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March 31, 2006 
 
Mr. Leroy L. Saage, PE 
Doyle Drive Project Manager 
c/o SF County Transportation Authority 
100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 

Re:  Draft EIS, Doyle Drive 
 
Dear Mr. Saage: 
 
The Alliance for a Clean Waterfront is a coalition of 26 community and environmental 
organizations working toward the protection and enhancement of San Francisco�s water 
resources.  The Alliance is a project of Earth Island Institute.  
   
One of our goals is to reduce and eliminate the combined sewage overflows (CSOs) 
that are discharged to the Bay and Ocean during storm events.  These discharges of 
inadequately treated sewage and stormwater are harmful to the Bay and ocean 
ecosystems and pose a human health risk, especially for recreational users and for 
people who consume Bay-caught seafood. 
 
We have also been working to incorporate the adoption of decentralized sewage 
treatment as a principle to help guide the SF PUC in the development of the 
monumental new Sewage Master Plan. There is no excuse for exacerbating the 
injustice of sending more than 80% of the City�s combined flows to the Southeast 
Treatment Plant.  Water should be treated as close as possible to its source. 
 
The Presidio is one of few areas in San Francisco that has been developed with 
separate systems for sanitary sewage and stormwater runoff.  With the proposed water 
recycling facility for treating sewage and a palette of state-of-the-art, natural-systems-
based stormwater treatment facilities, the Presidio could be a leader in sustainable, low-
impact, self-reliant water management.  
 
We were surprised and dismayed to see (pp. 3-138, 3-139) that the Doyle Drive project 
proposes to collect the stormwater runoff from the roadway and discharge it into SF�s 
combined sewer system.  Certainly the road runoff should not be going into Crissy 
Lagoon or the Bay untreated, but it should be treated and reused locally. 
 
What would be the cumulative impacts on Bay and Ocean water quality from adding 
Doyle Drive runoff to the PUC�s combined system?  How would those water quality 
impacts subsequently affect low-income populations that rely on the bay for food? What 

 

1



would be the additional energy consumption required to pump these increased flows to 
the Southeast Plant?  How would the impacts be mitigated? More to the point, these 
impacts should be, and can be, avoided.  What studies have been done to identify on-
site or near-site water treatment opportunities?  Has the project team considered 
treatment wetlands, infiltration swales, sub-surface sand filters, detention ponds, and 
other �low impact development� approaches to stormwater management?  Constructed 
treatment wetlands could also be very useful during construction � to treat groundwater 
from dewatering activities as well as surface runoff. 
 
Sustainable water management calls for regarding water as a resource, not as a waste 
product to be disposed of.  We call on the Presidio to find beneficial reuses for its water 
and not merely pay the SF PUC to make a problem go away.  There is no away. 
  
The EIS should identify ways to avoid the negative environmental impacts of increasing 
the burden on the City�s combined wastewater system, and the project sponsors should 
develop an ecologically sound, environmentally just, multiple-benefit program for 
managing Doyle Drive�s runoff. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
  

 
Jennifer Clary     Alex Lantsberg 
Co-chairs, Alliance for a Clean Waterfront 
 
 
Cc: Tom Franza, Assistant General Manager, SFPUC Wastewater Bureau  
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Alliance for a Clean Waterfront

Coordination is currently underway with the PUC regarding runoff.  Ultimately, water 
management will be dealt with during the detailed design phase of the project.

1 1170

It should be noted that under the existing condition, none of the runoff from the roadway 
is treated prior to discharge.  Therefore, under either Option 1 or 2 described in the 
FEIS/R, there would be a net benefit to receiving water quality because the runoff will be 
treated.  Runoff from nearly the entire City flows into the combined sewer system and is 
treated at one of the City's treatment plants.  The FEIS/R allows for either discharge to 
the sanitary sewer system or for on-site treatment measures in accordance with the 
Caltrans Storm Water Management Plan (which is regulated by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board).

2 1171
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Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
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Reviewer: California Heritage Council

Preference for Alternative 5 conditional on Michael Painter's modification's noted.1 1334

Adverse effects to historic district will be addressed through development and 
implementation of the Programmatic Agreement.

2 1335

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.  In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond 
interchange option was selected as the Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 
(YMCA Pool) will remain intact.

3 1336

The Programmatic Agreement process is underway and consulting parties and interested 
parties have been meeting to develop the terms of the PA.

4 1337

Details regarding the final design of the roadway and landscaping will be developed in the 
final design process. Final landscape decisions will reflect guideance from the historic 
treatment plan if the area is a cultural landscape and would be made in coordination with 
the Presidio Trust and VMP to ensure overall integration with the Presidio.

5 1338
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Reviewer: Council on America's Military Past - U.S.A.

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1366
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
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Reviewer: Cow Hollow Association

Removal of support of Alternative 5 noted.1 1339

To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, the traffic study was expanded 
beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S.  The results of this expanded 
analysis are presented in the FEIR/S, see the discussion under the Preferred Alternative 
in Section 3.2.8.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the neighborhoods was 
indicated.  In order to maintain traffic during construction, a transportation management 
plan will be prepared as part of final design.

2 1340

Although this short cut is not forecast to be a significant problem, the closure of this 
access is not precluded in Alternative 5 should the problem arise.

3 1341

All alternatives included transit elements and assumed a continuation of currently 
operating transit services. Bus Rapid Transit proposals were not defined or programmed 
during the preparation of the draft EIR. Further studies on Doyle Drive and the BRT 
proposals should examine potential traffic shifts as a result of the implementing of both 
projects.

4 1342

To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, the traffic study was expanded 
beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S.  The results of this expanded 
analysis are presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

5 1343

The Preferred Alternative was refined based on input received while still maintaining 
traffic operation LOS. The design workshops investigated many design refinements which 
as been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative.

6 1344

The Preferred Alternative was refined based on input received while still maintaining 
traffic operation LOS. The design workshops investigated many design refinements which 
as been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative.

7 1345

Signal timing can balance traffic flows regardless of which alternative is chosen. 8 1346
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
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Comment 
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Reviewer: Cow Hollow Neighbors in Action

Comments noted.1 1499

To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, the traffic study was expanded 
beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S.  The results of this expanded 
analysis are presented under the discussion of the Preferred Alternative in Section 3.2.8 
of FEIR/S. Impacts associated with Noise (Section 3.3.5) and Air Quality (Section 3.3.4) 
are available in Chapter 3 of the FEIS/R. No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

2 1500

To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, the traffic study was expanded 
beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S.  The results of this expanded 
analysis are presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

3 1501

To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, the traffic study was expanded 
beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S.  The results of this expanded 
analysis are presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.  In design workshops, restricting this facility has been 
discussed, however the extent of the restriction will not be explored until final project 
design.

4 1502

The project does not propose any changes to local neighborhood streets as no project 
impacts are identified. To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, the traffic 
study was expanded beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S.  The results 
of this expanded analysis are presented under the discussion of the Preferred Alternative 
in Section 3.2.8 of the FEIR/S. No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

5 1503

The exact re-routing of traffic will not be determined until design is complete.  The 
transportation management plan (TMP) will be finalized prior to construction to mitigate 
potential adverse impacts and to provide a public outreach element to announce changes 
in traffic routes. A draft TMP is included in Appendix K of the FEIS/R.

6 1504

The limits of construction for the project have been defined as from Merchant Road to the 
intersection of Richardson Avenue/Francisco Street and Marina Boulevard/Lyon Street, as 
noted in the December 2004 Noise Study. Areas outside of these limits are not expected 
to be impacted by construction activities. Operational aspects of the existing streets in 
this area will continue as they have prior to the project. It appears that the eastern 
extent to Broderick is only in the vicinity of Marina Blvd and not at the 
Richardson/Broderick intersection. To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, 
the traffic study was expanded beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S. 
The traffic study data was used to conduct additional noise analysis. No adverse impacts 
from this project onto the neighborhoods was indicated. See Section 3.3.5 of the FEIS/R 
for additional information about the noise study addendum.

7 1505
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Reviewer: Cow Hollow Neighbors in Action

Temporary Noise Impacts in Section 3.3.5 of the FEIS/R was expanded to include 
construction noise reduction options that are considered reasonable and feasible.  Those 
measures are currently listed in Section 8.1.4 of the Noise and Vibration Study of 
December 2004 and includes numerous methods of noise control that can be employed.  
The statement that FHWA requires the use of HICNOM is not correct. FHWA does not 
require the use of HICNOM or any construction noise model - it merely provides them for 
the use of the highway agency. Specific construction noise reduction methods to be used 
by the Contractor will be defined in the design plans and included in the construction 
documents. Since the area beyond the intersection of Richardson Avenue and Lyon Street 
will not be within the active construction zone, no special noise controls are anticipated 
for those areas.

8 1506

Section 3.3.5 of the FEIS was expanded to include a discussion of all of the traffic 
management options that were considered. While it is true that a number of abatement 
options are available in terms of traffic management, the various methods of control 
suggested by the reviewer have been explored and found to be ineffective for this 
project.  Further prediction of noise impacts is not warranted at this time as the project 
will not impact the areas in question unless a major design change occurs.  For the 
preferred alternative a more detailed assessment of noise control options was outlined, 
however the final selection of noise abatement options will not occur until final design.  
This will follow the completion of an intensive public involvement effort to identify the 
desires of the impacted property owners in the vicinity.  The reviewer is correct that only 
traffic management efforts could provide any relief to the traffic noise generated.  
However, due to the nature of the roadway, traffic patterns, and limited physical options, 
no reasonable control methods were identified.  As noted by the reviewer, FHWA requires 
"Examination and evaluation of alternative noise abatement measures for reducing or 
eliminating the noise impacts." (23CFR Part 772.9 (b) (5).  FHWA further states that "If a 
noise impact is identified, the abatement measures listed in Sec. 772.13(c) of this chapter 
must be considered."  Consideration of abatement measures listed in this section have 
been considered, including the use of traffic management measures.  However, as note 
above, the use of traffic management measures was determined not to be reasonable 
and feasible for the areas of concern.  Therefore, further consideration of noise 
abatement in the form of traffic management is not warranted at this time.

10 1507

The statement by the reviewer that FHWA does not currently allow the use of paving 
materials as a "noise reduction option" in the prediction of future traffic noise levels is 
correct.  This does not mean that the application of a quieter pavement surface cannot be 
used as a means to reduce traffic noise.  It simply means that you cannot use this option 
as a way to predict lower future traffic noise levels.  The application of a quiet pavement 
in states like Arizona have shown a 4 dBA or more reduction in traffic noise levels for a 
period of several years.  The long term benefit is still unknown but at least an initial 
benefit can be realized.  Therefore the application of a quiet pavement surface will 
continue to be considered as an abatement option.  As noted in this section, noise 
barriers, absorptive tunnel lining, and retrofitting windows are three additional abatement 
options being seriously considered.  Commitments to further assess each of these options 
was established in the FEIS for the preferred alternative as appropriate.  Final details on 
the actual abatement options will be determined during the design phase of the project in 
concert with the impacted property owners.

11 1508

Based on traffic analysis, only one lane is needed12 1509
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Reviewer: Cow Hollow Neighbors in Action

That element was outside the scope of the project.  However, the project team is working 
with Caltrans to address this issue.  A memo regarding this issue has been provided. 
Structures on Route 1 have been retrofitted and have an adequate sufficiency rating.

13 1510

FHWA and Caltrans instructed the team to use this reference which is included in the 
EIS/R. The current cumulative impact analysis meets statutory and regulatory 
requirements.

14 1511

FHWA does not require the use of abatement measures that provide no perceptible noise 
reduction.   This section of the FEIS was expanded to include a more detailed discussion 
of all of the traffic management options that were considered. The use of landscaping, 
particularly in the areas of impact along Lyon Street and similar residential areas on the 
eastern end of the project is not possible since there is no space to plant or maintain 
vegetation that would screen the traffic from view.  The statement regarding FHWA 
requirements about abatement being considered is correctly stated.  However, the 
provision of noise abatement is left up to the lead agency after it assesses the costs and 
benefits of such abatement and determines that abatement effort is reasonable and 
feasible for the areas of concern.  This is, unfortunately, one of those locations where 
unavoidable impacts in the form of traffic noise levels that approach or exceed the FHWA 
Noise Abatement Criteria for residential land use.  The traffic noise levels are actually 
predicted to be slightly lower with the build alternative than with the no-build option, 
indicating that the overall noise impact will be negligible.  Once again, FHWA does not 
require mitigation - it requires the consideration of abatement that is reasonable and 
feasible.  If abatement is considered reasonable and feasible, then mitigation is required.  
Unfortunately, this is a location where noise abatement is not considered reasonable and 
feasible following FHWA and Caltrans requirements.

15 1512
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
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Comment 
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Reviewer: Exploratorium

Support of Alternative 5 noted.1 1273

The project team will continue to coordinate with the Recreation and Parks Department 
to ensure that access to the Palace of Fine Arts remains open during the construction 
period. The Preferred Alternative will maintain Palace Drive as a two-way road and 
incorporates the modifications proposed by SFRPD where Palace Drive connects to Lyon 
Street therefore access to the Palace of Fine Arts will not be hindered.

2 1274

The elements mentioned in the comment may  be part of the Traffic Management 
Plan(TMP) used during construction.

3 1275

Details pertaining to the proposed replacement parking at the Parade Grounds during 
construction would be developed in coordination with the Presidio Trust.

4 1276

Any approved mitigation addressing project-related parking impacts would be considered 
as project costs. Details would be developed at a later stage of the project.

5 1277

No alternative assumes modifications in the vicinity of the Exploratorium.  Alternative 5 
transit stops will be closer to the Exploratorium entrance.

6 1278

The PTMP does call for the eventual "greening" of the Parade Grounds but currently the 
area is used for parking. It is a matter of timing and whether the greening would occur 
before or after the construction of Doyle Drive.  With no definite timeline for the greening 
of the Parade Ground, it is anticipated that the area would still be available for parking 
during the construction of Doyle Drive.

7 1279

The proposed replacement parking at the Parade Grounds augmented with the existing 
shuttle service should address the identified parking impacts during construction.  Parking 
will be coordinated with the Presidio Trust.

8 1280

In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond interchange option was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1182 will remain intact.

9 1281

The existing Letterman Digital Arts Center (LDAC) now occupies the former LAIR facility 
and parking lot.  Parking associated with LDAC will not be impacted by project 
construction.

10 1282

The detailed construction schedule will be developed as part of final design. The 
preliminary construction staging timeline is discussed in Section 2.9.1.

11 1283

The project will continue to coordinate with and accommodate the proposed plans of 
DRP.  Improvements needed for the project are included in the estimate

12 1284
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Reviewer: Exploratorium

The underground parking structure was eliminated from this project and is not part of the 
Preferred Alternative.  The project is coordinating with the Trust and DPR to maintain the 
necessary parking. Funds for replacement parking are included in the estimate.

13 1285

Comment noted.14 1286

Comment noted.  The underground parking structure was eliminated from the project 
and is not part of the Preferred Alternative.

15 1287

The Circle Drive Option was not selected as part of the Preferred Alternative.16 1288

Comment noted.17 1289

The pedestrian connection indicated on the drawings is an at-grade path.18 1290

The project will continue to coordinate with and accommodate the proposed plans of 
DRP. Improvements needed for the project are included in the estimate.

19 1291
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Reviewer: Fort Point and Presidio Historical Association

This comment is addressed as part of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) and treatment 
plans which are summarized in the FEIS/R under Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation Measures in Section 3.2.11. A discussion of Context Sensitive Design is 
provided in Section 2.2.3.

1 1320

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.  In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond 
interchange option was selected as the Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 
(YMCA Pool) will remain intact.

2 1321

Agreed. Coordination with the impacted parties has been an important element of this 
project. As stated in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 
3.2.11, coordination and development of the PA has involved numerous groups. The PA is 
included in Appendix I of the FEIS/R.

3 1322

Details regarding the final design of the roadway and landscaping will be developed in the 
final design process. Final landscape decisions would be made in coordination with the 
Presidio Trust and VMP to ensure overall integration with the Presidio.

4 1323

Coordination will continue throughout this project.5 1324

Opposition to Merchant Road Slip Ramp noted.  This Ramp was not included in the 
Preferred Alternative.

6 1325

Preference for Hook Ramp noted.7 1326

The length of the Battery tunnels are controlled by the need to preserve Lincoln Ave and 
the National Cemetery.

8 1327

The design workshop on 3/22/06 was held to gather input from interested parties on all 
aspects of the design and options under consideration. A raised southbound profile was 
proposed and developed as part of the alternative refinement. 

9 1328

Possible design refinements to preserve cultural resources were considered at the design 
workshops on 3/22/06 and 4/20/06. The actual mitigations for adverse effects to cultural 
resources including historic buildings are addressed in the PA (see Appendix I of the 
FEIS/R).

10 1329

This comment is addressed as part of the PA which is included in Appendix I in the 
FEIS/R and treatment plans .

11 1330

The design workshops held on 3/22/06 and 4/20/06 investigated ways to preserve the 
historic streetscape. The profile of Girard Rd was raised to reduce the height of retaining 
walls and Gorgas Ave was realigned to the south to preseerve the existing streetscape 
adjacent to the warehouses. Mitigation for adverse impacts to historic streetscapes is 
addressed in the PA (see Appendix I in the FEIS/R) and treatment plans.

12 1331
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Reviewer: Fort Point and Presidio Historical Association

The use of sound barrier walls within the Presidio will be considered where appropriate as 
noise control measures.  While it is true that diminution of the views may be contrary to 
the objectives of the area, consideration of this form of abatement will continue into 
design.  During the public involvement process, if the impacted property owners do not 
desire a noise barrier, then it will be removed from further consideration.  The application 
of landscaping as a noise control will not be pursued since this is not an effective method 
of reducing traffic noise levels.

13 1332

Details regarding signage, lighting, etc. will be developed during the final design of the 
roadway. A discussion of context sensitive design, including traffic calming, is provided in 
Section 2.2.3.

14 1333
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Reviewer: GGNP & Pt Reyes Seashore Advisory Commission

Preference for the Hook Ramp option noted.1 1227

Opposition to the Merchant Road Slip Ramp option noted.2 1228

The following text was added to the FEIS/R (see Section 2.3.4): Intelligent 
Transportation Systems (ITS) - Where possible, ITS elements will be included with the 
project to meet the ITS requirements of Caltrans.  ITS elements may include loop 
detectors, close circuit cameras, and changeable message signs.  ITS elements will be 
clarified in Final Design and may be tied to the management of the tunnels.

3 1229

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.4 1230
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Reviewer: Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1485

The text under Community Facilities in Section 3.2.4 was revised to reflect the new name.2 1486

The text under Community Facilities in Section 3.2.4 was revised so the description of the 
Crissy Field Center as follows: "...this community environmental center conducts 
educational workshops and other programs for the public, including outreach to low-
income and minority groups.  The Center also provides a small cafe and bookstore to 
supplement and facilitate educational activities."

3 1487

This is a temporary impact related to use and is not covered under the definition of 
adverse effect.  Only permanent effects are contained within the definition of adverse 
effects under the NHPA.  

4 1488

Comment noted.5 1489

The project team has since met with the Conservancy to discuss the potential impacts.  
Work will continue with them to minimize impacts during construction, however, 
temporary impacts are not covered under the definition of adverse impacts from the 
project.

6 1490

The Noise and Vibration study was revised to address minor design changes of the 
Preferred Alternative.  If adverse impacts are anticipated during construction, appropriate 
measures that may reduce impacts will be discussed prior to construction.

7 1491

Based on concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy Field Center, it has been 
determined that the functions of the Center will be temporarily relocated during the 
construction phase to a more suitable location within the Presidio. The contractor will 
contain flying debris as required by standard construction requirements to maintain public 
(and building) safety.

8 1492

The construction mitigation measures identified in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.4 are designed to minimize the impacts of dust on the 
nearby areas.  With implementation of these mitigation measures, the impacts to 
neighboring areas would be below levels set forth to meet health standards and would 
comply with BAAQMD Regulations.

9 1493

Minimizing the impacts to adjacent buildings was considered throughout the design of the 
alternatives. Access to all facilities, including ADA approved access to the Crissy Field 
Center, would be maintained during the temporary construction period and long-term 
operation of Doyle Drive. Text regarding the relocation of the Crissy Field Center was 
added to the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.7.

10 1494
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Reviewer: Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy

Section 2.8.2 of the FEIS/R states that a variety of construction equipment could be used 
on this project but does not state that this equipment would be used in the vicinity of 
Building 603.  In addition, concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy Field Center, it 
has been determined that the functions of the Center will be temporarily relocated during 
the construction phase to a more suitable location within the Presidio. While this may in 
fact be the case, the type of equipment to be used by the Contractor will depend upon 
the alternative selected and the conditions placed on construction methods as part of the 
contract documents. Therefore it is not accurate to say that pile drivers and other 
equipment will be used adjacent to Building 603. Detailed construction techniques and 
equipment will be selected by the Contractor based on the final design of the project.

11 1495

The construction description in the FEIS/R (Section 2.9) has been updated to reflect the 
selection of a Preferred Alternative which has a shorter construction period - 
approximately 3.5 - 4 years. During the periods when Halleck Street would be closed, 
alternate routes would be available to access the Crissy Field Center and Crissy Field 
area.  Based on concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy Field Center, it has been 
determined that the functions of the Center will be temporarily relocated during the 
construction phase to a more suitable location within the Presidio, see Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.7.

12 1496

Based on concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy Field Center, it has been 
determined that the functions of the Center will be temporarily relocated during the 
construction phase to a more suitable location within the Presidio, see Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.7.

13 1497

Access to all facilities, including ADA approved access to the Crissy Field Center, would be 
maintained during the temporary construction period and long-term operation of Doyle 
Drive. Based on concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy Field Center, it has been 
determined that the functions of the Center will be temporarily relocated during the 
construction phase to a more suitable location within the Presidio, see Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.7.

14 1498
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Reviewer: Leukemia & Lymphoma Society Team in Training

In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond interchange option was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 (YMCA Pool) will remain intact.

1 1257
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Reviewer: Marina – Cow Hollow Neighbors and Merchants

The Preferred Alternative was refined based on input received while still maintaining 
traffic operation LOS. The design workshops investigated many design refinements which 
as been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative, see Section 2.5.1.

1 1353

Based on the scope and location of the project, it is has been determined that there 
would not be any socioeconomic impacts beyond those experienced within the Presidio 
(see Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.4). Any potential traffic related impacts to those areas 
surrounding the Presidio are presented in Temporary and Permanent impact discussion in 
Section 3.2.8 of the FEIS/R.

2 1354

Traffic forecasts include traffic from Park Presidio and the Golden Gate Bridge, as well as 
Lincoln Boulevard in the Toll Plaza area.  LOS studies are based upon the anticipated 
speeds given design treatments and posted limits for free-flowing vehicles.  Faster auto 
speeds would result in improvements to LOS.  Traffic forecasts are prepared in 
accordance with MTC and FHWA requirements and assign traffic growth throughout the 
Bay area roadways.  Traffic growth in this corridor is projected to be lower than the 
statewide average because the growth projections in the immediate areas of northwest 
San Francisco and Marin County are lower, coupled with constrained traffic conditions at 
the natural gateways to the study area -- the Golden Gate Bridge, the MacArthur Tunnel, 
and Marina Boulevard and Lombard Street in the Marina District of San Francisco.

3 1355

The project proposes no changes to this area.  This area was included in the explanded 
traffic study and no adverse impacts from the project where detected.

4 1356

All forecasts contain an assumptions of additional San Francisco tourist traffic.  Design 
conditions were studied for the AM and PM peak hours, when tourist traffic is less but 
peak traffic is highest, as well as a weekend condition when tourist activity is the highest.

5 1357

Project alternatives were defined according to the Purpose and Need for the project. 
Major regional projects were not evaluated for this reason. Evaluation of major regional 
transportation projects are important to consider in other, larger studies, and are 
currently under consideration through separate strategic studies such as the Regional Rail 
Plan and the required Regional Transportation Plan, both currently in development by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

6 1358

Weekend conditions are studied at study area intersections, see Section 3.2.8, Exhibit 3-
22. All forecasts contain an assumptions of additional San Francisco tourist traffic. Design 
conditions were studied for the AM and PM peak hours, when tourist traffic is less but 
peak traffic is highest, as well as a weekend condition when tourist activity is the highest, 
see exhibits in Section 3.2.8.

7 1359

Traffic studies were based upon the base year established in the Notice of Preparation for 
the study.   The EIR also explains why 2000 conditions were a more appropriate base 
year, as the traffic volumes were higher at that point in time.   Studies also show that 
peak traffic from the Golden Gate Bridge is 15 to 20 percent less than the estimates used 
to calibrate the base year model.

8 1360

To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, the traffic study was expanded 
beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S.  The results of this expanded 
analysis are presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

9 1361
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Marina – Cow Hollow Neighbors and Merchants

The energy study was revised and is included in Section 3.3.6 of the FEIS/R.10 1362

To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, the traffic study was expanded 
beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S. The results of this expanded 
analysis are presented in the FEIR/S, see the discussion under the Preferred Alternative 
in Section 3.2.8. No adverse impacts from this project onto the neighborhoods was 
indicated.

11 1363

The comment is concerned with existing  particulate matter levels deposited onto Doyle 
Drive, and it is concerned with future levels deposited around Doyle Drive as a result of 
the Project.  There are no measurements of existing pollutant levels deposited onto the 
surfaces around Doyle Drive.  However, these levels are a function of the ambient air 
concentrations of particulate matter above the surfaces. The nearest monitor that 
measures particulate matter in that ambient air is at Arkansas Street.  The DEIS/R shows 
that measured levels at this monitor are generally below the standards.  Levels in the 
Project area would actually be lower than levels measured at Arkansas Street, because 
the Project area is usually upwind of the San Francisco urban area which is the main 
source of particulate matter in the region.   As a result, particulate matter deposited on 
Doyle Drive would be low and would not measurably affect humans, animal and plant life.

12 1365

With the expanded traffic study, the noise study was revised to address potential impacts 
to neighborhoods. As no additional traffic impacts were detected, no additional noise will 
occur with the project.

13 1364
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Neighborhood Associations for Presidio Planning

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1464

Comment noted.2 1465

The Authority has made the commitment to continue an open dialog with all project 
stakeholders throughout the completion of this project. This will include agency and 
citizen advisory committees, public meetings, living room briefings, project website, and 
published media.

3 1466
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: People for a Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1474

Comment noted and the process of Context Sensitive Design is being incorporated into 
the refinement of the Preferred Alternative, see Section 2.2.3.

2 1475

Comment noted.3 1476

The pool will not be impacted by the Preferred Alternative.4 1477

Mr. Painter is credited in the FEIS/R.5 1478
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment
Number Response

Reviewer: Planning Assoc Richmond

Support of the Presidio Parkway Alternative noted.1 1832

As shown in Exhibit 2-38 of the FEIS/R there is an approximate $11 million savings
between the Hook and Loop ramps, primarily due to a smaller footprint.

2 1833

See Exhibit 2-38 of the FEIS/R - The Merchant Road Slip Ramp would have added an
additional $14 million to the project.

3 1834

The study area for Doyle Drive Project was extended to include the portion of Highway 1
north of the MacArthur Tunnel. During the alternative screening process it was
determined that the Kobbe undercrossing did not require repair or replacement based on
its current structural condition. The portion of Highway 1, including the Ruckman
undercrossing, that needs to be replaced as part of the Doyle Drive Project were included
in the project analysis.

4 1835

The limits of the Doyle Drive replacement project are based on logical termini and
independent utility (see Section 1.4.3 of the FEIS/R) to satisfy the project purpose and
need. The reconstruction of Highway 1 extends only as far south as needed to
accommodate the reconstruction of the Park Presidio Interchange. Furthermore, as the
project is located within a National Park and National Historic Landmark District, every
effort must be made to minimize the project's footprint and associated impacts.

5 1836

As stated in response to Comment #1836, the reconstruction of Highway 1 extends only
as far south as needed to accommodate the Park Presidio Interchange in keeping with
the logical termini for the project. In addition, the condition of the Kobbe structure is such
that it does not meet the criteria to be programmed for replacement at this time but it
will continue to be monitored as part of the regular bridge inspection program. A
memorandum regarding the condition of existing structures and the need for replacement
has been prepared.

6 1837

Reconstruction of the entire Veterans Boulevard is not part of the Doyle Drive Project and
therefore was not analyzed. In addition to the logical termini of the project, there are no
overriding reasons to replace the entire Highway 1 facility and increase the level of
impact within the park. Detailed project costs were developed for the alternatives under
consideration in the EIS/R. In addition, the project has undergone extensive value
engineering with the goal to reduce the overall project cost.

7 1838
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Presidio Environmental Council 
 Alliance for a Clean Waterfront  California Native Plant Society 

 Dune Ecological Restoration Team  Golden Gate Audubon Society  
 Natural Resources Defense Council  San Francisco League of Conservation 

Voters 
 San Francisco Tomorrow  Sierra Club 

Presidio Environmental Council 
Steven Krefting, Convener 

45 Montcalm St., San Francisco, CA 94110-5357

March 31, 2006
Leroy L. Saage, Project Manager
Doyle Drive DEIS/R Comment
c/o San Francisco Transportation Authority
100 Van Ness, 26th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mr. Saage:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS/R on the South Access to the 
Golden Gate Bridge � Doyle Drive.  We would like to express our appreciation for the 
generous amount of time the Project Team members have dedicated to meeting with 
various communities of interest, for their responsiveness to public commentary and 
their willingness to quickly make commonsense changes.  Additionally, we would like 
to give recognition to architect Michael Painter for his unstinting dedication to creating a 
beautiful and park friendly alternative for the public to review.  We are very 
appreciative of his efforts.  

The South Access to the Golden Gate Bridge is a very special roadway as it goes through 
and will affect portions of the Presidio, a National Park. Any alternative selected for the 
South Access will need to be especially sensitive to environmental concerns during 
siting, construction, operations and maintenance in order to (as stated on page ii of the 
DEIS) �preserve the natural� values of the affected portions�to minimize the effects of 
noise and other pollution from the Doyle Drive corridor on natural areas and 
recreational qualities at Crissy Field and other areas adjacent to the project area�.     

A number of groups focusing on the protection of the natural environment, convened 
under the umbrella organization, Presidio Environmental Council, supports Alternative 
number 5, as most recently described by Michael Painter on March 22, 2006, with the 
following reservations, which we will be sharing with the various permitting agencies. 

PROCESS  

We recommend and urge that a mechanism be put in place to ensure the coordination of 
the Doyle Drive Replacement Project with the Tennessee Hollow Restoration and Crissy 
Wetland Expansion projects.  Specifically, we strongly encourage the appointment of a 
special project manager/coordinator to oversee a collaborative design effort for the 
intersection of these three projects.  Such project manager/coordinator should initiate 
collaboration between and among the National Park Service, the Presidio Trust, and the 
Local, State and Federal and Transportation Agencies to accomplish the following:  
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2 4/14/2006

take active steps to coordinate the planning and expansion of the Crissy wetland 
and the planning and restoration of the lower reach of the Tennessee Hollow 
Watershed  
establish timelines and action plans to coordinate successfully with the timing 
required of the Doyle Drive Project 
provide the public with detailed ecological restoration and wetland expansion 
plans 
continue to involve the environmental community throughout the decision 
making process to help to ensure that the FEIS is the best possible document and 
the Doyle Drive replacement alternative chosen is the most environmentally 
responsible option.   

 

ECOLOGICAL CONCERNS & IMPACTS 

The following issues and concerns will need to be addressed before the natural 
environmental community can support the chosen alternative:  

A.  Tennessee Hollow Crossing and the Crissy Wetland Expansion  

      1.  Define how the section of roadway crossing the wetland and/or riparian areas 
will be designed to allow maximum daylight, wildlife movement, bird flight, and 
clearance under the roadway. 

2. Further explore the use of translucent glass or similar materials to be used on the 
roadway to increase daylight passage into the wetland area. 

      3.  Impacts on Tennessee Hollow and Crissy Lagoon: 

           In the last paragraph on page 3-133, the first sentence should be re-written to read: 
�A challenging issue for the build alternatives is the crossing of Tennessee 
Hollow and an expanded Crissy wetland.�  Both the connection of a restored 
Tennessee Hollow Watershed to the Crissy Lagoon and Marsh and the expansion 
of the lagoon and marsh must be accommodated by the Project.   

      4.  Where the road crosses the Tennessee Hollow Watershed riparian corridor/Crissy 
wetland, the foundation abutments should be located so as to avoid both the dry 
season creek bed and the wet season floodplain. 

 

B.  Animals 

 1. Safety features should be designed into the roadway to enable wildlife to pass 
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safely from one side of the facility to the other, e.g. at the Main Post, the National 
Cemetery and Fort Scott (mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, and 
invertebrates).  

   2.  Lighting should be used that minimizes attraction to the roadway of insects 
and/or flying wildlife which prey on insects.   

      3.  Incorporate appropriate design features to minimize the impacts of      roadway 
noise, especially in proximity to the Battery Howe Wagner wetland, a site of 
significant natural resource value for many bird species. 

 4.  Landscape and revegetation design immediately adjacent to and within the 
roadway should be chosen to minimize animal contact with traffic.   

 

C.  Vegetation, Revegetation, Landscaping and Weed Management   

      1.  All revegetation should be done taking the needs of wildlife into consideration 
and should be coordinated by National Park Service and Presidio Trust natural 
resource experts.    

      2.  Revegetation throughout the Doyle Drive construction corridor should be done 
with locally native species, woven into the fabric of the natural landscape of the 
area, and executed with particular attention paid to the potential for major weed 
invasion. For a list of priority weeds for San Francisco County, including the 
Presidio, see www.sfwma.org. 

      3.  Looking to the Crissy Field Restoration project as an appropriate reference site, we 
cannot emphasize too strongly the critical need for all noxious and invasive weed 
abatement to be aggressive and thorough before, during and after construction 
and revegetation.. 

    4.  Rare plants, such as the San Francisco gumplant and skunkweed, both Federal 
Species of Concern, will be destroyed and should be mitigated in kind, in the 
same watershed.  San Francisco gumplant, Grindelia hirsutula ssp. maritima, in 
particular, is also on the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of 
Rare and Endangered Plants, classified as a 1B � Rare and Endangered 
throughout all of its range.  

 The population of San Francisco owl�s clover, Triphysaria florabunda, in between the 
Log Cabin and the Doyle Drive roadway is the largest south of the Golden Gate 
Bridge, and should be given extra protection during construction. This species is 
also on the CNPS list as a 1B. 
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5 4/14/2006

6.  Where historical planting is done, it should be with non-invasive plant species and 
come from the current Presidio plant palette.  

      7.  We support and recommend adoption of Daniel Ariola�s Peer Review Comment 
dated March 10, 2006, in which he said, �it seems reasonable to fund a small 
endowment to cover long-terms costs for managing exotics�, i.e., the Doyle Drive 
Project must fund a long-term ecological stewardship program for the corridor. 

 

D.  Natural Communities, Habitats and Geologic Resources 

      1.  Serpentinite is the dominant bedrock in the vicinity of the 101/1 interchange. 
While the overwhelming majority of natural resource impairment occurred as a 
result of the first Doyle Drive, serpentine habitat will be impacted and destroyed 
by the Doyle Drive Replacement at the western end of the roadway and should 
be mitigated in kind on the ground. Not only will habitat be taken, but also the 
geologic resource itself. Mitigation could include liberation and restoration of 
areas of eucalyptus trees where serpentine bedrock and soils are still intact. 

 Likewise, we agree with the recommendation regarding rare plants made by Peter 
Baye in his Technical Memorandum to Katherine Eastham of Parsons Brinckerhoff, 
dated March 10, 2006, in which he states, �The EIS should identify suitable 
mitigation for the precluded opportunities for future rare plant habitats (restored 
or naturally exposed�), commensurate with the potential importance for 
metapopulation structure or habitat.� This applies to Franciscan thistle, Cirsium 
andrewsii, and the Raven�s manzanita, Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. ravenii. 

      2.  Any increase in impermeable surface should be mitigated. 

 

E.  Biological Monitoring, Preconstruction Monitoring 

      1.  Establish protocols for National Park Service and Presidio Trust natural resource 
experts to monitor wildlife within the construction corridor.   

      2.  Establish procedures for the public to report wildlife distress to wildlife monitors 
(i.e. similar to Marine Mammal hotline).   

      3.  Provide for preconstruction salvaging and relocation of flora and fauna. 

      4.  Preconstruction mitigation will be needed to replace plants and wildlife in 
a nearby location. 
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 F.  Hydrology, Stormwater, Water Quality and Wetlands  

      1.  Groundwater 

           Especially given that the Marina basin�s aquifer is thin (p 3-128), continued 
groundwater recharge through the infiltration of rainwater could be an essential 
element of the natural hydrology of the project site, including but not limited to 
the degree to which the freshwater aquifer limits saltwater intrusion.  Therefore, 
any increase in impermeable surface that prevents infiltration should be 
mitigated.  It appears that the amount of paving in Alternative 5 will be less than 
it is currently, but mitigation measures should be developed for Alternative 2. 

      2. Construction Dewatering 

          On page 3-137, it is noted that the project proponent will characterize the quality of 
groundwater prior to initiation of dewatering.  The characterization should take 
place as soon as possible so that management and treatment options can be 
planned well in advance of the need. 

Constructed wetlands should be considered as a potential means of treating 
groundwater from construction dewatering.  The project sponsors should study 
the feasibility of creating treatment wetlands as early in the process as possible to 
treat the pumped-out groundwater and construction runoff in the near term, as 
well as stormwater runoff in the future.  If at all possible, water from none of 
these sources should go into the City�s combined wastewater system, and if at all 
polluted, none should be discharged into the Bay untreated. 

      3. Construction Stormwater Run-off 

           When will the SWPPP be prepared, what agencies will approve it, and what 
agencies will monitor and enforce its implementation? 

      4. Permanent Stormwater Impacts: 

                It appears that runoff containing road-related contaminants will be less under 
Alternative 5, picking up pollutants from 85,236 square feet less pavement than 
under the no-build alternative. Under Alternative 2, with 260,000 square feet 
more impervious surface, the runoff would have a highly significant impact on 
the environment. 

However, stormwater runoff impacts must be addressed for all of the 
alternatives.  The status quo is not acceptable, and regulations controlling road 
runoff should be, and probably will be, strengthened in the future.  We 
appreciate the document�s acknowledgement of the project�s location in a 
national park and the special consideration that must therefore be given. 
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The priority given to the treatment options (p 3-138) for polluted runoff is 
backwards. 

The preferred option should be the one that is the most sustainable, 
environmentally just and ecologically sound. A watershed approach says that 
water should be treated and reused as close to the source as possible.  Precious 
energy resources should not be used to pump water from one watershed to 
another � and certainly not from one end of town to another. 

Moreover, it is unacceptable to add to the volume of the City�s combined sewage 
and stormwater system, thus increasing the volume of combined sewage 
overflows (CSOs) into San Francisco Bay.  These discharges, which receive 
primary treatment only (the floatables and sinkables are screened out), occur 
primarily along the southern waterfront, an already heavily degraded area.  

      Even if the CSOs did not carry pollutants, the alteration of the natural salinity 
regime could negatively impact the Bay�s ecosystems. 

           If option 1 must be pursued, then at the very least there should be on-site 
detention ponds or other storage to allow the desynchronization of flows into the 
combined system, permitting treatment capacity to be restored after a storm 
event before further burdening the system. 

Option 2 should be the preferred option, with the added consideration of 
constructed treatment wetlands near the project site.  Using wetlands for water 
treatment is a time-tested low-impact technology that has proven successful 
throughout the world.  Many treatment wetlands are incorporated into public 
open spaces, where they provide the multiple benefits of pollution control, 
wildlife habitat, visual amenities and outdoor classrooms.  Examples can be
found in Ashland, OR, and Fremont and Arcata, CA, to name just a few. 

We urge that a cost-benefit analysis be done to evaluate the effectiveness of 
building an on-site or near-site stormwater treatment solution, such as a wetland, 
versus the cost of sending the SFPUC a check for taking the Presidio�s polluted 
water into an already over-capacity combined sewer system.  The Presidio 
should not be paying SFPUC a fee to increase pollution in the Bay.  What is the 
estimated cost of such a fee?  The money could be used instead for the creation 
and O&M of state-of-the-art environmentally sound treatment. 

Washdown water from cleaning the tunnels might also be directed to the 
treatment wetland, perhaps first to a settlement forebay that may need to be 
dredged periodically, depending on the nature of the contamination. 
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5.  Hydrogeology 

Given the many unknowns regarding the impacts of the project on the 
hydrogeology of the bluffs (could alter or disrupt groundwater, potentially 
impact plants, groundwater conveyance to the fractures could be disrupted, 
tunnel construction may increase flow to seeps, may create excessively moist 
conditions, fill on top could become excessively dry, etc.), it seems extremely 
important to have a comprehensive plan in place for careful monitoring and 
adaptive management. 

 

G.  Road Configuration Options, Pedestrian and Bicycle Links, and Transportation:  

      1.  The Presidio Environmental Council does not support the Loop Option or the 
Merchant Road Slip Ramp because of their expense and unnecessary negative 
impact on the natural landscape. 

      2.  Pedestrian and Bicycle Links:   

             There is an existing system of walkways and tunnels around the area of the facility 
between the toll plaza and the high viaduct. However, there is currently no way 
to walk or bicycle from the Golden Gate Bridge/Battery East/Long Avenue area 
to Fort Scott without having to travel all the way around on Merchant or Lincoln. 
We suggest a pathway starting at the entrance to the GGB visitor area, which 
goes more or less parallel to Doyle on its east side along Armistead Road, then 
continues under the facility to come out on Miller Road, north of the Log Cabin 
parking lot. This would mitigate the impact of the structure on walking and
bicycling for transportation and recreation, including maintaining a naturalistic 
experience and greater sense of connectedness to the park�s resources.  

3. Traffic Volume

In general, the fewer the cars, the less the pollution (air, water, noise) and
collisions with animals. Therefore, we would like to see the roadway designed
in such a way as to make it impossible to add more lanes in the future. The
proposed seventh lane from Park Presidio Drive to the Marina junction should
be shortened to assure that it functions as a merging lane only and will not serve
as an additional traffic lane. A design with narrower lanes should not be ruled
out just because the proposed roadway is in accordance with state highway
standards. Highway designers should be able to consider exceptions for a road
that goes through a national park located within a city.

Traffic volume impacts could be considerably mitigated by providing
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transportation alternatives. We would like to see more study of the feasibility of
public transit, with new traffic projections based on a sustainable transportation
plan. Enhanced connections and designs for accommodating Muni and Golden
Gate Transit buses and any internal park shuttles, with appropriately sited transit 
hubs, should be incorporated into the plan. We additionally question the
justifications for the proposed numbers of parking spaces and underground lots
without plans in place to enhance public transportation.

H.  Other   

1. Special measures will need to be identified and adapted to protect the darkness of 
the night sky in this National Park to benefit both the visitor experience and 
nocturnal wildlife.  This is particularly important as the current roadway is 
overhead and the new roadway, proposed in Alternative 5, will be at ground 
level.  The current ground level road without any lights at all near the Crissy 
Wetland and the Tennessee Hollow connection; a known and important wildlife 
corridor.   The minimization of night lighting is called for in the Presidio Trust 
Management Plan.  Information and resources on this topic may be found on the 
web site for the International Dark-Sky Association: www.darksky.org 

 

2.  Funding :  We want information from the Park Service and the Presidio Trust about 
what is and is not funded, and if not funded what are the plans to secure needed 
funding with regard to the ecological restoration of the Tennessee Hollow 
Watershed and the Crissy Wetland Expansion. 

  

CONCLUSION 

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on the environmental documents for 
the proposed Doyle Drive Replacement Project. 

The organizations that work together under the umbrella of the Presidio Environmental 
Council would like to continue to be invited to work with the Project Team and Agencies 
over the life of the replacement of Doyle Drive.  We want to help secure the most 
favorable outcome for the natural environment of the Presidio. We urge you to continue 
your successful and progressive outreach and look forward to working with you on this 
important project.     
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Sincerely, 

Peter Brastow  
Director,  
Nature in the City 
 
Jan Blum 
Contact 
Dune Ecological Restoration Team 
(DERT) 
 
Jennifer Clary 
Chair, 
San Francisco Tomorrow 
 
Rebecca Evans 
Co-Chair, 
Presidio Committee 
Sierra Club 
San Francisco Bay Chapter 
 
Ruth Gravanis 
Presidio Coordinator 
Alliance for a Clean Waterfront 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Amandeep Jawa 
President, 
San Francisco League of 
Conservation Voters 
 
Steven Krefting 
Convener, 
Presidio Environmental Council 
 
Jake Sigg 
Conservation Chair 
California Native Plant Society,  
Yerba Buena Chapter 
 
Johanna Wald 
Director, Land Program
Natural Resources Defense Council
 
Matthew Zlatunich 
Conservation Committee 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 
 



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Presidio Environmental Council

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1172

Coordination of wetlands mitigation is currently underway with the partner agencies.2 1173

The project team is coordinating the design of the facility over the proposed marsh 
restoration with the participating agencies.

3 1174

The project team continues to look for shade reducing design details in coordination with 
Caltrans, the Trust and GGNRA.  Design refinements have increased the spacing between 
the north and south bound lanes which will increase the amount of light which will 
penetrate the structure.

4 1175

The text under Alternative 2, Alternative 5 and Preferred Alternative in the Alteration of 
Surface and Near-Surface Hydrology at the Main Post Tunnel of Section 3.3.1 has been 
changed as follows:  A challenging issue for the build alternatives is the crossing of 
Tennessee Hollow and an expanded Crissy wetland.

5 1176

The bridges over the Tennessee Hollow area will be designed to be above the 100-year 
flood or coastal event. Detailed design regarding the interface between the roadway, 
column location and Tennessee Hollow restoration will be coordinated with the Trust and 
GGNRA as the Quartermaster Reach restoration plans are developed.

6 1177

The EIS/R discussed these topics.  Minimizing light impacts is discussed Temporary 
Impacts to Common Wildlife in Section 3.4.4.  Plantings along the roadway will be 
selected to avoid drawing wildlife into close contact with vehicles (see Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures in Section 3.4.4).  The noise issue, however, is 
one the DEIS/R did not consider significant based on ambient disturbance during the 
construction period, with the exception of pile-driving (see discussion of Temporary 
Impacts for Special Status Avian Species in Section 3.4.4).

7 1178

Both agencies have approval authority over revegetation plans.8 1179

The EIS/R addresses these concerns.  See previous response and also the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures in Section 3.4.5 which describes measures to 
avoid introducing or spreading invasive species.

9 1180

See previous response (Comment # 1180) and Section 3.4.5 of the document.10 1181

The project is not expected to cause permanent impacts to special-status plant species 
within the construction area.  They will be avoided through the designation of 
"Environmentally Sensitive Areas" (ESAs) as described in the Avoidance, Minimization 
and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.4.3. See also response for Comment #1183

11 1182
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Presidio Environmental Council

The EIS/R provides this direction through designation and protection of ESAs, which are 
considered complete avoidance of the resource (see discussion of the Permanent Impacts 
to Alternatives 2 and 5 and Preferred Alternative is Section 3.4.3).

12 1183

See responses to comments 1179 and 118013 1184

The EIS/R is limited by the analytical framework of NEPA and CEQA documents. The 
intent is to identify and mitigate potentially significant impacts and to make a full and 
public disclosure of these topics. The Doyle Drive project, under these procedures, would 
not normally be required undertake actions which redress the effects of less-than-
significant impacts, or to develop elaborate and speculative discussions of what these 
effects might conceivably be. Any topic of natural history study is complex, expensive and 
time-consuming and the outcomes not necessarily definitive, nor are there mitigations 
which can reliably meet performance expectations when working beyond the limits of 
best available data and professional judgment. Many comments, beginning with this one 
dealing with invasive species, are of a similar type, and appear to recommend that the 
project take responsibility for many long-term land management issues that, while 
worthy, are beyond what such a project would normally do. However, the lead agency 
recognizes that the environment of the Presidio has special natural values that transcend 
the "normal."  Therefore, as part of this process, a separate document has been prepared 
that expands the Project commitments outside the NEPA/CEQA process. This "Doyle Drive 
Project Wetland and Wildlife Corridor Mitigation Prospectus" is presented as an 
attachment in Appendix K of the FEIS/R.

14 1185

The Biological Environment chapter of EIS/R by definition limits itself to living organisms.  
The importance of plant communities growing on serpentine soils, as well as the Bay 
checkerspot butterfly, is discussed at many places in the text and provides adequate 
mitigation.

15 1186

It is true that the EIS/R does not identify precluded opportunities for future rare plant 
habitats and that NEPA (CEQA to a much more limited extent) allows considerations of 
impacts on hypothetical future conditions without the project, if such are reasonably 
predictable. There were no plans which would provide such predictions available to the 
EIS/R preparers, apart from the recovery plans prepared for serpentine plant species 
within the San Francisco Bay Area. The Natural Environmental Study (NES) describes 
consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding the impact of the 
project on implementation of those plans.  Restoration planning for Tennessee Hollow is 
conceptual and preliminary, and the precluded opportunities highly speculative at this 
point. Notwithstanding, discussions on these and related topics with NPS/Trust natural 
resource staff and peer-reviewers were extensive and as a result the appended document 
(see response to comment 1185) was prepared to address concerns not part of the 
CEQA/ NEPA analysis. Metapopulation analysis is not appropriate at this scale. It is 
normally applied for long-term viability estimates over areas where dispersal between 
isolated populations is problematic, e.g., grizzly bears or spotted owls. Metapopulation 
models assume that some parts of the landscape are can potentially be occupied by the 
species in question, and the remainder is unsuitable to the point where it affects dispersal 
rates. In the close confines of the Presidio, the project does not significantly fragment 
local populations of any species beyond the conditions already present.

16 1187

The storm water management plan will be finalized as part of final design of project.17 1188
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Presidio Environmental Council

It is unlikely that the NPS or the Trust would have the resources to perform such 
monitoring themselves, although the project would welcome their participation. The 
monitoring program described in the EIS/R and the NES outlines monitoring procedures 
and the required qualifications of biological monitors devoted solely to this activity.  The 
monitors will submit the reports to all responsible resource agencies (USFWS, the CDFG, 
the NPS, or the Trust), if requested, for their review.

18 1189

The construction monitors will be present throughout the period of construction 
disturbance.  The monitoring program will adequately the commentor's concern

19 1190

Salvage of important flora may be practicable, and the NES states (Section 8.2.5.1): 
"Native plants would be salvaged and replanted to the extent feasible." Relocation of 
animals is not proposed as a routine action, because of stress during relocation efforts, 
especially capture and handling, and the fact the placing animals in new suitable habitat 
ignores the problem that the receiving  habitat is probably already at carrying capacity.  
The idea is not without merit, however, and the response to this comment is a 
commitment to developing a rescue protocol when injured animals are found by the 
construction monitors, with procedures for capture and transport and a standing 
arrangement with a competent wildlife rescue center, such as the Lindsay Museum 
Wildlife Hospital in Walnut Creek.

20 1191

See response for Comment 119121 1192

Depending on location, increases in impervious cover can exacerbate existing flooding 
problems, if any, and contribute to water quality degradation.  Storm-related flooding and 
potential impacts to downstream floodplains is not a concern at the project site because 
of the proximity of the site to the Bay.  Any increased flows from the project site will be 
conveyed to the Bay without causing downstream flooding.  In addition, as described in 
Response to Comment 1171, the runoff from the proposed roadway would be treated 
prior to discharge (and runoff is not treated under the existing condition).  Therefore, the 
project will result in a net benefit to receiving water quality.

22 1193

The comment is noted for the record.  As indicated in the text of the DEIS/R, the 
groundwater quality in the vicinity of the dewatering operations would be characterized 
and the permit to discharge acquired prior to initiation of dewatering activities.

23 1194

If Option 2 (described under Long-term Stormwater Treatment Options in Section 3.3.1 
of the EIS/R) is selected as the preferred and feasible runoff management option, then 
on-site land-based biofiltration, detention, and infiltrations measures will be considered 
and evaluated for specific application to this project. 

24 1195

As described under Construction Stormwater Run-off of Section 3.3.1, the SWPPP would 
be prepared by Caltrans.  Under the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
of Section 3.3.1, the consultation/review process is described.  Caltrans (and potentially 
the Caltrans contractor) would consult with the Presidio Trust and the National Park 
Service on the contents of, and actions required by, the SWPPP.  Ultimately, the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board would be responsible for enforcement.

25 1196

Please refer to Response to Comment 1171.  The "status quo" will not occur under the 
proposed project.  Treatment of runoff from the new roadway would be required by 
existing regulations.

26 1197
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Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Presidio Environmental Council

Runoff from the proposed project may or may not be directed to the City's combined 
system.  If it is determined, based on capacity analysis and risk if CSOs, that the 
increased discharge could impact water quality, then it is likely that the runoff would not 
be directed to the combined system and would be treated on-site.  Both options are 
presented in the Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS.

27 1198

Cost of mitigation is not a required component of a CEQA/NEPA analysis, as long as 
specified mitigation is feasible. Treatment of project site runoff would not "result in much 
greater contamination to the Bay" because under existing conditions, the runoff is not 
treated at all and runoff would be treated under the build alternatives of the project.

28 1199

Opposition to the Loop and Merchant Road Slip Ramp options noted.29 1200

A bicycle/pedestrian pathway is not included as part of the project alternatives nor is it 
necessary as mitigation since there are no permanent impacts to walking or bicycling on 
the western end of the project alignment. The route of the suggested pathway is already 
served by existing roadways and would continue to be served with implementation of any 
project alternative.

30 1201

The Authority, Caltrans and FHWA have made great efforts to minimize the footprint of 
the facility while meeting the project purpose of seismic, structural and traffic safety as 
indicated by the application of project specific parkway design criteria. The facility has 
reduced lane widths, included continuous shoulders to meet minimum safety 
requirements, while the auxiliary lane between Veterans Blvd and Girard road is needed 
to maintain adequate traffic operations.

31 1202

The Parking study was updated with the selection of the modified Alternative 5 as the 
Preferred Alternative.  During construction, temporary loss of parking may be mitigated 
through the use of the Parade Grounds and the existing shuttle service.  The 
Transportation Management Plan finalized prior to construction will address these 
concerns.  A new parking facility located to the west of Halleck Street and south of the 
tunnel was proposed to meet an overall unmet parking demand of 126 spaces.  The 
Preferred Alternative does not include the parking structure which is part of the Presidio 
Parkway Alternative. The project design does not preclude the addition of transit centers 
or additional transit services. Section 2.2.2 and 2.3.2 discuss the alternatives that were 
considered but determined not consistent with the project purpose and need.

32 1203

Streetlights will be designed to minimize glare where the facility is not in a tunnel.33 1204

The project is committed to continue coordination efforts with the restoration of 
Tennessee Hollow to ensure the new roadway and restored Tennessee Hollow can 
function together; however, the question regarding the current funding of the restoration 
efforts would need to be directed to the Park Service and the Presidio Trust.

34 1205
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Presidio Heights Association of Neighbors

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1248

Objection to Alternative 2 noted.2 1249

Preference for Alternative 5 Circle Drive option noted.3 1250

Preference for Alternative 5, Circle Drive option noted.4 1251

Comment noted. Context Sensitive Design is an important part of the alternative design 
process and will continue through final design.

5 1252

Opposition to the Hook Ramp option noted.6 1253

Opposition to the Merchant Road Slip Ramp option noted.  This option was not selected 
as part of the Preferred Alternative.

7 1254

To analyze any potential impacts on neighborhoods, the traffic study was expanded 
beyond the original parameters studied in the DEIR/S. The results of this expanded 
analysis are presented in the FEIR/S under the discussion of the Preferred Alternative in 
Section 3.2.8. No adverse impacts from this project onto the neighborhoods was 
indicated.

8 1255

Michael Painter is acknowledged in the Final EIS/R.9 1256
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Database ID
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Comment 
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Reviewer: Richard and Rhoda Goldman Fund

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1513
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: San Francisco Beautiful

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1839

Project option preferences noted.2 1840

 In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond interchange option was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 (YMCA Pool) will remain intact.

3 1841

Michael Painter is acknowledged in the Final EIS/EIR.4 1842
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: San Francisco Bicycle Coalition (SFBC)

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1292

The project incorporates the current Presidio Trust Bikeways and Trail plan to provide 
bike lanes on Girard Road which is extended to Marina Boulevard under the Preferred 
Alternative.

2 1293

Preference for Circle Drive Option noted.3 1294

The Authority will continue to actively involve the community, interested parties and 
agencies during the design process and refinement of Context Sensitive Design Solutions. 

4 1295

The restoration of the project area, including bike paths will be coordinated with the Trust 
and their Bikeways and Trails Mater Plan. The mitigation measures for the project are 
presented in Chapter 3 of the EIS/R. The mitigation measures are designed to address 
specific project related impacts.

5 1296
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1. SPUR supports Michael Painter's Presidio Parkway (Alternative 5)

The Presidio has magnificent scenic, natural and cultural resources to be protected. But Doyle Drive is not one of 
them. It's ugly, unsafe and dangerous, and was built to army specifications which are now incompatible with a 
national park—even one which honors its military past.

The Presidio Parkway is the only alternative which meets the objectives of the Project. The San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors called for a parkway design in 1993, the National Park Service in 1994, the Doyle Drive Intermodal 
Study in 1996, and the Presidio Trust in 2002. Alternative 2 is a freeway, taller and twice as wide as what we now 
have, insuring that increasing numbers of people driving to work, live or play in the Presidio will be forced to use 
neighborhood streets to access the park, as they do today.

2. SPUR supports the Circle Drive option

At the Eastern end of the Project there are two great sites, the Palace of Fine Arts and the Presidio national park. 
People want to see and enjoy both of them. But for 70 years, Doyle Drive has been a physical and visual barrier 
between them.

Before that, the Presidio and the Palace were united, as sites of the 1915 Panama Pacific International Exhibition 
which celebrated the rebirth of San Francisco from the earthquake and fire.

That unity was foremost in the mind of the great landscape architect Lawrence Halprin, when he created the 
stunning new park sweeping towards the Palace from the Letterman Digital Arts campus. It was also a goal of the 

SPUR's objectives have been to reunite the Presidio and the Palace, to lessen impacts on the Palace, to provide a 
magnificent Presidio entry, to minimize traffic in the neighborhoods and the park, and to provide an intermodal transit 
connection that is convenient to the Palace and the Presidio. SPUR believes that Circle Drive best meets those 
objectives.

The Diamond takes cars bound for the Presidio on a freeway-style off ramp, past much of the length of the Palace. 
This adds the equivalent of nearly two lanes of road width and extends the third northbound lane 722 feet farther 
north. The result is to bring traffic closer to the Palace, and to create a dangerous weave between buses entering 
Doyle Drive from their stop in the northbound bus bay, and cars moving to the right to the exit ramp. That situation is 
further complicated by the dropped right lane, just north of the exit ramp.

Circle Drive separates Palace and Presidio traffic at the Palace's south end. It is 57 percent narrower than the 
Diamond along Doyle Drive's most constrained area.

The Diamond uses a freeway-style off ramp, visually signaling to drivers that they're entering a freeway, instead of a 
moderate speed parkway. Circle Drive provides a more gentle exit which visually says, you're entering a national 
park.

We think about 500 of the 1,500 cars going to Letterman will be coming from San Francisco. Under the Diamond 
design, each of those hundreds of cars a day will have to make a nearly 1/2 mile long loop to the north, in order to 
enter the Letterman garage. Circle Drive brings them to the garage almost directly. In addition, the Diamond design 
requires two signalized intersections on Girard Rd. whose left turn sequences will delay morning rush traffic from 
Doyle which is exiting to Marina Blvd. The result is an incentive for drivers with options to use Richardson Ave. 
instead, which unbalances the needed split to handle the traffic load on both streets.

Circle Drive would allow bus bays on the far sides of the new intersection, with room for Golden Gate Transit and 
Muni. The PresidiGo shuttle would be able to pick up passengers from both sides of Circle Drive, creating a true 
intermodal transit connection for visitors to the Palace and the Presidio.

In complex projects, nothing is free. The impact of Circle Drive is that it means removal of Building 1151, the pool, 
which was built in the very last year of the Presidio's 169 year period of historic significance. Removal must require 
compliance with historic preservation regulations, and that the Doyle Drive project pay for the replacement of the 
building and its use, elsewhere in the Presidio. We think most Y members would find a new aquatic center near the 
main Presidio YMCA more convenient.

The visual result of Circle Drive would be a truly spectacular reconnection of the Presidio and the Palace of Fine 
Arts. It would also provide an entry to the Presidio that would draw visitors in through an historic area with a view into 
the recreation area of the Letterman park, then lead them to a natural area with stunning scenic vistas. History, 
recreation, nature, scenery. Those were the reasons the Presidio was saved as a national park. What an incredible 
experience that would be for neighbors and visitors!
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View to west if Bldg. 1151 is removed. 

3. SPUR supports closure of the link between Gorgas Ave and Lyon St. under the Circle Drive 
option

While the connection should be maintained for emergency vehicles, it should be closed to other through traffic so 
that drivers are not tempted to use Gorgas as a shortcut to bypass traffic on Richardson.

4. SPUR supports continued refinement of the Parkway designs and details.

SPUR regards the DEIS/R as the starting point for final design. Michael Painter and others have made many 
important improvements to the EIS concept designs. That process, which involves agencies, transportation officials, 
neighbors, civic groups must be continued past the close of public comments. Issues currently include, but are not 
limited to, shadowing of the potential marsh expansion/ Tennessee Hollow connection and some historic 
preservation matters. SPUR thanks the SFCTA for its commitment to this continuing process.

5. SPUR supports the hook ramp option at the Highway 1 interchange

After preliminary engineering and environmental evaluation, it became obvious that the Loop Ramp has many 
failings: it would be far more costly, takes park land and trees unnecessarily, and would be too visible from Crissy 
Field. Furthermore, careful attention to the Hook Ramp design its reduced its impact historic buildings.

6. SPUR opposes the Merchant Road slip ramp

The slip ramp would add another lane to the width of Doyle Drive, plus the width of inside and outside shoulders. It 
would require the removal of four residences (Buildings 1253-1256) on Armistead Road, the removal of a line of 
trees, and the taking of more than an additional acre of park land. The new design for the Highway 1 interchange 
adds sight distance and eases the weave which is the reason for the slip ramp proposal.

7. SPUR supports modern traffic management systems

In 1996, the Doyle Drive Intermodal Study strongly demonstrated that Doyle Drive is a critical link in the regional 
highway system. Were Doyle Drive to be closed, the Golden Gate Bridge would be out of operation or severely 
constrained, and the traffic impacts would be felt from Santa Rosa to the East Bay to San Jose.

In addition to recommending the reconstruction of Doyle Drive, the Intermodal Study called for its replacement to 
have modern traffic management systems, including an extension of the video monitoring of traffic that is on the 
Golden Gate Bridge, and other electronic devices that would allow for better and safer management of the roadway. 
SPUR supports the conclusions of the Intermodal Study, and recommends that the Doyle Drive project include 
modern traffic management systems including video monitoring, electronic signing and lane controls.

8. Give Credit to Michael Painter

Without Michael Painter, there would not be a Presidio Parkway design that the public and responsible agencies 
would have been able to agree upon. However, he was not credited in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report. SPUR asks that this embarrassing oversight be corrected in the Final EIS/R.

9. Visual representations.

In general, the Visual Impact Assessment fails to show the visual differences of the alternatives, and their impacts. 
Photographs were taken from the wrong locations, sometimes of the wrong side of the project, and with the wrong 
lens. SPUR will provide specific examples to the EIS team on request.

SPUR thanks the SFCTA and the project team for the opportunity to comment on this major project in a 
national park at the Golden Gate. 

/s/

Jim Chappell 
President 
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/s/

Michael Alexander
Chair, Doyle Drive Task Force 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: SPUR

Comment noted.1 1385

Support for the Circle Drive Option noted.2 1386

Comment noted.3 1387

The Authority has made the commitment to continue an open dialog with all project 
stakeholders throughout the completion of this project. This includes agency and citizen 
advisory committees, public meetings, living room briefings, project website and 
published media.

4 1388

Preference for the Hook Ramp option noted.5 1389

Opposition to the Merchant Road Slip Ramp option noted.6 1390

Comment noted.7 1391

Mr. Painter is credited in the FEIS/R.8 1392

The visual assessment follows the format and content guidelines provided in FHWA's 
Visual Impact Assessment for Highway projects. The viewpoints that were used for the 
analysis were selected in consultation with the Trust, National Park Service, Caltrans and 
SFCTA.

9 1393
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: San Francisco Tomorrow

The SFCTA travel demand model forecasts changes to all mode choices based on a series 
of complex forecasting formulae and assumptions.

1 1347

The seventh lane is required to accommodate the downstream traffic at Marina/Girard off-
ramp.

2 1348

The proposed continuous useable outside shoulder is the minimum needed to address 
traffic safety while minimizing the facility footprint. In addition the proposed facility will 
have reduced lane widths and reduced design speed where appropriate as documented 
with the extensive number of design exceptions approved for the project.

3 1349

This is why context sensitive design is being implemented with the project. However, 
Caltrans safety standards must be maintained as this is a state owned facility. The 
Authority, Caltrans and FHWA have made great efforts to minimize the footprint of the 
facility while meeting the project purpose of seismic, structural and traffic safety as 
indicated by the application of project specific parkway design criteria. The facility has 
reduced lane widths, continuous shoulders to meet minimum safety requirements, while 
the auxiliary lane between Veterans Blvd and Girard road is needed to maintain adequate 
traffic operations. The parkway design is documented through the approval of extensive 
design exceptions.

4 1350

As mentioned in the preceding comments, context sensitive design is being implemented 
(see Section 2.2.3) with the project while maintaining Caltrans safety standards. The 
proposed project does not increase roadway capacity it is about replacing an existing 
roadway facility while improving the seismic, structural and traffic safety on Doyle Drive. 
Any studies regarding ways to increase the use of public transportation is beyond the 
scope of this project.

5 1351
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Transportation for a Livable City

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1458

Comment noted.2 1459

Existing transit service is currently fully utilized and works with the Presidio Shuttle.  The 
Preferred Alternative includes extended bus bays on both sides of Richardson Avenue 
(see Section 2.5.4).  The extended bus bays will provide safer merging capability for the 
buses and will facilitate transfers between Golden Gate Transit, Muni and PresidiGo 
vehicles.

3 1460

Comment noted.4 1461

Comment noted.5 1462

The restoration of the project area, including bike paths will be coordinated with the Trust 
and their Bikeways and Trails Mater Plan.

6 1463
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: David Schonbrunn [David@Schonbrunn.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 01, 2006 12:35 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: TRANSDEF's comments 

TRANSDEF participated in the Citizen's Advisory Group several years ago, and supports the Parkway 
alternative.  After attending the hearing in the Presidio, we offer the following comments in the spirit of 
generating and presenting clearly the information necessary to lessen the divisiveness heard that night: 

For the non-professional, the EIS/R is very difficult to read and comprehend.  Clustering the traffic 
information on the basis of neighborhoods, instead of randomly listing roadway names, would help 
greatly in the comprehension of the traffic data. Many of the speakers seemed to identify strongly with 
their neighborhoods, so having an easy way to compare the impacts of the various alternatives on 
different neighborhoods would be very useful. 

We think it would be useful for the FEIS/R to contain a matrix that identifies the interests of each of the 
adjacent neighborhoods. 

Many of the speakers appeared to have the hidden agenda of seeking to have the Doyle Drive project 
reduce the cut-through traffic in their neighborhood.  That appeared to be the reason so many objected 
to the introduction of a new traffic light. 

After developing the requested matrix, the study should identify the impact on traffic volumes and 
speeds in each of the neighborhoods.  Projected travel times though the Doyle Drive Corridor for the 
various alternatives for am and pm peak and for off peak periods also need to be made prominent.  This 
will hopefully eliminate the hysteria about the new traffic light. In particular, the vehemently protesting 
speakers seemed to miss the fact that the traffic light would be in place a block before an existing traffic 
light, thus not creating a major hindrance to traffic. 

It is our hope that, through clear and simpler presentation of the data using a neighborhood perspective, 
as described above, a consensus can be achieved on a preferred alternative, thus leaving the funding 
as the sole remaining problem. 

--David Schonbrunn, President 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEF) 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: TRANSDEF (Schonbrunn, D.)

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1562

Comment noted and will be considered for future traffic studies.2 1563

Although the comments are not separated by specific neighborhood, a summary of the 
comments received during the formal review process is provided in Appendix E of the 
FEIS/R.  Many themes which emerged from these comments were addressed through 
public outreach prior to the completion of the FEIS/R and it also reflected in the 
appendix.  Appendix L provides all the comment letters and responses.

3 1564

Comment noted.4 1565

The project proposes no changes to this area. This area was included in the explanded 
traffic study which demostrated no impacts from the project.

5 1566

In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond Interchange option was chosen as the 
Preferred Alternative.

6 1567
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March 31, 2006 

Mr. Leroy L. Saage, Project Manager  
Doyle Drive DEIS/R Comment  
c/o San Francisco Transportation Authority  
100 Van Ness, 26th Floor  
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Mr. Saage: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS/R on the South Access to the 
Golden Gate Bridge – Doyle Drive.  The Urban Watershed Project (UWP) appreciates 
the efforts of Project Team members to meet with members of the Presidio natural and 
cultural resources community during this comment period and to respond to specific 
requests for information and assistance.  We appreciate the efforts of Michael Painter and 
his project vision.  We also appreciate the time-extension of the comment period. 

UWP recognizes the need for repairing the South Access to the Golden Gate Bridge and 
at the same time understands the special nature of the National Park lands that the project 
spans.  In particular, the Tennessee Hollow restoration project is perhaps the most 
important large-scale natural restoration project within the Presidio and its orientation 
perpendicular to Doyle Drive creates difficult challenges.   UWP respectfully suggests 
the extra effort the Doyle Drive project team takes now in creatively integrating the 
Tennessee Hollow stream and habitat corridor will leave a lasting positive impression on 
visitors and the drivers for decades to come.  UWP has confidence that project team 
designers understand the need to integrate the vision of Tennessee Hollow into the final 
design.

UWP, along with the Presidio Environmental Council, supports Alternative number 5, as 
most recently described by Michael Painter on March 22, 2006, with some caveats. 

UWP acknowledges Mr. Saage’s comments encouraging the National park Service and 
the Presidio Trust to develop a Tennessee Hollow/Crissy Marsh design so that Doyle 
Drive can appropriately include these features.  We are particularly encouraged by his 
offer to build the marsh expansion/riparian corridor extension, if the design is ready by 
2009.  UWP recommends this design process be well coordinated and integrated with 
your own design process or else much greater delay is possible.  UWP recommends the 
appointment of a design coordinator from your team to direct this complicated and 

Urban Watershed Project 
3229A Clement Street 
San Francisco, CA 94121 
(415) 828-2622     
dougkern@sbcglobal.net
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challenging multi-faceted project. 

Among the most difficult challenges remaining for Doyle Drive and its intersection with 
Tennessee Hollow/Crissy marsh are the specific road crossings and their impacts.   

UWP appreciates the efforts to spread ramps and roadways apart to allow for more 
sunlight to penetrate to the habitat corridor and marsh. 

Please develop designs that consider the impacts of shading under spans during the 
day.  The Tennessee Hollow project will ultimately cost many millions of dollars 
and the area where it enters the marsh is a very sensitive and rare habitat area.
Develop an award winning parkway design that fully incorporates the riparian 
system as it enters the marsh, even though a major roadway with off-ramps is 
running through this ecologically crucial transition zone. 

Investigate and include the use of translucent materials in the roadways or along the 
shoulders to allow light to penetrate. 

Investigate and include large lengths or spans of roadway without piers or 
abutments in the habitat zone. 

Investigate and appropriately design for the birds flying near the parkway as it 
crosses over Tennessee Hollow to minimize impacts. 

At night, we expect that certain types of lighting may attract insects and therefore, 
birds to the parkway as it crosses Tennessee Hollow/Crissy Marsh.  Please design 
night lighting to minimize these potential conflicts. 

Roadway noise is anticipated to be an impediment to pedestrian and wildlife 
enjoyment nearby the parkway.  UWP recommends that the Doyle Drive team 
continue to reduce vehicle speeds in this area around riparian corridor/marsh 
expansion, so the roadway noise itself does not become the focal point. 

Roadway runoff is a difficult and important challenge.  Roadway runoff can add a 
toxic shock to ecological systems after several months of buildup.  UWP suggests 
that regular roadway cleaning and treatment of runoff prior to discharge into local 
waters may make the most sense from a watershed perspective, rather than 
discharging to the sanitary sewers, resulting in much greater contamination to the 
Bay from combined sewage overflows (CSOs.) 

With the caveat of runoff treatment, possibly through the use of a local treatment 
wetlands, allow local infiltration to maintain groundwater hydrology in the marsh 
and stream corridor areas. 

Allow for human pedestrian and bicycle travel in the marsh/riparian zone near the 
Doyle Drive crossing as the vision for Tennessee Hollow is one where visitors 
may walk along the marsh and then up into the riparian corridor, eventually to the 
headwater springs.  A careful design will include this very important ability for 
humans to view the wildlife corridor and its inhabitants along its entire length. 

UWP recommends that an adaptive management approach be incorporated into 
design elements involving natural resources.  We should expect the unexpected 
and allow for open reporting and communication of eventual problems so that 
they me addressed rapidly. 
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3

UWP recommends that post-construction monitoring and reporting procedures be 
developed to receive comments on an ongoing basis as unexpected project 
impacts occur. 

UWP recommends that the Doyle Drive team continue to actively involve 
community members during the design process.  UWP would like to be invited to 
participate in ongoing design considerations particularly with respect to the 
marsh, and riparian corridors. 

UWP is greatly encouraged by the openness and willingness to integrate community 
concerns into the project.  We consider the Doyle Drive design effort to be a work-in-
progress with major hurdles being overcome regularly.  We respectfully request to be 
invited to participate in the process throughout the construction phase of the project. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important document.  If you 
have any questions or would like to contact me, please call (415) 828-2622, or by email 
at dougkern@sbcglobal.net.

Sincerely,

Doug Kern 
Executive Director 
Urban Watershed Project 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Urban Watershed Project

Comment noted.1 1258

Comment noted.2 1259

Comment noted.3 1260

The project team is coordinating the design of the facility as well as the proposed marsh 
restoration under the facility with the participating agencies.

4 1261

The project team continues to look for shade reducing design details in coordination with 
Caltrans, the Trust and GGNRA

5 1262

All efforts are being made to avoid conflicts with sensitive habitats and further 
refinements to the roadway will be part of detailed design process. The facility will be 
designed to be above the 100-year flood zone while the detailed design will be 
coordinated with the Trust once marsh restoration plans are developed.

6 1263

This is part of detailed design. Workshop held on 3/22/06 identified proposed design 
enhancements and recommendation were made as to the types of plants which should be 
planted below the structure.

7 1264

Streetlights will be designed to minimize glare along the facility including at-grade and 
elevated portions of the roadway.

8 1265

In addition to containing the facility in a tunnel where it runs closest to the marsh, the 
project team has proposed to investigate and incorporate alternative paving materials 
and absorptive tunnel linings to minimize road noise in addition to ongoing application of 
traffic calming strategies.

9 1266

It should be noted that under the existing condition, none of the runoff from the roadway 
is treated prior to discharge.  Therefore, under either Option 1 or 2 described in the 
FEIS/R (Section 3.3.1), there would be a net benefit to receiving water quality because 
the runoff will be treated.  Runoff from nearly the entire City flows into the combined 
sewer system and is treated at one of the City's treatment plants.  The FEIS/R allows for 
either discharge to the sanitary sewer system or for on-site treatment measures in 
accordance with the Caltrans Storm Water Management Plan (which is regulated by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board).

10 1267

The project will continue to coordinate with the Trust and GGNRA as they developed the 
design of the marsh restoration.

11 1268

Wednesday, July 16, 2008 Page 1 of 2



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Urban Watershed Project

While the project is being implemented, the monitoring program provides this kind of 
situational response.  Over the longer, post-project period, the EIS/R commits to long-
term assessment of the success of restoration, with contingency plans, in a manner 
similar to adaptive management.  The term is used in this context in the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures portion of Section 3.4.1.

12 1269

See response to Comment 126913 1270

The Authority will continue to actively involve the community, interested parties and 
agencies during the design process. 

14 1271

The Authority will involve the community, interested parties and agencies throughout the 
construction phase of the project. 

15 1272
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: YMCA of SF

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1206

Preference for the Circle Drive Option noted. In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond 
interchange option was selected as the Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 
(YMCA Pool) will remain intact.

2 1207
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