditions contained mini!!Q-needed for the 
in the permit. P!Qject to 1;1roceed - 1;1rior 

to the CDFG issuing an 
Incidental Take Permit 
for the Project. 

! 

- -
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Table 7-1. Mitigation Monitoring Program- Biological Resources 

Impact Mitigation Measure Location 

Soecific seasonal restrictions will be 
set through consultation with the 
California OeQartment of Fish and 
Game (CDFGl and would likely be a 
requirement of any Incidental Take 
Permit that may: be issued for the 
Project. 

• Current restrictions on sand 
mining operations: 

As SQ!1Cified in the National Marine 
Fisheries Service Biological 0j2inion 
(NMFS 2006} and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service LeHer of 
Concurrence {USFWS 2006), serve 
to avoid and minimize take of delta 
smelt. CurrenUv there are no 
Federal restrictions on longfin smell 
Due to similar life stages, however, 
state della smelt restrictions and 
conditions will be ll!l!llied to both 
smell SQ!1cles. These conditions 
include restrictions on IJUmiJ 
Qriming, fimi!ing the total mining 
volume, Qrohibi!ing mining in areas 
of shallow water deQlh and in 
Qroximir£ to shorelines, restricting 
mining to the designated lease 
areas which are away: from 
sensitive habitat, and monitoring 
and re(2Qrting the location of each 
mining event. 

• ~dditional requirements and 
restrictions to minimize and avoid 
take. 

Will be set through consultation with 
the COFG and would likelY be a 

-

September 2012 

Monitoring I 
Reporting Action 
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7. 0 Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Effectiveness 
Criteria 

Responsible Timing Agency 

San Francisco Bay and 
Delta Sand Mining Final EIR 



7. 0 Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Table 7·1. Mitigation Monitoring Program- Biological Resources 

Impact Mitigation Measure 

reouirement of any Incidental Take 
Permit that may be issued for the 
Project. To further minimize take, 
the AQQiicants shall kee~ the end of 
the ~Qe and dmg head as close to 
!he bottom as oossible, and no 
more than three feet from the 
bottom, whenever feasible when 
Qriming the QUmQ or clearing the 
QiQ!l. Additional rgguirements and 
restrictions mgy be set through 
consultation with CDFG. 

Bt0-8b: Applicants shall provide 
off-site mitigation to compensate 
for the impacts of the taking that 
may be unavoidable. 

BI0-9: Green sturgeon, BI0-9a: Sand mining halted during 
Chinook salmon, and peak Chinook salmon migration. 
steelhead trout will be 
impacted during sand mining .. 
(Class II) 

San Francisco Bay and 
Delta Sand Mining Final EIR 

Location 

-- .. ···· -~ 

Sulsan Bay and 
Western Delta 
lease areas. 
including 
Middle Ground 
Shoal and 
Suisun 
Associates; 
Cenlral Bay. 

Suisan Bay and 
Western Delta 
lease areas, 
including Middle 
Ground Shoal 
and Suisun 
Associates. 

Monitoring I Effectiveness Responsible 
Timing Reporting Action Criteria Agency 

Applicants shall submit Evidence of a CDFG CSLC/ CDFG Within 12 
to CSLC written approved Incidental months of 
documentation that they Take Permit and issuance of new 
have obtained an compliance with its leases approval. 
Incidental Take Permit conditions. BCDC 
and have complied with would be unable lo 
the conditions contained issue new 11ermits for 
in the permit. sand mining - needed 

for the Project to 
11roceed - (1rior to the 
CDFG issuing an 
Incidental Take Permit 
for the Proiect. 

Beginning March 1 of Evidence that no sand CSLC Sand mining 
each year that the sand mining has taken place closure period to 
mining leases are In during the peak be determined 
effect. the applicants shall outmigration period, as prior to April 1 of 
communicate weekly with defined and reported by each year. 
USFWS and CSLC to USFWS. Confirmation of 
detennine the timing of closure by June 1 
that year's oulmigration of each year. 
peak. CSLC shall confirm 
in writing, based on 
physical inspection and/or 
electronic tracking data 
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Table 7-1 . Mitigation Monitoring Program- Biological Resources 

Impact Mitigation Measure Location 
Monitoring I 

Reporting Action 
(E-trac data) that no sand 
mining occurs during the 
I peak outmigralion period. 

BI0-9b: Sand mining limited to Suisan Bay and Applicant to submit 
daylight hours from January 1 to Western Delta quarterly E-trac data, 
May 31. lease areas, including time of mining 

including Middle events. CSLC to confirm in 
Ground Shoal 'Miting that all mining 
and Suisun events in Suisun Bay and 
Associates. Western Delta lease areas 

have occurred only during 
daylight hours from 
January 1-May 31 of each 
lvear. 

Table 7-2. Mitigation Monitoring Program- Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact Mitigation Measure Location 
Monitoring I 

Reporting Action 

HAZ-1: Potential for HAZ-1: Provide a California Non- Not applicable Jerico to provide 
accidental leak or spill of tank Vessel Contingency Plan evidence of CDFG 
hazardous materials. (CANTVCP) to the CSLC. approval of CANTVCP. 
(Class II) 

Table 7-3. Mitigation Monitoring Program- Air Quality 

Impact Mitigation Measure Location Monitoring I 
Reporting Action 

AIR-2: Potential impacts on AIR-2: Prepare and implement a Project area Applicants to submit and 
climate change. (Class If) Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan. CSLC to review and 

approve GHG Reduction 
Plan. Applicants to 
provide annual evidence 
or confirmed GHG 
inventory and report of 
GHG Reduction Plan 
implementation. 
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7.0 Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Effectiveness 
Criteria 

Evidence that sand 
mining has taken place 
only during daylight 
hours during the period 
peak outmigration 
period January 1-May 
31 of each year. 

Effectiveness 
Criteria 

Evidence of approved 
CANTVCP. 

Effectiveness 
Criteria 

Confirmed annual GHG 
inventories must 
demonstrate reduction or 
offset of GHG emissions 
to target level. 

Responsible 
Timing Agency 

CSLC Quarterly E-trac 
data to be 
submitted within 
one month of end 
of each quarter. 
CSLC wri tten 
confirmation of 
compliance within 
two months of the 
end of each 
I quarter. 

Responsible 
Timing Agency 

CDFG/CSLC Within three 
months of 
certification or the 
EIR. 

Responsible 
Timing Agency 

CSLC Within three 
months or lease 
issuance. 

San Francisco Bay and 
Delta Sand Mining Final E IR 



7. 0 M;tigation Monitoring Program 

Table 7-4. Mitigation Monitoring Program- Cultural Resources 

Impact Mitigation Measure Location 

CUL·1: Inadvertent discovery CUL-1 : Cease operations and Project area 
of historical resources or notify California Slate lands 
·unique archaeological Commission and Army Corps of 
resources." (Class II) Engineers. 

CUL-3: Inadvertent discovery CUL-3: Cease operations and Same as CUL-1 
of human remains. (Class II) notify County Coroner. 

Table 7-5. Mitigation Monitoring Program- Land Use and Recreation 

Impact Mitigation Measure 

LU-4: Conflicts with regional LU-4. Implement MM BI0-6, 810-
or local land use plans or 8a, B!O-Bb, BI0-9a, BJ0-9b. HAZ-
policies. (Class II) 1. AIR-2. CUL-1. and CUL-3. 

San Francisco Bay and 
Delta Sand Mining Final EIR 

Location 

Varies 

Monitoring I 
Reporting Action 

Applicants to provide 
immediate notification of 
any Inadvertent discovery 
and evidence that 
operations have ceased in 
the immediate area of !he 
discovery. App~cants to 
provide annual report of 
all inadvertent discoveries 
and responses. 
Same as CUL-1 

Monitoring I 
Reporting Action 

See specific actions 
above for each mitigation 
measure. 

7-B 

Effectiveness Responsible 
Timing Criteria Agency 

Evidence of appropriate CSLC Ongoing during 
response to inadvertent lease period; 
discovery. including annual reports to 
reporting and ceasing be submitted by 
operations in the vicinity January 31 of 
of lhe discovery. each year. 

Same as CUL-1 Same as CUL-1 Same as CUL-1 

Effectiveness Responsible Timing Criteria Agency 
See criteria above for See responsible See above for 
each mitigation measure. agencies above each mitigation 

I for each measure. I 
mitigation 

I measure. 

September 2012 


