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Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Guidelines of 
the Secretary for Resources and San Francisco requirements, this Notice of 
Determination is transmitted to You for filing. ·At the end of t~e pos.ting . 
period, please return this Notice to the Contact Person with a notation of the 
period it was .posted. · · · 

File Number and Project Title: 88.700ER: MUNI Diesel Coach Operating Division 
arid Central Maintenanoe Facility . 
Address: Area pounded by Army, Indiana, Marin, and Tennessee Streets, Islais 
Creek and the elevated· I-280 freeway. 

Project ·oescription: The railway diesel coach operating division would house 
the storage, routine .maintenance, and dispatch'ing, of a fleet of up to 200 
di es el coaches, the centra 1 maintenance facility would ho.use the heavy repair 
functions for 'MUNI's entire fleet of diesel coaches. 

Lead 'Agency: City and. County of San Francisco by Department of City Planning, 
' ' 450 McAllister Street' Sanfranci sco I CA 94102 

Contac1i; Person: Cat.herine Bauman · . Telephone: · (415) 558-6392 

The Ci tY and- County of San Frarici sea decided to carry out or approve the 
project on· April .6, 1990 - (date).. A copy of the document(s) may be examined 
at the Board of Supervisors, Room. 235, City Hal 11 San Francisco, CA., in .fiJe 

.-No. 84-90-1 . . . . 
- ' 

1. An envir<mmental dpcument has been prepared ·pursuant 'to the provisions of 
CEQA, as noted .. below. It is. available to the pub]i.c and may be .examined 

_at t~e Orfice of.. Env1ronmental Review at the above address • 

~ · Cert1-fi cate of Exemption 
XNegat'lve Declaration · 
__:_Environmental ImP__act Report 

2: A dete-rmi nation has been made that the pro~ in its ·approved form 

X will not. have a significant effect on the environment • 
. ~.will have. a-significant effect -on the environment and findings 
- were made -pursuant to Sectiol') 15091 and a statement of 

overriding considerations was adopted. 
- . 

3. Mitigation Measu.res X were werio !'!ot· me.de e. cor.d~~~cm vi 11ii1Jrova·1. 
,J - - ' 

Sincerely, 
Dean L. Macri s, 
Director of Planning 

~adaua, w.>/ afi/?/ 
by Barbara w. Sahm, . 
Environmental Review Officer 

cc: 

OER/l1 

Sue C; HestQr . 
870 Market.~t, #1121 -
San Francisco CA 94102 

cc: Project ~~gn~~~b11 J~T, ~~lson, PUC 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Date of Publication of 
Preliminary Negative Declaration: May 5, 1989. /lmended June 20, 1989 

Lead Agency:. City and County of San Francisco; Department of City· Planning 
· 450 Mc1All.ister Street, 5th Floor, CA 94102 

. Agency Contact Person: Catherine Bauman· Telephone: (415) 558-6392 

Project .Title: 88.700ER: MUNI Di-esel Coach Op~rating Division and Central 
Maintenance Facility 

ProJect Sponsor:. San Francisco Public Utilities ColT'lllission 
Project Contact Person: Jim Nelson 

Project Address: Area bounded by ·Army, Indiana, Marin and Tennessee Streets, 
lslais Creek and the elevated I-280 freeway 

City and County: San Francisco 

Project Description:. MUNI proposes to establish a Railway Diesel. coach 
Operating Divi·sion and Central Maintenance Facility. The facility .would (1) 
hous~ the storage, routine maintenance and dispatching of a fleet of up to 200 
diesel coaches; (2) house the heavy repair .functions for MUNI's entire fleet 
of 5oo·coaches which would be brought ·to the site as necessary. 

THIS PROJECT COULD NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT, This 
finding is based upon the criteria of the·Guidelines of the State Secretary 
for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 15065 
(Mandatory Findings of Significance) and 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative 
Declaration), ·and the following reasons as documented in the Initial 

·Evaluation. {Initial Study) for the project, ·which is at.tached: 

Project Description. MUNI proposes to establish a Diesel Coach Operating 
·Division and Central Maintenance Facility on.a site bounded by Tennessee, 
Marin, Indiana and Anriy Streets and by the-elevated I-280 freeway and Islais 
Creek. The Operating Division would house the storage, routine maintenance 
and dispatching of a fleet of u~ to 200 diesel coaches. The Central 
Maintenanc!l_ Facility would house the heavy repair functions for MUNI 1s entire 
fleet of 500 coaches; coaches would be brought to the site for maintenance as 
necessary,. ·All existing buildings and structures on the site would be . 

·demolished.· 
. I 

Portions of the 537 ,300 square foot site are currently owned by Cal trans, the 
City· of San Francisco,' the Port of San Francisco and a private owner. In 
ordel'.'. to carry out thelproject, the Public Utilities Colllllission.must acquire 

·or. lease the propel'lty from the current owners. There are several assessor's . 
lots included in th-e site. Blocks 4379 and 4380 (bounded by Marin, Tennessee, 
Tulare- aild Indiana· Streets) :are held by the Por.t of San Fl'ancisco •. Block 4381 

. _ and ·.a port.ion of B.lock 4352 are owned by Granex, Inc. Portibns of Block 4382 
- -and 4352. are owned by. the Ci_ty of San Francisco. A portion of Block 4382 is 

owned bY Caltrans. Ttie project site also includes a section of Indiana Street 
which would be vacated. In order for the pro;i-eet to proceed, each of these 

· · -Over- · 

Mitigation measures, if any, included in this project to avoid potentially 
sign.ifi'cant effects:· ' 

. · • . . . -See p. 9- . 

- ·,\,. 1 ',.;,,o;.,. """"at''" ~"-~ p '" '"' '!'"'' '" ~~ 4£ ~im ~ 2'/:!7 . 
. . · /lmendments made to the Preliminary Negative c la on are un er :a/ . 

cc: Robert Passmo~e . dtZ!t M !Jtfz..J,-o/ 

. l 

Pau 1 Rosetter . BAXA W. SAHM 
Distribution. List. Environmental Review Officer 
.Bulletin Board 
Master Decision File 

Bws: eve-: emb 
·CVB: 142. 
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entities would have to agree to transfer or.lease the land to the Purlic 
Utilities Commission. Jhe City Planning Commission must determine if the . 
tran~fers·of property to and· from City agencies, and the vacation of a section 
of Indiana Street, .are in conformance with the Master Plan. 

The project is related to other potential MUNI prc•iacts throughout the City, 
all of which a~e at early stages of ti 2 plannin~ process. The operating 
division which would b·e located at the site is currently at the Kirkland B1:s 
Yard, in the Fisherman's Wharf area. The Kirkland Bus Yard iS proposed for. 
resi.dential use as part of the ongoing Fisherman's l~harf planning effort •. NJ 
EIR on.the Fisher.man's Whlrf Plan is currently being prepared by the City 
(File 88.587£). The Central Maintenance Facility and the Paint and Body Shop 
which would be located at the sit~ are currently at the Woods. Division,. 
loc!ted· at Indiana and 23rd Streets. Facilities which are currently located 
at 24th and Utah coo~d move, in turn, to the Woods Division, enabling MUNI to 
cease operations at ·24th and Utah. The project is intended to provide for a 
consolidation of existing operation~, rather than for a substantial expansion 
of s.ervice. It is also intended. to allow MUNI to cease operations at two 
locations (Kirkland .. and 24th/Utah) which are currently overcrowded and are 
surrounded by uses which may conflict with the operation of a bus yard 

The project would also require approval from the Bay Conservatfon and 
Development Cornnissfpn (BCDC) because it is within 100 feet of Islais Creek. 
BCDC would cori~ider the project when~~pecific building or grading activities 
are proposed.l The.project Clesign and construction would require approval 
from the Urba.n .Mass Tr.ansportatiori Administration, which would fund a portion 
of the project. 

The site i~ in an area of predominately ihdustrial uses; It is in an M-2 
(Heavy Industrial) zoning district The ·portion of the site south of the 1 ine 

·of Mar.in Street is in a 40-X height arid bulk district. The portion of the 
site north of the line of Marin Street is in a 65-J h~iaht and bulk district. 

: The elevated· I•280 freeway is directly to the west. Isiais Creek passes by 
the south_ side of the site. Warehousing and.storage uses are lo~ated directly 

·to the north across Army Street. Other nearby uses include a lumber supply 
· outlet, a commercial laundry, a recreational vehicle rental yard, a trucking 

firm. An auto wrecking. operation is loc.ated across Islais Creek to the 
south. The nearest. residenti.al district is on Potrero Hill to the northwest 
of the site. San-Francisco Bay is located about 4000 feet to t~e east. There 
are a number of boats tied up at Pier 86, to the east of the site along Islais 
Creek, some. of which have been used as residences. These boats are not · 
chargRd dockage (fees' for water use) by the Port and receive no Port 

- services. There is some question as to the legality of the presence of.any 
·.boats in this ar~a.2 . 

Facility planning and s.ite design for the project would not begin until the 
site has be.en acquired; This environmental review will .consider the likely 
impacts of the.program as it is envisioned at this early stage in the planning 
proce.ss. :.The pqtential environmental impacts of the maximum expected level of 
activity willb-e· analyzed. A likely site design based on the program will be 

- assumed •. If, .as the :p,roject progresses, the program for the site changes 
· -s-othat .differen-t ·activ-ities -or a different level of activity are expected, or 

4f the si-te design raises potential environmea..tal issues-which are not 
considered here, .additiOnal environmental review will b,e required. 

This an'alysis assumes that, as· a result of the reaufre.ments of BCDC, public 
access along·Islais Cr~ek would be provided.and·t~e site design would include 
the ~mprovement of ~~e edge of the Creek to enhance public acress.1 1 
cit1zen'.s gro:.:p, the Friends of Jslais Creek, is currently investigating tli~ 
f:.:Js.,ib)l ity of restor1n1g the eoges of the creek tr; ~rovide cttract~Ye: iJLi1JI 1c 
access ~nd 11ildlife h·ab

1
itat in· cooperation with the Port and ~ther ~roperty ld 

owners."' No dP.sign· has, yet been developed for such a creek-side pa.h. Shou 
the site be acquired an~ the project proceed, th~ public ~c~· ~ould b~ 
developed by MUNI in cooperation_with interes~ed citizens 9'.· .. ,.17 and w?.~ld be 
reviewf.i"' anrJ approved by BCDC. MY such public access or w1ldl1fe> ~ab1 at 
impro~~~~n s would nnt. result in substantial adverse envirw1mental impacts. 

Visual. The site. contains a number of industrial structures. The )argest is 
a·-25 Oi:J sq'uare foot wa rehow:··t· fl'onti ng Indi ('.;1a Street south .:. f Marin Street. 
It·i~ abou.t 42·feet tall at Its highest point. There nre a nulT:'H:r or 
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1ndustr1a1. structur]es fronting lnd!Ar)a. Sti"e~t south of Anny ~.tr5~=f~h~c~ j~re 
used for processing· and storing coconut 011• An approximate Y 0 a 
"pellet loader• a~jacent to the Creek ts the tallest structure.onttheT~tte. 
All of these strucitires would be ~emo11shed as part of the pr~Jec · t~se f 
structures are.· visible from the south side of .Islais Creekf th~P~~r~~~ ons 0 

the wanehouse and th.e. pellet loader can· be seen, as part. 0 
" 

indu.strial district, from.the· south side of Potrerg Hill to the north west. 
Views of· lower buildjngs on the. site from this vantage point are blocked by 
the about so~foot tall elevated freeway.structure. 

A ne~ two. or three-story buildi~g of appro~imately .235,000 squfafr~ feet w~uld 
be constructed. It .would contain bus repair bay::. and shops, o ces an 
stcirage. A. 6 ,.000 square foot tire shop i:; a 1 so prop?sed. Other. areas to ~i:: 
used for fare retrieval, fueling., cleaning and w.:shrng would be. co~ered w1 th 
canopies. At this earl,tstage in the planning process, the:e bu1l~1ngs have 
not been. sited or de~igned. They would, however! be of an in~ustr1~l ~atur7 
and would be similar tn character to other functional 1ndustr1al buildings in 
the area. A portion ~f the site would be used for open storage of coaches. 
ihe upper port ions of any bu:n dings wou1 d be vis i b 1 e, a~ part of ~he. 1 arger 
'industria1 district from Potrero Hi11. The 1ower portions of bu1ld1ngs, and 
par'f,,.ed coaches, wou1d' only be visible from viewpoints closer ~o the site, 
because of the '\nterv'ening elevated freeway. Much of the proJect wou.ld be 
visible from the public access on· the site along Islais Creek which would be· 
developed as part of the project or nearby access developed independently of 
.this project. ihe·industrial nature of the site and of the area will 
influence 'the character of the public access a1ong the Creek. The project 
would not degrade the character of this space or result in a signtficant 
riegat'\ve ~is~a1 impact on the space. · 

Transportation. The major transportation routes in the vicinity of the 
proJect are I-2eo and Army Street adjacent to the site, Third Street to the 
east of· the ··site and'. Evans Street to the west of: the site. Transportation 
stud1es have been completed for ~everal proposed projects in the vicinity,. 
1nc1uding the proposed l-280 Islais Creek Interchange,4 the proposed 
Homeporting of the USS Missouri ,5 the Islais ·creek Facilities of the San 
Francisco Clean Water Program,6 the Mariposa Fa.cilit·ies of the San Francisc'o 
Clean Water Program,? The San. Francisco Cof).ta i ner Termi na I, 8 ano the San 
Francisco Newspaper Agency Product ion Pliiii't, 9 All of thes·e ana I yses assumed a 
substantial ·arroupt of traffic to be generated by the Navy's proposeo .. 
homeport1n9 project.1.' If that .project is· not carried out, tr:affic conditions 

· a~e likelj to be better iri the future than was projected in these studiei. 
. . ' f" 

These studies have s~owrr that 'most intersectforis ·are .currently operating at · 
acceptable levelS of ·service, 10 and are expected to continue to do so· with the 
addition of traffic from ttiese proposed projects and other cumulative traffic 

·increases. However, tnese studies identify intersections iri the project 
· vicinity where· future congestion. may be at unacceptable levels. At 

Third/Evans futuf'.e conditi ans during· the PW peak hour are expected· to be 
uhacceptabl~.4,5 :At Third/25th, future conditions durino the PM peak hour 

. wo~ld. be~unacc•ptable unless mitigations which were· assu~ed to occur as part 
·bf ~~divtdual Jr6]ects, pafticularly the Isl~i~ Creek Interchange and th~ · 

- Homeport.ing of tbe USS Missouri projects were to occur.4,5 The Islais Creek 
-,- I~terc~ange, if carr_i1ed ~lit-, is likely to inclu~e mitigative design features. 

Since 1t now appears 1unl1kely that the Homepo!jJ.ng of the USS Missour.i will 
occur, there. will be.ob new traffic resulting.from that project and ~o need 
for measures to mtti~ate the trahsportation impacts of that project. · 
Evans/Napoleon/Joland.is currently operating at unacceptable levels of service 
during the PM ~eak l)our and is expected to continue to do so.4,9 The peak 
hour for traffic using the street system is the heaviest one-hour period 
bf'.tween 4 PM an~ 6 PM; therefore thi.s is the period when additional vehicles 
would be most likely to result in·traffic impacts. Because this is the time 
when. most coaches are operating on their assigned routes, most of the.traffic 
generated by this project would occur in the early morning, o~.after 6 PM. 

The project coula result in up to about 430 daily trips ends to the site by. 
co~ches from the Operating· Division, 30 to 50 daily trips ends by coach~s 
using the Central Maintenance Facility, and about 950 daily trip ends by 
employees traveling .to pnd from work. Up to 15 deliveries-per day would be 
expected, and .two or three d1spatchings of trucks to MUNI's othe'r divisions. 
So~e of. t~ese trips would not b'e riew to the area, but would represent trips 
wli_1 ch are currently gen~rated by the Woods faci 1 i ty at Indiana and 23rd 
Streets or the Army facility at Army and Third Street. (The Anny facility is 
anothe~ MUNI ope~atin division open since· 1984, that would cut back its 
unctions a e· t 1s ·ear an c ose en 1re e new operatin w1s1on 

ano Centra Ma1ntenance., ac1· ity ·opens. 
-3-
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. The precise· impacts of ~he proposed Operating Division act~vities on the n:a~oy 
· street system woul;d depend on the 1 tnes which would .be assigned to the faci 1 ity and 
their schedules. ;Because of the prelimina:ry stage. in the planni~g process., this· 
cannot be determined now. The fonowing .analysis uses conservative assumptions 
about th~ number rif vehicle~ and their r~ute~ on leaving the facility in order to 
provide a conservcitive, generalized view of the potential i~pacts ~f siting ~ 
diesel bus operating division at this location. The analysis considers the impacts 

·of this'fatility in the context of other nearby MUNI facilities. The peak hours 
for coaches from the Operating Division leaving or arriving are 6-7 ~M and 6-7 
PM.11· Coaches heading for the northern or central portions .of the City (most of 
which are now based at Kirkland) would travel west along Army, passing through the 
Army/Evans intersection. Assuming that all MUNI coaches heading in these · 
directions were assigned to either the proposed project or the Woods division two 
blocks away (a conservative assumption and one that cannot hold for. all directions 
simultaneously), there would be approximately 170 additional coaches passing 
through this intersection daily on weekdays. During the PM peak hour there would 
be about. three additional coaches passing through this intersection. Coaches 
heading for the we.stern or southwestern portions of the City would use I-280, 
located adjacent to the site. They would pass through none of the congested 
intersections.11 ~ 

Coaches heading for: the southeastern portion of .the City would travel south alon.g 
Third Street. (Most of these lines are currently assigned to the nearby Woods 
fac'il.ity, and use much the same route that they would use in the. future with the 
project.) They would pass· through Third/Army, Third/Cargo, Third/Evans. Of these 

· intersecti.ons, Third/Evans and Third/Al"llly are expected to experience significant 
congestion.in the future. Assuming that all MUNI coaches heading in these 
directions were assigned to either the proposed project or the Woods division two 
blocks away, there \'IOuld be approximately 11 additional coaches passing through 
these inte~sectipns.daily on weekdays •. During the PM peak hour there would be no 
addi ti ona 1 coaches )ilhese increases in traffic assoc I ated with the proposed 
Operating Division could not notiteably changa intersection performance. 

As a result of the 'reassignment ·of coaches to the project site, there would be a 
dec.rease of about 66 Operating Division coaches traveling through the inte,rsection 
of Third/25th,11 which may be operating at unacceptable levels of service in the 

. future. 

The project would also result. in trips by coaches being repaired at the Central 
M'aintenance Facility,. This. function is now performed at the Woods Division, at 

. Indiana/23rd.· AS a worst case (assuming that all coaches are arriving from 
locations closer to woods than to the proposed project) this would result in about 
two blocks being added to these 30 to 50 daily trips. 11 

About 190 day-shift maintenance and administrative employees would be at the site, 
most_ of whom are current 1 Y: assigned to the Woods facility a.nr1 the ·Army /Thi rd Street 
·faci 1 ity. Although ·their trip~. to work ·would be a.ltered somewhat by the project, · 
they would not repre$ent new trips to the area, and woµld not result in significant 
changes in any nearby intersections. "About 150 bus operators would be assigned to 

. the ~perat.ing :Oiv_ision. The. largest numbers qf bus driver trips are generally 
before 6 -AM an·a after, 7 PM. There· would be approximately 475 total employees 

maintenance adm1ni~trative and operators) over the course of a weekday (340 day . 
. --shi t, 2 swing shi_ .t, ni.ght shift . 

It ·is rikely that a·ne1~ traffic signal wouldbe warranted at the point where 
v~hicles leaving 'the ~ite enter Anny Street •. (There are no existing traffic 
signals on Army Str~dt adj~cent to the site.) When site planning has advanced, and 
.t~e ac~ess.to the· ~it\! designed, MUN.I would work with DPW to develop appropriate 
s1gnal1zation •. 

Trans_por.tati~n imp~ct~ ·a~sociated with .the project would not ue significant· 
relati~e to ~he existing capacity of the surrounding.street system •. The change in 
area traffic .as a result of the project would be undetectable·to drivers. The 
~roject's impact on. area parking availability would also not be· substantial. 

Muni intends .to provi'de employee parking on the site. Because final program and 
site design have not.tie~n determine~. and number of parking s~~- . and the layout 
~s not known. T~e site has a ni::nber of street frontages,-where rn-street parking 
is currently ava1lable~ Most n~arby uses provide some off-street parking for 
employee~ and vi;;itor~ •. rt· is. un.likely that the project could result in a 
su~1-:;tant1.a l change· in the aree.' ~ parking avail ab i1 i ty. 

-4-
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. Afr Quality. Cons!truction work would temporarily raise parti.culate levels in 
the.area. In order to mitigate this.impact, any open holes would be watered. 
See Mitigation Measure l~ below. -

The project would.not result in new vehicle trips in the City or in the 
region, because the buses using the facility would be buses that are currently 
using other MUNI facilities, and the employees at the site would be current 
MUNI employees. ·The project would, however, result in new trips to the site 
which could tesult in air quality impacts in the vicinity of the project. 

The .Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMO) has established 
thresholds for prq!jects requiring its review for potential air quality 
impacts·. These tlireshol ds are based on the minimum number of vehicle trips 
which the BAAQMD considers capable of producing air quality problems, 
primarily carbon monoxide in Sail Francisco. The project would .not exceed .this 
minimum standard as it wo~ld result in 1,445 daily vehicle trip ends to the 
site compared to tne 2,000 daily vehicle trip end threshold that has been 
established by BAAQ!'10. For projects that exceed these thresholds a carbon 
monoxide analysis is generally prepared in San Francisco. NI analysis of 

·particulate emissions is .n·ot prepared because most of the particulate 
emis~ions in San Francisco result from sources other than from the operation 
of m;itor vehicles. · 

·Because many of.the trips· wo~1d b~ made by bus~s ~hat emit less carbon . 
monoxide than do light duty vehicles, the carbon monoxide emissions would be 
less for this project than if all of the trips were made by the average San 
Francisco Bay Area ~ehicle mix. For example, if future project trips were 
made b.y the average.• Bay Area vehicle mix driving at speeds between 5 to 15 mph 
there would be about 4,400 to 4,800 grams per mile more carbon monoxide than 
if the specific .vehicle mix for this project (480 bus trips, 965 other vehic,.e 
~rips) were taken into account,12,13 Therefore, no significant air quality 
1mpacts would be generated by th.e propbsa!. . . 

Noise. The site is· in an area with high ambient noise levels from the 
adJacent e.levated freeway and from nearby industrial uses. Uses on the site, 
including· diesel coaches, other vehicles and repair machinery would generate 

· noi ~e. Nai se impacts are influenced by di.~tance from thos.e hearing the noise 1 

and by the presence of intervening structures. Because the configuration of 
the u~es on the-site has not been determined, a precise calculation of noise 
levels is.not possible~. It .is likely that noise from the··project would be 

. perc~ptable at the property lines. The closest sensitive receptors are the 
restdehce~ on Potrero Hill, across the f~eeway from the site. Becau~e of th~ 
distan·ce, and the ex:istence of other intervening noise sources (especially the 
freeway}. noise from the project would be attenauted, and would not result in 
stgnific~nt ~oisecifupacts •. Noise from the project would also be perceptable 
to pedestrians.using the ~ublic.accesi along'lsl~is Creek which would be 

. developed as part of the proje'ct. The character of this public .access, as 
wel.l as other pub.ltq access· along Islais Creek, would.be influenced by the· 
·indu~trial natur~of the· area. In this context, tho noise impacts. of the 
project-'·would:.not b.e significant.. · · 

The. San ·Francisco Noise Ordinan·c.e (Article 29 of the Police Code) establishes 
--standar.ds for· noise, Jevels- in the various zoning distri_cts. It states that 
. - any "fixed source machinery or equipment, or--irimilar mechanical device" may 

{lOt i;!XCeed 75 dBA at any time in the M-2 district, measured at the property 
line of any affected lot. This or.dinance would apply to any machinery used on 
the site. It would. not apply to diesel coaches. 

P~blic Services. The project would allow a consolidation bf MUNI operations 
at a- central location,' lt is in.tended to encourage more efficient MUNI 
-0p~rhtion:, in an area witho~t·nearby·incompat1ole land uses. 

·The·~roject site is 1n a Sp~cial Geologic Study Area as shown .in the Community 
·safety Element of the San Francisco Master Plan.· This map indicates areas in 
which one or more gedlogic hazards exist with the potential for causing land 
m::>vement or inundation. · 

The final building pl.ans would be reviewed bj the Bureau-of Building 
Inspectio·n (BBI). In revi·ewiJlg building plans, the BB! refers to a variety of 
information sources to determine existing hazards and assess requirements for 
mitig·ation. Sources'' reviewed. include maps of Special Geologic Study Areas and 
known landslide areas1.in San Francisco as well as the building inspectors' 
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working knowledge of areas of special geologic concern. If ,indicated by 
available information, BBI would requ·ire that site-specific soils reports be 
p~epared, .by~ licensed soils engi~eer, prior to construction. Potential 
geologic hazards would. be mitigated through the permit review process through 
these measures .. 

Hazards and water Quality~ A site history has been performcd, 14 und site 
assessment performed by a contractor working under the direction of the 
Department of Public Health,15 in orded to determine whe~her past uses have 
resulted ~n the presence of hazardous material at the site. -The.conclusio~s 
of these studies a.re sununarized here. The site hi.story indicates that the. 
site is in an area which was created by bayfill between the mid-l920s and the 

· mid-193bs. Portions of the site have been used for a variety of industrial 
uses since the l96bs, including coconut oil processing, warehousing, .fuel 
storage. Soi1 cont!aminated by past uses has been discovered on property to 
the west of th.e site (Federated Metals).14 There is also some evidence of 
undocumented dumpi~g activities ~n the site. 

The· sitP.assessment included taking soil samples from 25 boreholes throughout 
the site, two samples from the s~rface, and two water samples from Islais 
Creek adjacent to the site. The tests revealed that contamination exists on 
the site. One .location contains hydrocarbons well above.levels which are 
cons.idered hazardoµs waste. Other locations contain some lesser degree of 
contamination. Four have·_elevated hydrocarbon levels, although they are below 
the level which isiconsidered hazardous waste. Additional testing of areas 
which may contain ~ickel .co~tamination ~ill be necessary to determine the 
appropriate clean~~P methods •. Several locations had elevated concentrations 
bf nickel, or high; pH levels. In addition, surfac1: oil splotches were 
observed, whi.ch may contain hazardous levels of hydrocarbons, and which 
contain coconut ·o·n from the Gran ex operations. The coconut oi 1 appears· to be 
non-hazardous •. The water sample} found detectable levels, at low tide only, 
of four contaminants: tetrachloroethene, tuoluene, arsenic, zinc. The 
consultant believes: that the ·source is not on the project site. 

In order to assure that hazardous materials on the site are properly handled, 
so that no impacts would result from construction on the site, MUNI, under the 
d~r~cti~n of the De~artment.of Public He-a41h, would carry out the following _ 
rn1t1gat1on~ All so1l containing hazardous levels of hydrocarbons or metals 
would be remove.Cl and correctly· disposed of as required by hazardous waste · 
laws~ Groundwater rnonitorin~ ~ells would be· installed iri order to 
characterize any groundwater contamination which may have resulted from this 
contamination •. Any: groundwater contamination discovered would be remedi ated 
as required by hazatdous waste laws. Surface·oil splotches would be · . 
remediated~ by removing con~aminated soils and properly disposing of tt. 

The portion ·Of the ·si.te east of Indiana.Street is located in the area subject. 
to· the or.dinance "f\nalyzing Soil for Hazardous Wastes" which amends the Public 
Works Code. (Ord1narice 253-86). That ordinance requires that the project 
sponsor" for any grading w_ork or future construction project on the site, which 

-would irwolve'the d1i:sturbance of 50 cubic yards or more· of soil, conduct tests 
of the _soi 1 . to Dete~mi ne the presence of h·azardotis materi a J s as defined by 

· -- State and Federal agencies, prepare a site history describing past uses on the 
- site wbich would enable the Director of Public Health to require testing of 

the soils for additi'onal hazardous materials-;.and complete a site mitigation 
·plan to the satisfaCtion of the appropriate State or Federal agencies. These 

requirements must be met before a permit can be issued. The site assessment 
~nd mitigation desc~ibed ab~v~ satisfy this ~equirernent,. 

•. 

The project would rl:!.sult in the use and storage of potentially hazardous 
mat·eriills. Diesel buses cont<1in a nu111ber of f1u'.-Js. wd mate.-ia~s which caa 
result i'n hazards. to: putlic hea1th or the. e:r.vfronme:nt if thE:Y are allowed ~o 
accumulate in water' in the soil, or to enter the sewer· system. These flu1ds 
and material~ inclu~e oil, ·~asoline, transmission fluid, radi~tor fluid, 
battery acids, lead 1parts, tires, sol~e~ts and cleaners, ~nd brake.paos. 
Fuuling activiti~s,jmaintenance activ1t1es and coach wash1ng. (part1cularly . 
washing the undersid~s of buses) could, if not properly ca1·r1ed out, result .rn 
the discharge of hazardous materials to the air, soil or water. Th~ fcllowtng 
·city and State law~ and regulations are intended to assure that tox1c 
rnateria1s and wastes·: are.·properly han.dled and do not result in hazards to 
pubT_ic-health and thie env.ironment: 
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St.ate law and regulations of the California Depa,rtment of Health 
Services regarding storage and disposal of hazardous wastes 
(Health & Safety Code S~ctiori 25100 et seq., Title 22, Cal. 
Admin. Code Sections 66001 et seq.) .. 

San Francisco Hazardous Materials Permit and Disclosure 
Ordinance (Health Code Sections 1101-1199). 

San Fra;t~isco flamnable' 1 iqui'ds containment permit requirements 
(Fire Code Sections 11.01-11.96) 

San Francisco hazardous chemicals permit requirements (Fire Code 
Section~~l3.0l-13.l3). 

These laws and regulatio~s are intended to insure. that hazardous materials are 
properly handled, and that' no.hazardous materials·wou~d reach the Bay~ . 
accumulate in the soil, enter the sewer system or be improperly deposited rn ·a 
landfill. MUNI would comply with all applicable codes when designing or 
operating the facilty. Underground tanks would be installed to hold diesel 
fuel, engine· oil, automatic transmfssion fluid, engine coolant, waste oil, 
waste coolant. All tanks and associated piping would include secondary 
containment, with leak monitoring systems, as required by the Hazardous 
Materials Permit and D.isclosure Ordinance. In addition., Muni has installed a. 

·centralized computerized leak monitoring system serving all of its 
1 facili~ies.16 It is al.so Muni 's policy to install new tanks in vaults. 7 

These two actions are intended to further assure that tanks do not leak, 
resulting in soil or water contamination. 

Dus parktn~ and circulation areas would be,paved with impervious materials, 
and be_ adequately drai1ned, to assure that. contaminants would not enter the 
soil. Mafotenance bay$, fueling islands, the bus washing facility and all 
yard surfaces would contain drains with oil/water: separators to assure that 
oil would not enter Islais Cree~· or the sew.er sy~tem. Water use.d in the steam 
cleaning of buses, which could contain concentrations of heavy metals from the 
lubricants used in bus operation, would be collected in setti ing chambm-.-­

'This water would than be strained throu h s"tainless steel strainers .. The · 
strained materia., i · ound to conta1n unac.c·eptab e eve s o heavy metals or 
other contaminants, woulo be disposed of"as hazardous waste.lea Spill control 
stations, with. adequat.e capacity for c)ean-up

1
. would be located near all areas 

wher.e hazard_ous materials are used or stored. 7 · Thes.e features of the design, 
collectively refered t.o as Mitigat'ion Measure 3, would assure that the 
hazardous materials.used as 'part of the project would not result i~- a 

_significant. impact on the environment. 
! 

Cl)1tural. ·· A11 bu'ildin,gs and ·structures on the site would .be demolished. 
There.are no buildings on the site which' have been ·identified as historical 

.- resources. ·The site history concluded that "there is a slight possibility 
that prehistoric.archaeological remains may once have existed" on the site, 
bu~ that ,there i~ "l ittlle likelihood"· of recover:irig historic cultural 
resources. l5 In o.rder to mi ti gate this poten:ti a 1 . impact the sponsor has 

_-~~reed to implement' mitigati".n measure 4. 

While local concerns or other planning considertrtions may-be grounds for 
-mo.clifi<;:ation- or denial cif the proposal, there is no substantial evidence that 
the project could have a significant effect on the environment. 
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NOTES. 

2. 

3 •. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

.1 o. 

n. 
12. 

- 13. 

Joan. Lundstrqm, Permit Analys.t, ·BCDC; phone conversation, March 30, 
1989. ' 

·Charles Mitchell, Chief Wharfinger Port of San Francisco phone 
conversation~ March 30, Jgeg, ' ' 

' 
Julia Viera, Friends cif Islais Creek phone conversation March 31 
1989.. . , ' . · I I I 

I: . 

Bureau of Tra.ffic Engineering and' Operation:;, Islais Creek Interchange 
Traffic Study~ 1988, p.2~ •. (DCP file No. 87.413E) . 

U.S. Department of the Navy, FEIS: Homeporting--Battleship Battlegroup/ 
Cruiser Destroyer Group, 1987, pp. 5-58, 5-92a. (DCP file No. B6.173E) 

Bureau of Traffic Engineering and Operations for the San Francisco 
Glean ·water Program, Islais Creek Faci:ities Traffic Study, Draft 
Report, 1988, p.23. (DCP file No. 87.664E) · . 

DeLeuw.;Cathe~ for the San Franci sea Clean Water Program, Mariposa 
Facilities Traffic Study,. Final Report, 1988, ~.29 •. (DCP file No. 
87.663E) I 

Ren~to Martinez, P.E •. Pier 70 tontainer Freight Station Traffic Report 
· 1986, p. 11. (DCP file No.85.123 E) ' 

Tr'ansportati on Study, San Franci sc:o Newspaper Agency Production Pl ant, 
1987.- . 

Level. of Service ratings ·range from A to, F, with A representing the 
best c:onditions. Intersections operate at ac6eptable conditions 
th~ough LOS D, with intreasing deterioration thereafter •. 

Susan Chelone, MUNI, March 14, 1989 memo, available in project file·. 

Tosh Mangut, of the Bay Area Air-q;;lity Management District, telephone ·.I 

conversation with Sally E. Maxwell of the Office of Envir.onmental 
Review, MilY 1; 1989. In .the year 2000, buses would.emit 29.76·grams 
(g} per mile. at 5 mph; 20.52 g/mi1e at 10 mph a~d 14.Sl g/mile at 15 
mph. 

' ' . . . 

Bay Area Air Quality Ma~ageinent District, Air Qualit~ and Urban 
Development1 .·~uidelines for Assessino Impacts .of ProJects and Plans, 

·.revised. April:' 27, 1989, p. VI-12 1 . · · 

14• Archeo-Tec,. Tht;i Woods Annex Facility, San FranC:isco, C~iifornia: A Site 
···History, March· 8, 1988. 

15. Cfosby i Ov~rto.n, In·c·., Prel imminary Sfte Assessmend of Wood's Annex 
Site, n.d; _ 

. -16. Larry. James, MUNI, Phone conversation, March 6, 1989. 

l6a. . Bill Nie.lson, MUNI, Phone conversation, June 20, 1989. 

17 ~ .. Bruce Bernhard, MUNI I Phone conversation' March 6, 1989. 

MJT~.§_~TION MEASURES 

.1. Air quaHty. In order to as_sure that the project would not resul.t in an . 
. -increase in a fine particulate matter (PM10) levi?l above ~ccept~ble lev~ls .10 
the area, the area under construction would be watered twice daily. This is 
required by the Bureau of Building Inspectiory !n~ ~ould b~ enforced by the 
Building Inspectors as part of their respons1b1l1t1es. 
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2. Clean u~ of existfog site ·Contamination •. In. or~e'. to a~sure that exis~ing 
contamination on the.site would not ~esult 1n s1gn1f1cant impacts, all soil 
containing hazardous levels of hydrocarbons ,or metals would be removed and 
correctly disptized of as required by hazardous w-aste laws. Groundwater 
moni~oring wells would be installed in order to characterize any groundwater 
contamination which maj have resulted from this contamination. Surface oil 
splotches would tJe rernediated, by removing contaminated soi1 and properly . 
disposing of it. Before a building permit is issued b'y the Bureau of Building 
lnspection,.Muni would submit a report to· the Department of Pi:Jqlic Health and 
-the Department of City Planning showing that all hazardous materials have been 
removed from the _site and' correctly disposed of. · · · 

3. Handlin~ of hazardouz materials used durin project operation. ~uni would 
comply with a applicable aws ~nd regu ations governing the handling of 
hazardous materials on the site. In order to assure that the use of hazardous 
materials used. during project op·eration would not result in significant 
impacts, the following design features would be incorporated into the 
project. A11 underground tanks and associated piping would include secondary 
contaiiiment, with leak rronitorina systems, as reauired by the·Hazardous 
Materials Permit and Disclosure Ordinance. ln addition, Muni has installed a 
centralized computerized leak rronitoring system ~erving all of its 
facilities. It is als.o Muni 's policy to install new tanks in vaults. These· 

·two actions would further insure that tanks do not leak, resulting in soil or 
water contamination. Bus par'king and- circulation areas would be paved with 
impervious materials," and be adequately drained, to assure that contaminants · · 
would not enter the so·il. Maintenance bays, fuel_ing islands, the bus washing 
facility and all yard surfaces would contain drains with· oil/water separators 
to assure that oil wou1d not enter Islais Creek or the sewer system. Water: 
used in the steam cleaning of buses, which could contain concentrations. of 
heavy metals from the lubricants used in 'bus operation, would be collected in 
settling chambers. This water would than be strained through stainless steel 

_ 5trainers. lhe straineo material, 1f found to contain· unacceptable levels of 
heavy metals or other contaminants~ wou1d be disposed of as ·hazardous waste. 
Spill control stations, with adeq~ate capacity-for clean*UP, would be located 
.near all areas where hazardous materials are used or stored. Before an · 
o~cu~any pe~mit is issued by ~he tity, Muni ~ould submit a report to the 
Department .of Public ~ealth and the Departfrlent of City Planning containing a 
plan for.the handling· and dispo~a1· of hazardous materials. as at the facility. 

I 

4. Prehistoric cultural resources. Should evidence of cultural or historic 
artifacts or features of potential significance _be found during project 
excavation, .the En,vironmental Review Officer (ERO). and the President of. the 

·-Landmarks Preservation ,Advisory Board (LPAB) would be notified irrmediately, 
and: any exq1v~tion whi.ch could damage such artifacts or features halted, The 

·.:project. sponsor would select· an archaeolooist to assist the Office of · 
_Environmental Review in determining the significance of the find. The 
archaeologist would.prepare a report.to be submitted.to the' ERO and the 
?resident of the LPAB containing an assessment of the potential sigificance of 
the· find and .. recomnendati'ons, for what measures should be implemented, 
includfog an .;:;;propriate security program, and a program for the preservation 

· ·.-and: recovery of ·any po ten ti al artifacts/features. The ERO would then 
recommend specif-ic.mit;igaticm measures, including submittal of written reports 
to the ERG, if necessary. Excavation or const.r.llction act'ivities which might 

.damage disco_vered cu)tu,ral resources would be suspended for a total maximum of 
to~r w~eks over the course of construction to permit inspection, 
recommendation and retr:ieval, if appropr_iate. 

The arcoaeologist wouid'.prepare a draft report documenting the artifacts/ 
features that were distbvered, an evaluation at to. their significance, and a 

. description as to how. aryy archaeoJogical. tes.ting, exploration and/or recovery 
- program was co·nducted; .. Copies of draft reports prep'<ired according to these 

mitigation measures would be sent first and directly to the Environmental 
Review Officer and to t.he President of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory 
Board for _review. Follqwing app~oval of the report by the ERO and the 
President of LPAB, a fi~a1 ·report is to be sent to the California 
Archaeological Site Suryey Office at Sonoma State University, the Foundation 
for San Francisco's Architectural Heritage' and ·the State Office of Historic 
Preservation. The Office of_ Environmental Review shall receive three final 
copies pf the final archaeoltigic~l findirigs report .. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST 
\ (Initial Study) 

File No: 2;e3.1caf_f?.- 1H1e:·: HVb~\ facil1~ of kl~ OYNY.. !V)&1avi<A-

Street Address: &mii/l11Jio-0eJ 8trer±s .. Assessoris Block/lot: 4;1q-4~~~ 
Initial Stu\ly Prepared bY: ,...,::~::::th:.!:!.!t~(..:,:ir\Q.:....:~~~U::.:,m~a.~Y)L--------------: 

A. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS . 

~j Discus; any variahces, special author1z~t1bns, or chahges pro­
. posed to the City Planning Code .or Zoning Map, if applicable. 

*2) Discuss any conflicts with any ado~ted ~nviron"!enta1 . 
plans and goals .ot the City or Region, if applicable. 

B. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS1 
- Could the project: 

1) Land Use 

*(a) 

*{b) 

Disru~t or diYide·the physical arrangement of an 
established c¢mmunity? . 
Have any substantial impact upon the exis~ing 
character of the vicinity? 

2) Vis~al Quality 

*(a) Have a substant1 al, demons.tr able" negative 
aesthetic effect7 

(b) Substantially degrade or obstruct any scenic view or 
vista· now observed from public areas? 

(c) Generate obtrusive light or glare substantially 
· impactin~ oth~r properties? 

3) Pooulatio11 
. .,....,,.,.., ... 

*(a) Induce sulrstantfa1 growth or concentration Of 
... population? . . . 

*(b) Displace a· latge.number of people (involving either 
housi.,g or empJo.Yrnent)7 . . 

(c) Create a substantial demand for additional housing 
.in ~an Francisco, or substantially reduc~ the 
housing suo~ly7 . . · . , 

.4) Transpor.tation/C1rculation. . . 
· . *.(a) Cause an in-crease. in traffic which is substantial 
. . fo relation to the existing.traffic load and 

. capacity qf the street system7 · · 
(b) Interfe_re with exist.ing transportation systems, 

· ·s_ausing subst-antial alterations to circulation 
· patterns or. major traffic hazards? -
(c) Cause a substantial increase .in transit demand which 

· cannot be acto'mmodated by existing or ·proposed transit 
capaci ty7 · .. "· . 

(d) Cause a su.bstantial increase in parkin\i demanp which 
· cannot be t:commodated by existing parking facilities? 

Not 
Aoolmble Discuss1 

NO DISCUSSED 

::L L 
x $ 
)( 

~- ~ 
' .. _. 5) ·-Neis<: 

I 
. l 

*(a) 

. (b) 

(c) 

lncrea~e·substantially the ambient noise levels for 
adjoining areas? 
Violate Title 24 Noise· Insulation Standards, if 
app1icab1e7 
Be substant~ally impacted by existing noise levels? 

i_ 
x x 

*.Derived fr:·::1 State EIR Guidelin~s; Appendix G, normally siflnifiC:ant effect .•. 
J -

1· ED 3. H 
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• . . . . I . 
6) Air.Qua1ity/C1imate YES 

*(a) Vio1a.te any ambient a1r quality standard or contribute 
substantially to a'n exist,ing or projected air quality 

· violation7 ' . · · · 
*(b) Expose sensitive recept6rs to ~ubstaritia1. pollutant 

.concentrations7 
(c) Permeate its vicinity with objectionable odors7 
(d) Alter wind, moisture or temperature.(includin!l sun 
· shading effects)· so as ·to substantially affect pu~lic 
· areas, or change the climate either in the community 

·or region? 

' . 

7) Utilities/Public Se,rvices 
"'{a) Breach pub1ish',ed national,· state or local standards 

relating to solid waste or litter control? . 
*(b)·fxtend·a sewer trunK line with capacity to serve new 

development? . . 
(c) Substantia11y. :increase demand for schools, recreation 
. · ·Dr other public'facilities? 
(d) ·Require majo~ expansion of power, wate~. or communica­

tions f~ciJtties7 

- 8) Biology . 
"(a) Subs.tantially: :aff~ct -a rare or endan!lered species of 

. animal or plant or the habitat of the species? 
*(b) Substantially .diminish habitat for fi.sh, wildlife or 

·plants, or interfere.substantially with the movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species? 

·(c) Require remo~al of substantial numbers of mature,.· 
scenic tre~s? 

' ' 

· 9) Ge'olotjy/Tol:>ographf _ . . . 
*(a} Ex.pose people; or stru~tures to major geologic hazards 

(slides, subsidence, erosion and liquefaction). i 

fb} Change substahti~lly the topography or any uriique 
. geolo!liC or physical features of the site? _. .... · 

10) Water 
· '*(a)Substantially de!lrade water quality, or contaminate a 

pub-lie waterjupply? . · ·• 
.*{b) Substantially;degrade or deplete ground wdter re­

. sources, .or interfere substantially with !lround 
water recharge7 · 

*(c).Cause substantial flooding, erosion or siltation? 
. . 

11) 'Ener.9y/Natural Resources 
~(a) EncouraR' activities,wh~th result in the use of 

· large.·amoubts of fuel, water, .or ener!lY, or use 
~hese tri a wasteful manner? · . . 

. (b) Have a ~sliostamtial ·effect on the potential use, 
extraction, or depletion of a natural resource7 

f2) Hazartls - . . . · . · 
*('a) Create a. potential public health hazffif or involve the 

use, producti'on or· disposal of materials which pose a 
hazard to people or animal or plant populations in the 

. area affected? 

13) 

*(b) Interfere wit~ emer\'.lency response plans or emergency 
. · evacuation plins7 · 
(-c) i:reate 1: potentially substantir.1 fir11 h:i:rard't 

Cultural· . 
*(a) 01srupt or adversely affect a prehistoric or liist~ric 
· archaeological site or _a property of historic or ' 

cultural significance to a .community or ethnic· or· 
social group; or a paleontological site except as a 
part of a scientific .study? . . . _ 

(b) Conflict with ,establ1sh.ed recreational, educational, 
_ religious or scientif~c·uses of the area? 
(.c:) -Conflict with· the preser.vation of buildin!'.!S subject 

. to the provis1ons of Article 10 or 
Article 11 of ,the City Planning Code7 

Page 2 
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' ~7 .. ~ .·:.. ·aTkER YES 'NO DI SCUSSE[ 
l. --

Require approval ·and/or permits from City Departments other than 
Department of City Planning or .Bureau of Building Inspection, '-I 
or.from R~giona1, ~tate or Federal·.Agendes? _f"_ 

! . -

D. MITIGATION MEASURES YES NO N/A DI SCUS$E( 

1) If any significant effects have been identified, are there 
ways to mitigate them? 

2) Are all mitigati6n measures identified abave included in 
·th~ :Proj ect7 · 

:l 
:j,. 

E. MANDATORY FINDINGS 'oF SIGNIFICANCE YES NO DISCUSSE( 

*l) 

*2) 

*3) 

. . . 
Does the projeet have the potenti a 1 to degrade the quality 
of the envir6nment, ~ubstantially reduce the habitat of 
a fish or w11dlife·s~ecies, cause a fish or wildlife 

.Population to,drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 
to eliminate I!. pl ant or animal collll1un1ty, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered . 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or pr·e-history? 

Does' the project have the potent1.al to achieve short-term, 
to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? 

Does the oroject have possible environmental effects which 
are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(An~Jyze in th1.e light of past projects, other current 
oroJects, .and probable fut~re projects.). 

. . 
. *4) Would the proj~ct cause·substantial adverse eff~cts on 

human bein1is, either directly or indirectly? 

F. 'ON THE BASIS OF. THIS INITIAL STUDY 
_ ...... 

'. 

DATE: 

. \ . . 
I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 

. and a N£GATlVE DECLARATION wil 1 be prepared by the Department of City P 1 anni n11. 

I find :that althou11h:the proposed project ~buld have a signiiicant .effect-on th~ 
env1ronf!Jent. there there WILL~O be a si11nificant effect in this. case because the 
mit111at10~ me~sures, numbers. i.in the· discussion have been included as part . 

. of the propo.sed project. A NEGA IVE .DE~LARATION will be prepared.· · ..... 

I fi~d ,that the prqposed project MAY have a si_gn1ficant effect on .the env.ironment, 
and ·an'.t:NVIRONf'!ENTAL IMPACT REPORT. is required. · ·. . ·· 

... 
.. ... 

I 

t 

~~tL UA.xMm 
81\RifARA W, SAHM . 
Environmental Review Officer. 

f·or 

DEAN L. Hll.CRIS 
Director of Planning 

BWS:eh 
OER:23 
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