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NOTICE OF DETERMINATION R 16 1990
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Office of Planning and Research - B T

1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814 o
State C]earinghouse No.: 89050912 ~ .

_X_County Clerk
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San Francisco, CA 94]02

Pursuant to the Ca]ifornia 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 the posting

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 Divisioh

and Central Maintenance Facility
Address: Area bounded by Army, Indiana, Mar]n and Tennessee Streets, Is]a1s

Creek and the elevated I-280 freeway

Project Description: The railway d1ese1 coach operating division would house
the storage, routine maintenance and dispatching of a fleet of up to 200
diesel coaches, the central maintenance facility would house the heavy repair
Tunct1ons for MUNI's entire f]eet of diesel coaches.

Lead ‘Agency: City and County of San Francisco by Department of City P]anning,
. 450 McAllister Street, San_Erancisco, CA 94102
) Contacb Person: Catherine ‘Bauman ~Telephone: - (415) 958-6392

The City and County of San Francisto decided to carry out or approve the
A copy of the document(s) may be examined

© project on "april 6, 1990 (date). ; , amin
at the Board of 3uperv1sors, Room 235, City Hall, San Francisco, CA., 1n-f1]e )

~ "No. _84-90-1

1. An env1ronmenta1 document has been prepared pursuant to the provisions of
CEQA, as noted.below. It is available to the public and may be examined
at the Office of Env1ronmenta1 Review at the ‘above address.

-

-

- Certificate of Exempt1on
X Negat1ve Declaration
LT . Env1ronmenta] Impact Report

- .

L]

A 2. A determinat1on has been made that the pro;aet in its approved form

X w111 not have a s1gn1f1cant effect on the environment.
w111 have. a-significant effect on the environment and findings

were made pursuant to Section 15091 and a statement of
~overriding considerations was adopted.

i 01 approvai.
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. 3. Mitigation Measures _X were __ were not made 2

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Dean L. Macris,
Director of Planning

ém@ LO. 9/a/94/

y ~ by Barbara W. Sahm,
Env1ronmenta] Review Officer

' : ipansor: Jin Nelson, PUC
5 S8 G PSRRE gy, o Cor Prodect Sgnsors Jin ejson, PUC

Yo san Francisco’CA 94102 - | San_Francisco, CA 94102
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~ NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Date of Publication of

Pre11m1nary Negative Dec]arat1on May 5, 1989. Amended June 20, 1989

City and County of San Francisco, Department of City Planning
450 McAllister Street, 5th Floor, CA 94102

Telephone: (415) 558-6392

Lead Agency

Agency Contact Person: Catherine Bauman

Project Title: 88. 7dOER MUNI Diesel Coach Operating Dijvision and‘Centra]

. . _Maintenance Fac111ty
Project Sponsor: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Project Contact Person: Jim Nelson

Project Address: Area bounded by Army, Indiana, Marin and Tennessee Streets,
- Islais Creek and the elevated I-280 freeway
City and County: San Franc1sco

Project Description:. MUNI proposes to establish a Railway Diesel coach
Operating Division and Central Maintenance Facility. The facility would (1)
house 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 500 coaches wh1ch would be brought to the site as necessary.

TnIS'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 . (Dec151on to Prepare a Negative

Declaration), -and the following reasons as documented in the Initial
‘Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is attached:

Project Description. MUNI proposes to establish a Diesel Coach Operating
-Division and Central Maintenance Facility on.a site bounded by Tennessee,
Marin, Indiana and Army Streets and by the"elevated I1-280 freeway and Islais
Creek. The Operating Division would house the storage, routine maintenance
and dispatching of a fleet of up to 200 diesel coaches. The Central
Maintenance Facility would house the heavy .repair functions for MUNI's entire
fleet of 500 coaches: coaches would be brought to the site for maintenance as
necessary. All ex1st1ng bu11d1ngs and structures on the site would be

_ demolished.

Port1ons of the 537, 300 square foot site are currently owned by Caltrans, the
- City of San Franc1sco, the Port of San Francisco and a private owner. In
order to carry out the, project, the Public Utilities Commission must acuu1re
‘or lease the property from the current owners. There are several assessor's
lots included in the site. Blocks 4379 and 4380 (bounded by Marin, Tennessee,
Tulare- and Indiana-Streets)-are held by the Port of San Francisco. Block 4381
and ‘a portion of Block 4352 are owned by Granex, Inc. Portions of Block 4382

- _and 4352 are owned by .the City of San Francisco. A portion of Block 4382 is

- owned by.Ca]trans. The project site also includes a section of Indiana Street
which would be vacated. In order for the projett to proceed, each of these
) ' o -Over- ‘ '

| \Mitigation,measurés,'if any, included in this project to avoid potentia]]y

significant effects:
' : : ~ -See p. 9-
)
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entities woqu'haVe to agreé to tranéfer or lease the land to fhe Putlic
Utilities Commission. The City Planning Commission must determine if the

- transfers 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 profects throughout the City, .
all of which are at early stages of t!2 plannin, process. The operating
division which would be located at the site is currently at the Xirkland Bus
Yard, in the Fisherman's. Wharf area. The Kirkland Bus Yard i5 proposed for.
residential use as part of the ongoing Fisherman's tharf planning effort. An
EIR on. the Fisherman's Wharf Plan is currently being prepared by the City

" (File 88.587E). The Central Maintenance Facility and the Paint and Body Shop

which would be located at the site are currently at the Woods Division, .
located at Indiana and 23rd Streets. Facilities which are currently located

~at 24th and Utah couid 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 service. It is also intended to .allow MUNI to cease operations' at two
Tocations (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 Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC) because it is within 100 feet of Islais Creek.

BCDC would consider the project when specific building or grading activities

are proposed, ! The project design and construction would require approval
from the Urban Mass Transportation Administration, which would fund a portion

- of the project..

The site is in an area of predominately industrial uses: It is in an M-2
(Heavy Industrial) zoning district The portion of the site south of the line

"of Marin Street is in a 40-X height and bulk district. The portion of the

site north of the line of Marin Street is in a 65-J height and bulk district.

- The elevated I-280 freeway is directly to the west. Islais Creek passes by

the south side of the sita. Warehousing and storage uses are located 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 locatgd across Islais Creek to the

south. The nearest. residential district is on Potrero Hill to the northwest
of the site. San-Francisco Bay is located about 4000 feet to the 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 -
charged 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 area.2

Facility p1annin§ and site design for the projéct.wou1d not begin until the

~Site has been acauired. This environmental review wil]Aconsidef'the ]ike1y.
impacts  of the -program as it is envisioned at this early stage in the planning

process. -.The potential environmental impacts of the maximum expected level of
activity will be analyzed. A Tikély site design based on the program will be

- assumed. .If, as the project progresses, the program for the site changes

~ -sothat different activities-or a different leve) of activity are expected, or

~access and wildlife habitat in coo

if the site design raises potential environmental issues which are not

. considered here, additional environmental review will be required.

This analysis assumes that, as a result of the reguirements of BCDC, public
access along Islais Creek would be provided-and the site design woul¢ include
the .improvement of the edge of the Creek to enhance public acress.! K
citizens group, the Friends of Islais Creek, 1is currently investigating the
feasibility of restoring the eages ot the creek to provide zttractive public

i i ‘Port and other property
peration with the Por Shauld

owners, No design has' yet been developed for such a greek-side path.
the site be acquired and the project proceed, the public acr  w~ould be
developed by MUNI in cooperation with interested citizens gr..ps and would be

reviewe:' and approved by BCDC. Any such public access or wildlife @abi"at
improveizn s would not result in substantial adverse environmental impacts.

Visual. The site. contains a number of industrial structures..:The ]arg:s:egs
a 26,000 square foot warehon=r fronting Indiana Street south ¢f Marin Street.
It is about 42 feet tall at its Lkighest point. There are a number 04
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.'the about 50-foot tall elevated freewaylstructure.

f Army Street which were
ximately 50-foot tall
tructure on the site.

| 1hdustr1al structures fronting Indiana. Street south o
" used for processing and stor1:g gocozug o:;; tAq]aggrg
“pellet loader* adjacent to the Creek 1s the talle .
Afl of these structures would be demolished :slp?r:sogrzgz prﬁgg::(polzﬁggs of
structures are visible from the south side of Is :s paét,of the arqer

the warehouse and the pellet loader can-be seen, : the north t
' i “from the south side of Potrero Hill to the west.
jndustrial district, fr from this vantage point are blocked by

Views of lower buildings on the site '

A new two or three-story bui]ding-of.approximately,235,000 square feet would
be constructed. It would contain bus repair bays and shopsA+off1ces and
storage. A.6,000 square foet tire chep is also propgsad. Cther areas to be
used for fare retrieval, fueling, cleaning and w2shing would be covered with
canopies. At this early stage in the planning process, these buildings have
not been sited or designed. They would, however, be of an 1n§ustr1§1 nature
and would be similar 'in character to other functional industrial buildings in
the area. A portion of the site would be used for open storage of coaches.

The upper portions of any buildings would be visible, as part .of ?he_]arger
The lower portions of buildings, and

industrial district, from Potrero Hill. . : ,
parked coaches, would only be visible from viewpoints closer ;o the site,
' Much of the project would be

because of the intervening elevated freeway. ) ; , ,
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. The industrial nature of the site and of the area will
influence the character of the public access along the Creek. The project
would not degrade the character of this space or result in a significant

negative visual impact on the space.

Transportation. -The major transportation routes in. the vicinity of the
project are [-280 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
studies have been completed for several proposed projects in the vicinity,.

including the proposed 1-280 Islais Creek Interchange,“ the proposed
5 the Islais Creek Facilities of the San

Homeporting of the USS Missouri, . _
6 the Mariposa Facilities of the San Francisco

Francisco Clean Water Program,
. Clean Water Program,’ The San Francisco Container Terminal,8 ano the San:

Francisco Newspaper Agency Production Plant,9 A1) of these analyses assumed a
substantial -amount of traffic to be generated by the Navy's proposed
homeporting project.! If that project is not carried out, traffic conditions

. are likely to be_betser in the future than was projected in these studies.

"~ These studies have shown that most intersections are currently operating at
- acceptable 1eve1$'of”serv1ce,‘0'and are expected to continue to do so-with the
addition of traffic from these proposed projects and other cumulative traffic
- increases. However, these studies identify intersections in the project
“vicinity where future congestion may be at unacceptable levels. At
Third/Evans future conditions during the PM.peak hour are expected to be
uhqccéptable.4.5'1At Third/25th, future conditions during the PM peak hour
~would. be unacceptable unless mitigations which were assumed to occur as part
‘of individual projects, particularly the Islais Creek Interchange and the
_- Homeporting of the USS Missouri projects were to occur.%2 The Islais Creek
- Interchange, if-carried out, is likely to include mitigative design features.
- Since it now appears 'unlikely that the Homeportina of the USS Missouri will
occur, there will be no new traffic resulting from that project and no need
for measures to mitigate the transportation impacts of that project. -
Evans/Napoleon/Toland is currently operating at unacceptable levels of service
during the PM peak hour and is expected to continue to do s0.4,9 The peak
hour for traffic using the street system is the heaviest one-hour period
between 4 PM and 6 PM, therefore this is the period when additional vehicles
~ would be most likely to result in traffic impacts. Because this is the time
- whenAmost‘coachgs are operating on their assigned routes, most of the.traffic
generated by this project would occur in the early morning, or.after 6 PM.

The project coula result in up to about 430 daily trips ends to the site by .
coaches from the Uperating Division, 30 to 50 daily trips ends by coaches
using the Central Maintenance Facility, and .about 950 daily trip ends by
employees traveling to and from work. Up to 15 deliveries per day would be
expected, and two or three dispatchings of trucks to MUNI's other divisions.

Some of. these.trips would not be new to the area, but would represent trips

‘which are currently generated by the Woods facility at Indiana and 23rd
Streets or the Army. facility at Army and Third Street. (The Army facility is

another MUNI operating divisionlfopen since 1984, that would cut back its
Tunctions Tate this year and close entirelTy when the new operating division

- ang Central Maintenance: Facility opens.)

- 1!



The precise impacts of the proposed Operating Division activities on the nearby
"street system would depend on the ]ines which would be assigned to the facility and
. their schedules. Because of the preliminary stage in the p]ann1pg process,.this o

cannot be determined now. The following.analysis uses conservative assumptions

about the number of vehicles and their routes on leaving the fac1]1ty.1n.order to

provide a conservative, generalized view of the potential impacts of siting a

diesel bus operating division at this location. The analysis considers the impacts
- of this facility in the context of other nearby MUNI facilities. The peak hours

for_coaches from the Operating Division leaving or arriving are 6-7 AM and 6-7

pM. 11" Coaches heading for the northern or central portions of the §1ty (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 thgsg _

directions were assigned to either the proposed project or the Hoods division two

blocks away (a conservative assumption and one that cannot hold for all djrect1ons
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 western or southwestern portions of the City would use I-280,

located adjacent to the site. They would pass through none of the congested

intersections.!l !

Coaches heading for the southeastern portion of the City would travel south along
Third Street. (Most of these lines are currently assigned to the nearby Woods

- facility, 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
“intersections, Third/Evans and Third/Army 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 would be approximately 11. additional coaches passing through
these intersections.daily on weekdays.. During the PM peak hour there would be no
additional coaches.)T These increases in traffic associated with the proposed
Operating Division could not noticeably change. intersection performance.

As a result of the Feassignmeht'of coaches to the prdject site, there would be a
decrease of about 66 Operating Division coaches traveling through the intersection
of Third/25th,1! 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
Maintenance 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. ! o ,

~ About 190 day-shift maintenance and administrative employees would be at the site,
‘most_of whom are currently assigned to the Woods facility and the -Army/Third Street
‘facility. Although their trips to work 'would be altered somewhat by the project,
they would not represent new trips to the area, and would not result in significant
changes in any nearby intersections. - About 150 bus operators would be assigned to
the Operating Division. The largest numbers of bus driver trips are generally

. before 6-AM and after 7 PM. There would be approximately 475 total employees

-+ - (maintenance, administrative and operators) over the course of a weekday (340 day.

~ .=-shift, 126 swing shift, 7 night shift).

It is Tikely that a'new traffic signal would be warranted at the point where
vehicles leaving the site enter Army Street. (There are no existing traffic
signals on Army Streét adjacent to the site.) When site planning has advanced, and
the access to the site designed, MUNI would work with DPW to develop appropriate

'signalization. '

Transportation impacts associated with the project would not be significant

- relative 't the existing capacity of the surrounding. street system. =The change in
area traffic as a result of the project would be undetectable to drivers. The -
project’s impact on area parking availability would also not be substantial.

Mgni intends to provide employee parking on the site. Because final program and
site desion have not.been determine., and number of parking sp.. . end the layout
1s not known. The site has a.nimber of street frontages, -where ¢n-street parking
1s currently available. Most nearby uses provide some off-street parking for
emp]oyge§ and visitors. It is unlikely that the project could result in a
substantial change-in the area's parking availability. .

-4-
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- Air Quality. Construction work would temporarily raise particulate levels in
the area. In order to mitigate this impact, any open holes would be watered.

- See Mitigation Measure 1, 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 result in air quality impacts in the vicinity of the project.

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has established
thresholds for projects requiring its review for potential air quality

. impacts. These thresholds are based on the minimum number of vehicle trips
which the BAAQMD considers capable of producing air quality problems,
primarily carbon monoxide in San Francisco. The project would not exceed this
minimum standard as it would result in 1,445 daily vehicle trip ends to the
site compared to the 2,000 daily vehicle trip end threshold that has been :
established by BAAGMD. For projects that exceed these thresholds a carbon
monoxide analysis is generally prepared in San Francisco. An analysis of
‘particulate emissions is not prepared because most of the particulate
emissions in San Francisco result from sources other than from the operation
of motor vehicles. '

"Because many of ‘the trips would be made by buses ‘hat emit less carbon .
~monoxide than do light duty vehicles, the carbon monoxide emissions would be

~ Tess for this project than if all of the trips were made by the averace San

Francisco Bay Area vehicle mix. For example, if future project trips were
made by 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 vehicle
trips) were taken into account.l2,13 "Therefore, no significant air quality
impacts would be generated by the proposal. :

Noise. The site is in.an area with high ambient noise levels from the
adjacent elevated freeway and from nearby industrial uses. Uses on the site,
including diesel coaches, other vehicles and repair machinery would generate
‘noise. Noise impacts are influenced by distance from those hearing the noise,
and by the presence of intervening structlUres. Because the configuration of
the uses 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

. perceptable at the property lines. The closest sensitive receptors are the
residences on Potrero Hill, across the freeway from the site. Because of the
distance, and the existence of other intervening noise sources (especially the
freeway), noise from the project would be attenauted, and would not result. in
significant noise impacts. Noise from the project would also be perceptable
to pedestrians using the public access along Islais Creek which would be

. developed as part of the project. The character of this public .access, as

well as other public access along Islais Creek, would be influenced by the -

. -industrial nature- of the area. In this context, the noise impacts of the

-

_‘..

-

- project-would:not be significant..

The San -Francisco Noise Ordinante (Artic]e-29 of the Police Code) establishes
“standards for-noise.levels in the various zoning districts. It states that

7 any "fiked source magchinery or equipment, or—similar mechanical device" may

not exceed 75 dBA at any time in the M-2 district, measured at the property
line of any affected lot. This ordinance would apply to any machinery used on
the site. It would not apply to digse] coaches. -

de]ic Services. The project would allow a consolidation of MUNI operations
at a central Jocation.” It is intended to encourage more efficient MUNI :
operations, in an area without -nearby incompatiple land uses.

‘The -project site is in a Special Geologic Study Area as shoyn,jn 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

movement or inundation.

The final building plans would be reviewed by the Bureau of Building
Inspection (BBI). In reviewing building plans, the BBI refers to a variety of
information sources to determine existing hazards and assess requirements for
mitigation. Sources reviewed include maps of Special Geologic Study Areas and
known landslide areas| in San Francisco gs well as the building inspectors'

i
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working knowledge of areas of special geologic concern. ;f,1nq1cated by

available information, BBI would require that site-specific soils reports be
_ prepared, .by a licensed soils engineer, 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 perfgrmedf]4 and site
assessment performed by a contractor working under the d1rect1on of the
Department of Public Hea]th,]5 in order to determine whether past uses h?Ve
resulted in the presence of hazardous material at the site. - The conclusions
of these studies are summarized here. The site history indicates that the

- site s in an area which was created by bayfill between the mid-1920s and the
'mid-1930s. Portions of the site have been used for a variety of industrial
uses since the 1960s, including coconut oil processing, warehousing, -fuel
'storage. Soil contaminated by past uses_has been discovered on property to
the west of the site (Federated Metals).l4 There is also some evidence of
undocumented dumping activities on the site. ‘ ,

The site assessment included taking soil samples from 25 boreholes throgghout
the site, two samples from the surface, 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
considered hazardous waste. Other locations contain some lesser degree of
contamination. Four have-elevated hydrocarbon levels, although they are below
the level which is:'‘considered hazardous waste. Additional testing of areas
which may contain nickel cor.tamination will be necessary to determine the
appropriate clean-up methods. . Several locations had elevated concentrations
of nickel, or high:pH levels. In addition, surface oil splotches were
observed, which may contain hazardous levels of hydrocarbons, and which
contain coconut-0il from the Granex operations. The coconut oil appears to be

- non-hazardous. The water samples 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,

. S0 that no impacts would result from construction on the site, MUNI, under the
direction of the Department of Public Health, would carry out the following
mitigation. Al1l soil containing hazardous levels. of hydrocarbons or metals
would be removed and correctly disposed of as required by hazardous waste
laws. Groundwater monitoring wells would be installed in order to

~ characterize any groundwater contamination which may have resulted from this
contamination. Any groundwater contamination discovered would be remediated

- as reauired by hazardous waste laws. Surface 011 splotches would be
remediated, by removing coritaminated soils and properly disposing of it. -

.. -The portion of the site east of Indiana.Street is located in the area subject
- to the ordinance "Analyzing Soil for Hazardous Wastes" which amends the Public
. Works Code. (Ordinance 253-86). That ordinance requires that the project
~ sponsor:for any grading work or future construction project on'the site, which
~would involve the disturbance of 50 cubic yards or more of soil, conduct tests
- of the soil to determine the presence of hazardous materials as defined by
* -- State and Federal agencies, prepare a site history describing past uses on the
- site which would endble the Director of Public Health to reguire testing pf
the soils for additional hazardous materialsy—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
and mitigation described abgve satisfy this-requ1rement,_

The project would result in the use and storage of potent1a\lg Qazarqous
materials. Diesel buses contain a numver of fiuids. end materials which can
result in hazards to public health or-the environment if they are allowed to b

accumulate in water;, in the soil, or to enter @he sewgr'systgm. These fluids .
" and materials include o0il, gasoline, transmissica fluid, radiator fluid,

battery acids, lead parts, tires, solvents and cleaners, and brake_pa?s.\

Fueling activities, maintenance activities and coach wash1hg'(part1cu ar {t _

washing the undersides of buses) could, if not propgr]y carried ou;, resu {1n

the discharge of hazardous materials to the air, soil or water. Thg fcllowing

‘City and State laws and regulations are intended to assure that toxic

materials and wastes, are -properly handled and do not result - in hazards to

pubTic-health and the environment:

-6-
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State law and regulations of the California Department of Health
Services regarding storage and disposal of hazgrdous wastes

" (Health & Safety Code Seéction 25100 et seq., Title 22, Cal.
Admin. Code Sections 66001 et seg.). .

San Francisco Hazardous Materials Permit and Disclosure
Ordinance (Health Code Sections 1101-)]99).

Saﬁ Frahcisco flammable 1iquids containment permit requirements
(Fire Code Sections 11.01-11.96) E

San Ffancisco hazardous chemicals permit requirements (Fire Code
Section5j13.0]-13.13). : o ‘

These laws and regulations are intended to insure. that hazardous materials are
properly handled, and that no hazardous materials would reach the Bay, ‘
accumulate in the soil, enter the sewer system or be 1mproper1y_depos1ted in a
landfill. MUNI would comply with all applicable codes when designing or
operating the facilty. Underground tanks would be installed to hold d1gse]
fuel, engine o0il, automatic transmission fluid, engine coolant, waste oil,
waste coolant. A1l tanks and associated piping would include secondary
containment, with leak monitoring systems, as reguired by the Hazardous
Materials Permit and Disclosure Ordinance. In addition, Muni has installed a.
“centralized_computerized leak monitoring system serving all of its
faci11;ies.]5 It is also Muni's policy to install new tanks in vaults. 1/

- These two actions are intended to further assure that tanks do not leak,

resulting in soil or water contamination.

Bus parking and circulation areas would be.paved with impervious materials,
and be adequately drained, to assure that.contaminants would not enter the:
soil. Maintenance bays, fueling islands, the bus washing facility and all
yard surfaces would contain drains with oil/water.separators to assure that :
011 would 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
Tubricants used in bus operation, would be collected in settling chambers.
‘This water would than be strained through.stainless steel strainers. . The
strained material, if found to contain unacceptable levels of heavy metals or
other contaminants, would be disposed of as hazardous waste.®d Spill control
stations, with. adequate capacity for clean-up, would be located near all areas
where hazardous materials are used or stored.17-‘These features of the desian,
collectively refered to as Mitigation Measure 3, would assure that the
hazardous materials used as part of the project would not result in a
significant impact on Fhe environment. . . '

Cultural. ~All buildings 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,
but that there is "1ittle likelihood" of recovering historic cultural
resources.!® In'order to mitigate this potential impact the sponsor has

-~agreed to implement mitigation measure 4.

whi]e.locgl'concern§ or other planning considerations may-be grounds - for
fmadif1gqt1on-or denial of the proposal, there is no substantial evidence that
the project could have a significant effect on the environment.
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NOTES -

1. '?ggg Lundstrqm, Permit Analyst, BCDC, phone conversation, March 30,
2. - Charles Mitchell, Chief Wharfi £ s '
conversation, March 30, Joap. nger, Port of San Francisco, phone
3. ?g;;a Viera-!Friends of Islais Creek, phone conversation, March 31,
. ' ! . . ' ' ‘ . ’
4.  Bureau of Traffic Engineering and-Operations, Islais Creek Interchange

Traffic Study, 1988, p.26. (DCP file No. 87.413E)

5.~ U.S. Department of the Navy, FEIS: Homeporting--Battleship Battlegroup/
: Cruiser Destroyer Group, 1987, pp, 5-58, 5-92a. (DCP file No. 86.173E)

6. Bureau of Traffic Engineefing4and Operations for the San Francisco
. Clean Water Program, Islais Creek Facilities Traffic Study, Draft
Report, 1988, p.23. (DCP file No. 87.664F) -

7. DeLeuw-Cather for the San Francisco Clean Water Program, Mariposa
Facilities Traffic Study, Final Report, 1988, p.29. - (DCP file No.
87.663E) - S .

8. Renato Martinez, P.E. Pier 70'Container Freight Station Tfaffic Report

1986, p. 11.  (DCP file MNo.85.123 E) ? Ports

9, ¥;a95portation Study, San Franéis;o Newspaper Agency Production Plant,

A80- ! ' A .

10.  Level.of Service ratings range from A to.F, with A representing the
: best'conditions.‘ In?erseqtions operate at acceptable conditions :
through LOS D, with increasing deterioration thereafter. ‘ :

-1 ‘Susan Chelone, MUNI, March 14, 1989 memo, available in project file.

12. Tosh Mangut, of the Bay Area Air’ﬁhality Management District, telephone ..
- conversatjon with Sally E. Maxwell of the Office of Environmental
. Review, Miy 1, 1989, In the year 2000, buses would emit 29.76 grams
" (a) per mile at 5 mph, 20.52 g/mile at 10 mph and 14.81 g/mile at 15
. mph. - : o -
T3, Bay Area Air ‘Quality Management District, Air Quality and Urban
~ ‘Development, ‘Guidelines for Assessina Impacts of Projects and Plans,
- revised April 2/, 1989, p. VI-12, : '

. : . ‘ : . N . I ’ ’ : N e ' . . o
- 14.". Archeo-Tec, The Woods Annex Facility, San Francisco, California: A Sit
' ' s HjStOry, March 8, 1988. B -

'ffS;'ﬁ Cﬁosby E_CQéﬁtbh, Iht},‘Pre1imminary Site Aésessménd of Wood's Annex
© .7, Site, n.d¢ ' '_ - .
- 16, Larry James, MUNI, Phbne.cbnversation:fﬁarch 6, 1989.

. 16a. - Bill Wielson, MUNI, Phone conversation, June 20, 1989.

17.  Bruce Bernhard, MUNI, Phone conversation, March 6, 1989.

MITIGATION MEASURES

1. Air quality. In order to assure that the project would not result in an
Fncrease in a fine particulate matter (PMjg) level above acceptable levels in
the area, the area under construction would be watered twice daily. This 1is

. required by the Bureau of Building Inspection and would be enforced by the
Buildiiig Inspectors as part of their responsibilities.

-

b



2. C]ean up of existing site.contamination. In order to assure that existing
contamination on the site would not result in significant impacts, all soil
containing hazardous levels of. hydrocarbons .or metals would be removed and
correctly disposed of as required by hazardous waste laws. Groundwater
monitoring wells would be installed in order to characterize any groundwater
contamination which may have resulted from this contamination. Surface oil
splotches would be remediated, by removing contaminated soil and properly
disposing of it. Before a bu1]d1ng permit is issued by the Bureau of Building
Inspection, ‘Muni would submit a report to the Department of Public Health and
the Department of City Planning showing that all hazardous materials have been
removed from the site and’correctly disposed of

3. Hand11ng‘of hazardous materials used during project operation. Muni would
comply with all applicable Taws and regulations governing the handling of
hazardous materials on the site. In order to assure that the use of hazardous
materials used. during project operation would not result in significant
impacts, the following design features would be 1ncorporated into the

project. A1l underground tanks and associated piping would include secondary -

containment, with leak monitoring systems, as required by the Hazardous
Materials Permit and Disclosure Ordinance. In addition, Muni-has installed a .

centralized computerized leak monitoring system serving all of its

facilities. It is also 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 parking and circulation areas would be paved with

- impervious materials,’ and be adecuately drained, to assure that contaminants

would not entcr the soil. Maintenance bays, fue11ng islands, the bus washing
facility and all yard surfaces would contain drains with oil/water separators
to assure that oil would not enter Islais Creek or the sewer system. Water:
used in the steam cleaning of buses, which could contain concentrations of
heavy imetals. from the lTubricants used in bus operation, would be collected in
- settling chambers.  This water would than be strained through stainiess steel

.strainers. -The strained material, if found to contain unacceptable levels of
heavy metals or other contaminants, would be disposed of as hazardous waste.
Spill control stations, with adequate capacity for clean-up, would be located
near all areas where hazardous materials are used or stored. Before an '
occupany permit is issued by the City, Mun1 would submit a report to the
Department of Public Health and the Department of City Planning containing a
plan for the hand11na and disposal of hazardous materials as at the facility.

4. Prehistoric cu\tura].resources. Should evidence of cultural or historic

- artifacts or features of potential significance be found during project
“excavation, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) and the President of.the

* -Landmarks Preservatlon ‘Advisory Board (LPAB) would be notified immediately,

‘and ‘any excavation which could damage such artifacts or features halted, The

- project sponsor would select an archaeologist to assist the Office of

Environmental Review in determining the significance of the find. The
archaeo]oglst 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.recommendations. for what measures should be implemented, '
in€luding an uapropr1ate security program, and a program for the preservation

" -and: recovery of. any potential artifacts/features. The ERO would then
recommend specific.mitigation measures, including submittal of written reports
to the ERG, if necessary. Excavation or construction activities which m1ght
.damage discovered .cultural resources would be suspended for a total maximum of
tour weeks over the course of construction to permit 1nspect1on,

' recommendat1on and retrleval, if. appropriate

The archaeo]og1st would' prepare a draft “eport documenting the artifacts/
features that were discovered, an evaluation as to their significance, and a
“description as to how any archaeo]og1ca] testing, exploration and/or recovery
program was conducted. . Copies of draft reports prepared according to these
mitigation measures wou]d be sent first and directly to the Environmental
Review Officer and to the President of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory
Board for review. Folldwing approva] of the report by the ERO and the -
President of LPAB, a final report is to be sent to the California
~Archaecological Sute Survey 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 of the f1na] archaeo]og1ca1 findings report.

-9-
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'ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST

v ST (InfEfal Seudy)

1

Fil6 o @2 {08,578 Title: HU}\N Grilly, ot Pﬂ”m\ujam& (vxé&ama
street Address:  Parovin /\ndiana S‘mag’ﬁg ___ Assessor's Block/Lot: 4277194302

A . 43572
Inftial Study Prepared by: _(OFheciid Bauman ‘
A. COMPATIBILITY7NITHZEXISTING‘ZONING AND PLANS ' ‘ Apnlicab1e:D1scu551
1) D1scuss any variances, special author1zat1ons, or changes pro- 24-
posed to the City. P1ann1nq Code or Zoning Map, if applicable. .
*2) Discuss any conf11cts with any adopted environmental ' :Z(.
plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable. —
B. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS'- Could the project:
1) Land Use | ' © YES  NO  DISCUSSED

*(a) Disrupt or divide the phys1ca1 arrangement of an
established community?

*(b) Have any substantial impact upon the existing
character of the vicinity?

o)

2) Visuaj Qua11ty

*(a) Have a substantial, demonstrable negative
- aesthetic effect? ‘
(b) Substantially degrade or obstruct any scenic view or
vista now observed from public areas?
(c) Generate obtrusive 1light or glare substantially:
" impacting other properties?

1
b < e
|

‘ 3) Popu1at1on

-

*(a) Induce substant1a1 growth or concnntratxon of . .
.- population? . '
~ *(b) Displace a 1arqe number of people (1nvo]v1nq either
housi.g or employment)?
- (c) Create a substantial demand for additional housxng

in.San Francisco, or substantlally reduce the
“housing supp1y? : ‘ . \(

%

4) Transnortat1onlc1rcu1at1on

*(a) Cause an increase. 1n traffic which is substantla]
- v in relation to the existing. traffic ]oad and
© . -capacity of the street system?
T .l (b).Interfere with existing transportation systems,
o causing substantial alterations to circulation
‘ patterns or major traffic hazards?
(c¢) Cause a substant1a] increase.in transit demand which
* cannot be accommodated by existing or ‘proposed transit

A
A

- capacity? - . | X
A

P

(d) Cause a substant1a1 increase in parking demand which
. cannot be a.commodated by existing parking facilities?

5j~ -Noise

e

H

. *(a) Increase'éubstantia11y the ambient noise levels for
adjoining areas?

.(b) Violate Title 24 Noise-Insulation Standards, if
applicable?

. (e} Be substantially impacted by existing noise levelst ~—— = —

X<
<

,#_Derived;frrm State EIR Guidelines; Appendix G, normally significant effect.
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6) Afr Quality/Climate | , |
*{a) Violate any ambient. air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projeqted air quality

YES  NO DISCUSSED

, - violation? : ‘ i ‘
x(b) Expose sensitive receptors to substant1a1.pol1utant

X X
X

concentrations?

X

Ecg Permeate its vicinity with objectionable odors?

d) Alter wind, moisture or temperature. (including sun

* shading effects) so as to substantially affect public
areas, or change the climate either in the community

7~

or region?

7) Utilities/Public Services _
*(a) Breach published national, state or Jocal standards

relating to solid waste or litter control? ,
*(b)-Extend-a sewer trunk 1ine with capacity to serve new

‘development? . : ' . , P
(c) Substantially increase demand for schools, recreation

\

" or other public facilities? , e
(d) ‘Require major expansion of power, water, or communica=-

tions facilities? _ _ .
- 8) Biology S | |
- ¥(a] Substantially affect a rare or endangered species of .
' animal or plant or the habitat of the species? .

- *(b) Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife or
plants, or interfere. substantially with the movement
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species?

(c) Require removal of substantial numbers of mature,.

scenic trees?

- 9) Geo]be/Tobogrhphj" - o . ,
*[a] txpose people, or structures to major geologic hazards
(slides, subsidence, erosion and liquefaction). i ____

(b) Change substantially the topography or any unique

o geologic or physica] features of the site?
. o /-/'
10) Water o ' ‘
*{a) substantially degrade water quality, or contaminate a
- . public water supply? .=
- .*(b) Substantially degrade or deplete ground water re-
" sources, or interfere substantially with ground

- water recharge? .

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

~'11) Energy/Natural Resources = L :

' ~*(a) Encourage activities which result in the use of

. large-amouhts of fuel, water, or energy, Or usé -
these {n a wasteful manner? - '

S S S A S S e

: “-(b) Have a-substantial effect on the potential use,

™~ K

o -extraction, or depletion of a natural resource?

- o

12) Hazards . ' .

- ¥(a] Create a potential public health hazard or involve the
- . use, production or-disposal of materials which pose a
- hazard to people or animal or plant populations in the
_ area affected? A . . .

*(b) Interfere with emergency response plans or emergency
" evacuation plans? :

|

K< <
<

- {¢) Create ¢ potentially substantial fire hazard?

13)  Cultural” - = I ,

*[a) Disrupt or adversely affect a prehistoric or historic
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.established recreational, educational,

religious or scientific uses of the area?

(c) Conflict with the preservation of buildings subject
to the provisjons of Article 10 or

" Article 11 of the City Planning Code?

e ‘.tx( <
|
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CesOmER " YES N0 DISCUSSEI
L \ | . | T
~Require approval and/or permits from City Departments other than
Department of City Planning or Bureau of Building Inspection, 7(
- or.from Regional, State or Federal- Agencies? w _

D. MITIGATION MEASURES I YES NO N/A DISCUSSEL

1) If any significant effects ﬁave been identified, are there j%(
ways tq mitigate them? 4 :

2) Are all mitigation measures identified above included in Y
‘the project? | i
E. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE | 'YES  NO DISCUSSEI

*1) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality

, of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of
a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to.drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
‘to eliminate a plant or animal community, 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 pre-history? -

_ ,*2) Doesﬁthe'project have the.poténtial to achieve short-term,
- to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? .

> <
|

*3) Does the project have possible environmental effects which
~are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(Analyze in the light of past projects, other current

Projects, .and probable future projects.)

%) »wouid-thg_prdjgpt cause substantial édverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

|
< b
|

//

F. ON THE BASIS OF. THIS INITIAL STUDY ' S -

o _ , : o
I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
- and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared by the Department of City Planning. -

I find:that'a]thoughfthe'probosed project could have a significant‘effect-on the

environment, there there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because the

mitugat1on-measures, numbers » -in the discussion have been included as part.
E E .

- of the proposed project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

1 find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
e 5land;an;ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. is required. o -

o ‘ I BARBARA W, SAHM

. Environmental Review Officer
‘ : : for

Rl

. DEAN L. MACRIS
‘ - Director of Planning

we: . Il 5,9
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