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AGENCIES Comment Letter Responses

United States Environmental Protection Agency 3 9

Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation 
District

11 17

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 22 37

Presidio Trust 49 56

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 60 65

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Dept 66 67

The Transportation Authority of Marin 68 70
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: United States Environmental Protection Agency

Comment noted.1 1210

Please refer to Responses 4 and 5.2 1211

Please refer to Responses 4 and 5.3 1212

The Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures discussion found in Section 
3.2.11 was updated to provide additional information.

4 1214

The Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures discussion found in Section 
3.2.11 was updated to provide additional information.

5 1215

A summary of the draft TMP is included in the FEIS/R, see Avoidance, Minimization 
and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.8 and Appendix K.  The detailed TMP would be 
finalized during the final design phase of project.

6 1216

Transit would be an integral part of the TMP.  A summary of the draft TMP is included in 
the FEIS/R, see Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.8 and 
Appendix K.  The detailed TMP would be finalized during the final design phase of project.

7 1217

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.

8 1218

The construction mitigation measures for reducing dust emissions that are identified in 
the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures section of Section 3.3.4 of the 
FEIS/R are those required by the BAAQMD.  In addition, those mitigation measures 
geared to reduce exhaust emissions from construction equipment, and that are identified 
in the same section, are required by Federal Regulations for construction activities that 
will occur on this project.  The project commits to implementing the measures. 

9 1219

The FEIS/R identified mitigation measures for reducing diesel particulate matter (PM 2.5) 
by adopting measures similar to those indicated in the Comment. The FEIS/R stated that 
these measures are required by the Federal Tier 4 emission regulations for diesel engines 
(See Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.4).

10 1819

The Community Facilities discussion in Section 3.2.4 of the FEIS/R discussed sensitive 
receptors in the area.  These would include schools, hospitals, and residences.  The 
mitigation measures identified in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
portion of the Air Quality Section (Section 3.3.4) of the FEIS/R are those required by  
BAAQMD Guidelines  to reduce construction impacts at sensitive receptors to less than 
significant levels.

11 1220
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: United States Environmental Protection Agency

See response to Comment 122012 1221

The mitigation measures identified in the comment are part of the FEIS/R, see the 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.4.  Because they are 
either required by BAAQMD regulations or by Federal regulations, the mitigation plan will 
automatically be part of the ROD.

13 1222

See response to Comment 122214 1223

The text referred to in the comment has been dropped in the FEIS/R, see Regulatory 
Setting of Section 3.3.4.  It is an old narrative that was written before the 2005 TIP was 
released. The previous paragraph of the DEIS/R was intended to replace it.

15 1224

This information was covered in the text, see the discussion of Temporary Impacts 
throughout Chapter 3.  Temporary impacts are also be covered in the mitigation 
monitoring plan if mitigation is deemed appropriate.

16 1225

See response to comment 1180.  The EIS/R also does this by referencing BMPs, see 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures in Section 3.4.5.  The source of 
standard BMPs is clarified in the response to comment 1792.

17 1226
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: GGBHTD

BRT in this corridor is currently not a priority of the SFCTA and is beyond the scope of 
this project.

1 1689

Weight restrictions are not required as part of the build project alternatives.  Weight 
restrictions were contemplated under the no-build scenario since ongoing maintenance 
and repairs are unscheduled and minimal.

2 1690

The changes to the description of the Replace and Widen Alternative, as appropriate, 
were made in Section S.4 of the FEIS/R.

3 1691

The changes to the description of the Presidio Parkway Alternative, as appropriate, were 
made in Section S.4 of the FEIS/R.

4 1692

The summary table show in Exhibit S-9 was updated to include Transit and indicate that 
there are no significant changes to anticipated future transit conditions for any alternative.

5 1693

Both Section 1.4.2 Structural Degradation and 2.4.1 No-Build Alternative indicate that 
without extensive maintenance, the facility could have weight restrictions.

6 1694

The changes to the description of the Vehicular Access into the Presidio, as appropriate, 
were made in Section 1.4.2 of the FEIS/R.

7 1695

The changes to the footnote of Exhibit 1-7, as appropriate, were made in the FEIS/R.8 1696

The changes, as appropriate, were made in the FEIS/EIR.9 1697

BRT in this corridor is currently not a priority of the SFCTA.10 1698

The No-Build Alternative does not meet the project need, purpose and objectives but is 
included to provide the baseline for existing environmental conditions and future travel 
conditions against which all other alternatives are compared. The impacts of a No-Build 
scenario are described in Section 1.4.2 Project Need, of the FEIS/R.

11 1699

The changes to the discussion of the Moveable Barrier in Section 2.3.4, as appropriate, 
were made.

12 1700

The FEIS/R clarifies that Presidio access is through Toll Plaza area.13 1701
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Database ID
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Reviewer: GGBHTD

Caltrans is executing an interim rehabilitation project of the high-viaduct for FY 2006/07 
that plans to remove the existing paint system, remove and replace various steel 
elements and connection rivets due to sectional loss, and repaint the steel truss spans 
and the steel approach spans.  This project is intended to extend the service life of the 
high-viaduct by ten years, until the facility is replaced. The interim repairs are expected to 
maintain the current level of safety and do not constitute a retrofit or rehabilitation. 
Maintenance funds are not steady and are programed pending other priority needs within 
the District. Since the maintenance funds necessary to keep the existing facility to current 
standards are not guaranteed, the No-Build does not meet the purpose and need of the 
project.

14 1702

The statement regarding parking a Moveable Median Barrier Machine in the median was 
added to the discussion of Alternatives 2, 5 (Section 2.4) and the Preferred in Section 2.5.

15 1703

The description of Alternative 5 was updated for the FEIS/R in Section 2.4.3. Weaving 
issues were covered in Traffic Section (see discussion of Segment Weaving under 
Permanent Impacts in Section 3.2.8). It was determined that the slip ramp will not be 
carried forward as part of the preferred alternative for the project (see Section 2.5.1)

16 1704

The following text was added to the description of the Presidio Parkway Alternative in 
Section 2.4.3 of the FEIS/R: Included in both the Diamond and Circle Drive options are 
extended bus bays on both sides of Richardson Avenue which will accommodate up to 
four buses each and improved crosswalks to provide safer and enhanced pedestrian 
circulation in the area. The extended bus bays will keep the buses out of the main flow of 
traffic during stops, provide safer merging capability for the buses and will facilitate 
transfers between Golden Gate Transit, Muni and PresidioGo vehicles.

17 1705

Maintenance funds are not steady and are programmed pending other priority needs 
within the District. Since the maintenance funds necessary to keep the existing facility to 
current standards are not guaranteed, the No-Build Alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project.

18 1706

Preliminary construction staging activities for the Preferred Alternative are described in 
Section 2.9.1. The TMP developed for this project will involve the GGBHTD to ensure 
coordination with any GGB construction activities.  The TMP will also acknowledge 
possible detours for GGT bus routes when detours are necessary, especially with 
weekend closures.  Detouring needs to be coordinated with GGT to minimize impacts on 
operations and riders. The draft TMP will be included in Appendix K.

19 1707

During the construction period all efforts will be made to minimize traffic related impacts 
to the GGB visitor area.  Details will be provided in the Traffic Management Plan to be 
prepared before the start of construction. Development of the TMP will include 
coordination with the GGBHTD.

20 1708

The discussion of temporary impacts to transit service is discussed in the Temporary 
Impacts section of Transit Section 3.2.9.  Text was added to this section that temporary 
bus route detours would be necessary during the two full weekend closures.

21 1736
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Reviewer: GGBHTD

Caltrans is executing an interim rehabilitation project of the high-viaduct to extend the 
service life of the high-viaduct by ten years, until the facility is replaced. The interim 
repairs are expected to maintain the current level of safety and do not constitute a 
retrofit or rehabilitation. Maintenance funds are not steady and are programmed pending 
other priority needs within the District.  Since the maintenance funds necessary to keep 
the existing facility to current standards are not guaranteed, the No-Build Alternative does 
not meet the purpose and need of the project.

22 1709

In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond Interchange option was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative will include extended bus bays on both 
sides of Richardson Avenue and improved crosswalks in the area.  The extended bus 
bays will provide safer merging capability and facilitate transfers between various 
services.  The project team will continue to work with GGBHTD to develop the TMP and 
minimize impacts.

23 1737

The text under the discussion of Fort Scott for the Presidio Parkway Alternative in Section 
3.2.1 was revised.

24 1710

The edits were made in the description of the East Parking Lot in the Affected 
Environment of Section 3.2.2 of the FEIS/R.

25 1738

Maintenance funds are not steady and are programed pending other priority needs within 
the District. Since the maintenance funds necessary to keep the existing facility to current 
standards are not guaranteed, the No-Build Alternative does not meet the purpose and 
need of the project.

26 1711

In the discussion of the Existing Traffic Conditions in Section 3.2.8, it was clarified that 
the Presidio access is through Toll Plaza area (Golden Gate Bridge Viewing area).

27 1712

While the TMP will incorporate elements to encourage commuters to use other modes 
during construction, the facility will still be available for automobile commuters. It is 
anticipated that the complete closure of Doyle Drive east of the Park Presidio Intechange 
would occur on two weekends, however the GGB would still be open and accessible from 
other routes. The TMP will include a plan to address anticipated impacts of the extended 
closures including any proposed mitigation.

28 1713

The transit section (Section 3.2.9) of the FEIS/R was enhanced.  However, the buses are 
currently operating in lanes narrower than the proposed lanes.

29 1739

Cost to implement the TMP is included in the total project cost.  Costs are currently 
estimated.  However, the exact cost associated with the TMP will not be availble until 
final construction staging is determined with the plan to mitigate and minimize these 
impacts.  While the TMP will incorporate elements to encourage commuters to use other 
modes during construction, the facility will still be available for automobile commuters.  It 
is only anticipated that the complete closure of Doyle Drive east of the Park Presidio 
Interchange would occur on one (possibly two weekends) however the GGB would still be 
open and accessible from other routes.  With the refinement of the proposed staging of 
consruction, it is anticipated that the construction time will be reduced to less than four 
years.

30 1714
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Reviewer: GGBHTD

The Merchant Road slip ramp was not selected as part of the Preferred Alternative.  
Please see Section 2.5.1 for details regarding the screening of this element and 
development of the Preferred Alternative.

31 1715

Maintenance funds are not steady and are available pending other priority needs within 
the District.  Since the maintenance funds necessary to keep the existing facility to 
current standards are not guaranteed, the No-Build Alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project.

32 1716

Any temporary or permanent impacts from the project will be mitigated and presented in 
the Transportation Management Plan and the enhanced Transit section of the FEIS/R, see 
Section 3.2.9.

33 1740

This text was removed from the description of Alternative 5 in Section 3.2.8.34 1717

Comment noted35 1718

Text was revised as suggested in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
section of 3.2.9.

36 1719

Caltrans is executing an interim rehabilitation project of the high-viaduct. This project is 
intended to extend the service life of the high-viaduct by ten years, until the facility is 
replaced.  The interim repairs are expected to maintain the current level of safety and do 
not constitute a retrofit or rehabilitation.

37 1720

The discussion under Travel Time in the transit section (Section 3.2.9) of the FEIS/R was 
expanded to include the new transit stops on Richardson. Description of the transit stops 
are also provided in the description of both Alternative 5 (Section 2.4.3) and the 
Preferred Alternative (Section 2.5.1).

38 1721

The text under Permanent Impacts to Alternative 5 in Section 3.2.10 in the FEIS/R is 
revised as follows: The Merchant Road Slip Ramp Option which would serve the Golden 
Gate Bridge facilities, visitor areas and areas of the Presidio such as Fort Scott and 
Battery East, would require the removal of a row of trees along the north side of Doyle 
Drive, as well as the removal of the road of apartment builds along Armistead Road.

39 1722

The criteria for impacts under CEQA vary from the impact analysis under NEPA. Based on 
the significance criteria applied to Traffic/Transportation, it has been determined that 
there are no significant impacts under CEQA. Mention of the TMP has been included in 
the CEQA discussion.

40 1723

Maintenance funds are not steady and are available pending other priority needs within 
the District.  Since the maintenance funds necessary to keep the existing facility to 
current standards are not guaranteed, the No-Build Alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need of the project.

41 1724
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Reviewer: GGBHTD

The edit was made.42 1725

The edit was made.43 1726

The description of GGB Seismic Retrofit was updated in Section 5.5 of the FEIS/R to 
reference Phase 3. However, the moveable median barrier is not part of this project 
though current plans would not preclude its addition in the future.

44 1727

At the beginning of the project study, a reversible HOV was under consideration for 
Highway 101 in Marin county. This alternative has since been dropped.  The description 
in Section 5.5 of the FEIS was updated to reflect the current description.

45 1728

As stated in Section 5.6.1 a Transportation Management Plan will be developed prior to 
construction of the project. The level of impact will be difficult to determine until the 
construction plans are finalized. 

46 1729

Comment noted.47 1730

The edit was made in Section 5.5 of the FEIS/R.48 1741

The reference was removed from the FEIS/R.49 1731

The EIS/R text was revised as follows:  The Merchant Road Slip Ramp Option which 
would serve the Golden Gate Bridge facilities, visitor areas and areas of the Presidio such 
as Fort Scott and Battery East, would require the removal of a row of trees along the 
north side of Doyle Drive, as well as the removal of the road of apartment builds along 
Armistead Road.

50 1732

BRT in the corridor is currently not a priority.  The description of the Transit Exclusive 
Alternative stands as is pending further consideration by SFCTA.

51 1733

Ramp metering and elimination of the Veteran's Blvd on-ramp is not part of the Preferred 
Alternative, therefore there would be no negative impacts on the recreational uses of the 
GGB visitor area.

52 1734

The impacts of the temporary road closures are described under the Preferred Alternative 
throughout Chapter 3 in the FEIS/R.  The Transportation Management Plan would be 
finalized during detailed design and will address the traffic impacts resulting from the 
construction of the project.

53 1735
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 
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Reviewer: GGNRA

Support for the Hook Ramp Option and  Diamond 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.

1 1742

The width of the parkway was included in the FEIS/R, see discussion under 2.4.3 for the 
Presidio Parkway Alternative and 2.5.1 for the Preferred Alternative.

2 1743

The Circle Drive option would require the permanent removal of 10 buildings. 3 1744

The natural topography (1875 topography) has already been altered in this area as 
described in the discussion of Topography and Natural Features in Section 3.3.2.

4 1745

The discussion under Wildlife Corridor in Section 3.4.4 of the FEIS/R noted this impact: 
"Passage under raised structures and causeways would be difficult for some bird 
species." The EIS/R does provide an analysis of shade, using best available information 
(see the Plans and Policies Section under the PTMP discussion of Section 3.2.1) and is 
available as part of the Community Impact Assessment technical document.  Developing 
a mitigation program for shade effect is part of the "Mitigation Prospectus" also included 
in Appendix K.  Mitigations will be formalized as part of the Record of Decision and 
associated Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. A binding Memorandum of 
Agreement or Understanding between the lead agency and the NPS and Trust will be 
prepared to ensure the implementation of the wetland mitigation measures.

The Summary section of the FEIS/R highlights the project commitments including working 
with the GGNRA and Trust to find the most feasible solution for accomodating the 
Quarter Master Reach during final design.  The text clearly states that the commitments 
are binding. It also includes a reference to Appendix K for more details on potential 
mitigation.

5 1746

These activities will occur as part of the pre-design phase of the project.6 1747

The EIS/R does provide an analysis of shade (in the Plans and Policies section under the 
PTMP discussion of Section 3.2.1) using best available information and is available as part 
of the Community Impact Assessment technical document.  Developing a mitigation 
program for shade effect is part of the "Mitigation Prospectus," also included in Appendix 
K.  Mitigation measures will be formalized as part of the Record of Decision and 
associated Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.  A binding Memorandum of 
Agreement or Understanding between the lead agency and the NPS and Trust will be 
prepared to ensure the implementation of the wetland mitigation measures.

The Summary section of the FEIS/R highlights the project commitments including working 
with the GGNRA and Trust to find the most feasible solution for accomodating the 
Quarter Master Reach during final design.  The text was revised to clearly state that the 
commitments are binding. It also includes a reference to Appendix K for more details on 
potential mitigation.

7 1748
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Reviewer: GGNRA

The EIS/R does provide an analysis of shade (in the Plans and Policies section under the 
PTMP discussion of Section 3.2.1) using best available information and is available as part 
of the Community Impact Assessment technical document.  Developing a mitigation 
program for shade effect is part of the "Mitigation Prospectus," also included in Appendix 
K.  Mitigation measures will be formalized as part of the Record of Decision and 
associated Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.  A binding Memorandum of 
Agreement or Understanding between the lead agency and the NPS and Trust will be 
prepared to ensure the implementation of the wetland mitigation measures.

The Summary section of the FEIS/R highlights the project commitments including working 
with the GGNRA and Trust to find the most feasible solution for accomodating the 
Quarter Master Reach during final design.  The text was revised to clearly state that the 
commitments are binding. It also includes a reference to Appendix K for more details on 
potential mitigation.

8 1749

The discussion of the Tennessee Hollow riparian corridor connection to Crissy Marsh in 
Section 3.2.1 was enhanced with more detailed discussion of each alternative alignment 
in the area and includes graphics depicting the area of restoration which will be available 
under each alternative. Information regarding the shade issue is included in the Plans and 
Policies section under the PTMP discussion of Section 3.2.1 of the FEIS/R. Conclusions 
are correctly interpreted but somewhat qualitative. Further detail of the shade analysis is 
available in Appendix B of the Final Community Impact Assessment (August 2006) which 
is included on CD with DEIS/R, additional copies available on request. The EIS cannot 
effectively model or predict complex suites of plant and animal responses to the project, 
except to conclude that, overall, this is not significant in the context of the existing 
environment.

The Summary section of the FEIS/R highlights the project commitments including working 
with the NPS and Trust to find the most feasible solution for accomodating the Tennesse 
Hollow restoration during final design.  The text was revised to clearly state that the 
commitments are binding. It also includes a reference to Appendix K for more details on 
potential mitigation.

9 1750

The discussion of the Tennessee Hollow riparian corridor connection to Crissy Marsh in 
Section 3.2.1 has been enhanced with more detailed discussion of each alternative 
alignment in the area and includes graphics depicting the area of restoration which will be 
available under each alternative.

The Summary section of the FEIS/R highlights the project commitments including working 
with the NPS and Trust to find the most feasible solution for accomodating the Tennesse 
Hollow restoration during final design.  The text has been revised to clearly state that the 
commitments are binding. It also includes a reference to Appendix K for more details on 
potential mitigation.

10 1751
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Reviewer: GGNRA

The topic of impact of night lighting is discussed in Section 3.4.4: "Night construction 
would require lighting, which adds another type of impact beyond the effects of noise 
discussed above/elsewhere in this FEIS.  There are current sources of night lighting in the 
project area and to some degree it is part of the existing environment. However, 
construction lighting is expected to be considerably brighter.  This raises the possibility of 
light as an attractant, especially for migratory birds, a phenomenon observed by Reed et 
al. (1985).  This would be an adverse impact but one for which an assessment of degree 
would be difficult to determine.  The same study found that shielding lights to prevent 
upward radiation decreased attraction by nearly 40 percent.  The NPS/Trust have made a 
determination that the effects may be potentially considerable; therefore the reduction of 
upward radiation by the best available and feasible means (for example, downward-
pointing lights, side shields and visors) as agreed upon by the NPS and Trust will be used 
at Doyle Drive, and would be considered part of the project.  In order to insure the use of 
best available current data, a Lighting Plan will be developed as part of final design to 
mitigate fugitive light to the maximum extent practicable.  Other methods of impact 
reduction (large screens, for example) would have their own impact on night flying birds 
and bats and would not be used."

11 1752

During final design, construction noise abatement details will be developed and included 
as part of the construction contract documents.  The contract documents will contain the 
appropriate controls to meet the all applicable state and local requirements.  This would 
include noise specifications for the operation and maintenance of equipment, noise 
screening and/or use of noise-reducing features on equipment and vehicles, haul routes 
and noise monitoring.

Although construction noise impacts to the human environment at Crissy Field Marsh are 
not anticipated, construction noise monitoring will be included as part of the Construction 
Noise Plan.  While Crissy Field Marsh is located at a substantial distance from the 
construction site and is not expected to be adversely affected by construction noise, the 
construction noise monitoring will provide reasonable assurance that noise impacts to 
Crissy Field Marsh will be minimized.  Since nearly all of the usage of Crissy Field Marsh is 
influenced by the existing traffic noise from Mason Street and the environmental sounds 
dominated by the winds off of the Bay, the potential of adverse impacts on the human 
environment are minimal.  The FEIS/R identifies noise (as well as vibration) impact 
minimization efforts that are practical for the Preferred Alternative (noted in the 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.5).  After considerable 
efforts to identify a method to minimize or eliminate the potential impacts at the Crissy 
Center from the TCD, it has been determined that practical methods to accomplish this is 
very limited.  Therefore, based on the concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy 
Center, it has been determined that the functions of the Crissy Center will be temporarily 
relocated during the construction phase to a more suitable location.

12 1753

Alternative 5, the Presidio Parkway Alternative, was identified as the Preferred Alternative 
(see Section 2.5).  Replacement parking at the Parade Grounds has been proposed to 
address any project-related impacts during construction.  Details pertaining to the 
proposed replacement parking would be developed in the Plans, Specifications, and 
Estimates (PS&E) phase of the project.

13 1754
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Reviewer: GGNRA

The proposed replacement parking at the Parade Grounds augmented with the existing 
shuttle service should address the identified parking impacts during construction.  Details 
pertaining to the proposed replacement parking would be developed in the Plans, 
Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) phase of the project.  Parking will be coordinated 
with the Presidio Trust.  The concern of a change in parking conditions in the East Beach 
area during construction is legitimate.  Parking will continue to be monitored especially 
during the construction period, and mitigations may be modified accordingly to address 
impacts.

14 1755

Based on the Addendum to the September 2004 Final Parking Impact Analysis Technical 
Report which was prepared following the selection of the Preferred Alternative and using 
the  revised building use assumptions and parking supply conditions, it was determined 
that sufficient parking supply would be provided to meet the demand within the 
PX/Commissary Area (where the Crissy Field Center is located) during construction.  
Although some existing parking would be eliminated during the construction period, 
enough replacement parking would be provided near the Crissy Center near the site of 
Building 605 following its removal.

15 1756

Based on the Addendum to the September 2004 Final Parking Impact Analysis Technical 
Report which was prepared following the selection of the Preferred Alternative and using 
the revised building use assumptions and parking supply conditions, it was determined 
that sufficient parking supply would be provided to meet the demand within the 
PX/Commissary Area (where the Crissy Field Center is located) during construction.  
Although some existing parking would be eliminated during the construction period, 
enough replacement parking would be provided near the Crissy Center near the site of 
Building 605 following its removal.

16 1757

In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond interchange option was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative therefore Buildings 1182, 1183, 1184 and 1185 will remain intact.

17 1758

During final design, construction noise abatement details will be developed and become 
part of the construction contract documents.  The contract documents will contain the 
appropriate controls to meet the all applicable state and local requirements. This would 
include noise specifications for the operation and maintenance of equipment, noise 
screening and/or use of noise-reducing features on equipment and vehicles, haul routes 
and noise monitoring.

Although construction noise impacts to the human environment at Crissy Field Marsh are 
not anticipated, construction noise monitoring will be included as part of the Construction 
Noise Plan.  While Crissy Field Marsh is located at a substantial distance from the 
construction site and is not expected to be adversely affected by construction noise, the 
construction noise monitoring will provide reasonable assurance that noise impacts to 
Crissy Field Marsh will be minimized.  Since nearly all of the usage of Crissy Field Marsh is 
influenced by the existing traffic noise from Mason Street and the environmental sounds 
dominated by the winds off of the Bay, the potential of adverse impacts on the human 
environment are minimal.  The FEIS/R identifies noise (as well as vibration) impact 
minimization efforts that are practical for the Preferred Alternative (noted in the 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.5).  After considerable 
efforts to identify a method to minimize or eliminate the potential impacts at the Crissy 
Center from the TCD, it has been determined that practical methods to accomplish this is 
very limited.  Therefore, based on the concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy 
Center, it has been determined that the functions of the Crissy Center will be temporarily 
relocated during the construction phase to a more suitable location.

18 1759
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Reviewer: GGNRA

Alternative 2 and the Slip Ramp were not carried through as the locally preferred 
alternative.

19 1760

The text under the discussion of Permanent Impacts to Alternative 2-Replace and Widen 
of Section 3.2.10 has been revised to include the points raised in the comment. The 
visual effects sited in the comment are consistent with the findings in the EIS and Visual 
Impact Assessment and provide additional examples of why Alternative 2- No Detour 
Option was found to result in an adverse impact to viewpoints at the Main Post.

20 1761

The analysis for Alternative 2 adequately reflects the impact of the project on the Presidio 
NHLD.

21 1762

The analysis now reflects the Presidio Trust's decision to demolish Buildings 204 and 230, 
retain the upper story of Building 201, and leave Building 228 at its current elevation.

22 1763

This comment was addressed as part of the development of the Programmatic 
Agreement and treatment plans and a summary is provided in the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.11 of the FEIS/R.

23 1764

Text has been revised as suggested24 1765

Text has been revised as suggested25 1766

Putting the buildings back as mitigation is not part of the project description.  In July 
2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond interchange option was selected as the Preferred 
Alternative therefore the Mason Street Warehouses will not be removed and will remain 
intact.

26 1767

Text has been revised as suggested27 1768

This reference was included in the discussion under Preparation of Historic Structures 
Reports in Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.11 of the 
FEIS/R.

28 1769

Text regarding the consultation with the Ohlone tribe was included in the discussion 
under Archaeology Monitoring, Discovery, Evaluation and Treatment Plan in Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.11 of the FEIS/R.

29 1770

Text regarding the NAGPRA under Archaeology Monitoring, Discovery, Evaluation and 
Treatment Plan in Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.11 
of the FEIS/R has been revised.

30 1771
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Reviewer: GGNRA

The text under Existing Watershed Basins and Drainages in Section 3.3.1 has been 
modified as requested. The text has been changed to read as follows: "The Trust, 
National Park Service, and the Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy are currently 
planning for a public planning/NEPA process for the Crissy Marsh expansion project…."

31 1772

The exhibit showing hazardous material sites within the study area is included as Exhibit 
3-54 in Section 3.3.3 of the FEIS/R.

32 1773

The underground parking option referred to by the comment is no longer a component of 
the project.

33 1774

A cross section of this tunnel is included in the Hydrology and Water Resources Technical 
Report (which is incorporated into the DEIS/R by reference).  No wetlands were identified 
in the vicinity of the Main Post Tunnel fill area, and therefore no important springs on the 
bluff are known to be present. The lack of springs and wetlands in this area was 
confirmed by consultation with the biology team.

34 1775

It appears that the commenter is referring to Exhibit 3-49 in Section 3.3.1, which shows 
the tunnel through the bluff area.  This figure has been modified to show that geologic 
material over the completed tunnel would be backfill, not native formation.

35 1776

The text under Alteration of Surface and Near Surface Hydrology at the Main Post Tunnel 
in Section 3.3.1 has been changed to clarify the description of groundwater conditions.  A 
cross-section of the tunnel through this area is also included, see Exhibit 3-49.

36 1777

The text under Groundwater of Section 3.3.1 has been modified to include the following 
statement: "Discussion of hazardous materials and remediation sites is provided in 
Section 3.3.3 Hazardous Waste/Materials of this document."

37 1778

The text under Regulatory Setting of Section 3.3.1 has been modified to include the 
following discussion of policies:  National Park Service and Presidio Trust Water 
Resources Policies - The National Park Service (NPS) and the Presidio Trust provide 
additional emphasis on water resources. While there are no existing national or state 
water standards that are specific to the Presidio or national parks, the following lists the 
titles of existing NPS policies set forth in its Director’s Orders and Executive Orders which 
provide general policy direction in promoting floodplain and wetlands management: 
Executive Order No. 11988 - Floodplain Management, Executive Order 11990 - Protection 
of Wetlands.

38 1779

Note was added to clarify that much of the soil will be the Colma Formation.  The 
difference between the volumes will be clarified.  Exhibit 2-37 in Section 2.6 includes all 
soil/rock removed and fill placed; Exhibit 3-53 in Section 3.3.2 only includes native 
soil/rock.

39 1780
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Reviewer: GGNRA

During final design, construction noise abatement details will be developed and become 
part of the construction contract documents.  The contract documents will contain the 
appropriate controls to meet the all applicable state and local requirements. This would 
include noise specifications for the operation and maintenance of equipment, noise 
screening and/or use of noise-reducing features on equipment and vehicles, haul routes 
and noise monitoring.

Although construction noise impacts to the human environment at Crissy Field Marsh are 
not anticipated, construction noise monitoring will be included as part of the Construction 
Noise Plan.  While Crissy Field Marsh is located at a substantial distance from the 
construction site and is not expected to be adversely affected by construction noise, the 
construction noise monitoring will provide reasonable assurance that noise impacts to 
Crissy Field Marsh will be minimized.  Since nearly all of the usage of Crissy Field Marsh is 
influenced by the existing traffic noise from Mason Street and the environmental sounds 
dominated by the winds off of the Bay, the potential of adverse impacts on the human 
environment are minimal.  The FEIS/R identifies noise (as well as vibration) impact 
minimization efforts that are practical for the Preferred Alternative (noted in the 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.5).  After considerable 
efforts to identify a method to minimize or eliminate the potential impacts at the Crissy 
Center from the TCD, it has been determined that practical methods to accomplish this is 
very limited.  Therefore, based on the concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy 
Center, it has been determined that the functions of the Crissy Center will be temporarily 
relocated during the construction phase to a more suitable location.

40 1781

Exhibit 2-37 in Section 2.6 has been revised to include the volume of soil/rock excavated 
and then placed as fill.  The analysis is based on a comparison of build alternatives to the 
existing condition and hence presented in total volumes.

41 1782

During final design, construction noise abatement details will be developed and become 
part of the construction contract documents.  The contract documents will contain the 
appropriate controls to meet the all applicable state and local requirements. This would 
include noise specifications for the operation and maintenance of equipment, noise 
screening and/or use of noise-reducing features on equipment and vehicles, haul routes 
and noise monitoring.

Although construction noise impacts to the human environment at Crissy Field Marsh are 
not anticipated, construction noise monitoring will be included as part of the Construction 
Noise Plan.  While Crissy Field Marsh is located at a substantial distance from the 
construction site and is not expected to be adversely affected by construction noise, the 
construction noise monitoring will provide reasonable assurance that noise impacts to 
Crissy Field Marsh will be minimized.  Since nearly all of the usage of Crissy Field Marsh is 
influenced by the existing traffic noise from Mason Street and the environmental sounds 
dominated by the winds off of the Bay, the potential of adverse impacts on the human 
environment are minimal.  The FEIS/R identifies noise (as well as vibration) impact 
minimization efforts that are practical for the Preferred Alternative (noted in the 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.5).  After considerable 
efforts to identify a method to minimize or eliminate the potential impacts at the Crissy 
Center from the TCD, it has been determined that practical methods to accomplish this is 
very limited.  Therefore, based on the concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy 
Center, it has been determined that the functions of the Crissy Center will be temporarily 
relocated during the construction phase to a more suitable location.

42 1783

The plant community discussions are appropriately proportional, since communities 
simpler in structure merit less description.

43 1784
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Reviewer: GGNRA

During final design, construction noise abatement details will be developed and become 
part of the construction contract documents.  The contract documents will contain the 
appropriate controls to meet the all applicable state and local requirements. This would 
include noise specifications for the operation and maintenance of equipment, noise 
screening and/or use of noise-reducing features on equipment and vehicles, haul routes 
and noise monitoring.

Although construction noise impacts to the human environment at Crissy Field Marsh are 
not anticipated, construction noise monitoring will be included as part of the Construction 
Noise Plan.  While Crissy Field Marsh is located at a substantial distance from the 
construction site and is not expected to be adversely affected by construction noise, the 
construction noise monitoring will provide reasonable assurance that noise impacts to 
Crissy Field Marsh will be minimized.  Since nearly all of the usage of Crissy Field Marsh is 
influenced by the existing traffic noise from Mason Street and the environmental sounds 
dominated by the winds off of the Bay, the potential of adverse impacts on the human 
environment are minimal.  The FEIS/R identifies noise (as well as vibration) impact 
minimization efforts that are practical for the Preferred Alternative (noted in the 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.5).  After considerable 
efforts to identify a method to minimize or eliminate the potential impacts at the Crissy 
Center from the TCD, it has been determined that practical methods to accomplish this is 
very limited.  Therefore, based on the concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy 
Center, it has been determined that the functions of the Crissy Center will be temporarily 
relocated during the construction phase to a more suitable location.

44 1785

During final design, construction noise abatement details will be developed and become 
part of the construction contract documents.  The contract documents will contain the 
appropriate controls to meet the all applicable state and local requirements. This would 
include noise specifications for the operation and maintenance of equipment, noise 
screening and/or use of noise-reducing features on equipment and vehicles, haul routes 
and noise monitoring.

Although construction noise impacts to the human environment at Crissy Field Marsh are 
not anticipated, construction noise monitoring will be included as part of the Construction 
Noise Plan.  While Crissy Field Marsh is located at a substantial distance from the 
construction site and is not expected to be adversely affected by construction noise, the 
construction noise monitoring will provide reasonable assurance that noise impacts to 
Crissy Field Marsh will be minimized.  Since nearly all of the usage of Crissy Field Marsh is 
influenced by the existing traffic noise from Mason Street and the environmental sounds 
dominated by the winds off of the Bay, the potential of adverse impacts on the human 
environment are minimal.  The FEIS/R identifies noise (as well as vibration) impact 
minimization efforts that are practical for the Preferred Alternative (noted in the 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.5).  After considerable 
efforts to identify a method to minimize or eliminate the potential impacts at the Crissy 
Center from the TCD, it has been determined that practical methods to accomplish this is 
very limited.  Therefore, based on the concerns expressed by the owners of the Crissy 
Center, it has been determined that the functions of the Crissy Center will be temporarily 
relocated during the construction phase to a more suitable location.

45 1786

Energy consumption estimates are in Section 3.3.6 and in Exhibit 3-77.46 1787
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Reviewer: GGNRA

Text has been revised under the discussion of Non-native Introduced Forest and 
Ornamental Wildlife Habitat in Section 3.4.1: "Where these species occur within the 
Historic Forest Management Zone, they are designated as a cultural resource in the NPS's 
Vegetation Management Plan."

47 1788

The FEIS/R discusses all of these species beginning under the discussion of Federal or 
State Listed or Potentially Listed Plants in Section 3.4.3.  Explicitly: "None of the five 
federal or state listed plants are present in the construction corridor.  The serpentine soil 
located in the northwestern portion of the project study area does not support Presidio 
manzanita, Presidio clarkia or Marin dwarf flax."  Minimization of indirect effects to 
sensitive plants is discussed in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of 
Section 3.4.3.  The NEPA/CEQA process does not normally deal with habitat not occupied 
by a species of concern ("potential habitat"), except where impacts on native plant 
habitats are discussed more generally (as vegetation communities).  See Section 3.4.1.

48 1789

Text under Northern Foredune in the Affect Environment of Section 3.4.1 was changed in 
response to this comment to include mention of the SEA.

49 1790

In the interest of a more concise document, the EIS/R only provides this level of detail 
only for communities subject to impact.

50 1791

There is now an added reference to revised chapter: Department of  Transportation, 
State of California. 2003. Storm Water Quality Handbooks, Project Planning and Design 
Guide Construction Site Best Management Practices (BMPs) Manual.

51 1792

There is now an added reference to: Department of  Transportation, State of California.  
2003. Storm Water Quality Handbooks. Project Planning and Design Guide Construction 
Site Best Management Practices (BMPs) Manual. See the introduction of Section 3.4.

52 1793

National Park Service and Presidio Trust Plans and Policies information has been moved 
to the Regulatory Setting of Section 3.4.3.

53 1794

Exhibit 3-82 in Section 3.4.2 of the FEIS/R displays water associated features. In 
Tennessee Hollow, these are underground (at present) and this is what the dashed blue 
lines are intended to convey. While the EIS/R should incorporate information from any 
approved restoration plans provided by the NPS, Exhibit 3-82 is not intended to show 
future wetlands.

54 1795

There are some minor inconsistencies in the Exhibit 3-82, a result of different data sets 
being incorporated at different times. A footnote has been added under the Affected 
Environment discussion in Section 3.4.2: "As a mapping convention, polygons on Exhibit 
3-82 are marked differently for Cowardin wetlands and Corps jurisdictional waters. 
However, the Cowardin system includes all Corps waters as well."

55 1796

There are some minor inconsistencies in the Exhibit 3-82, a result of different data sets 
being incorporated at different times.  A footnote has been added under the Affected 
Environment discussion in Section 3.4.2: "As a mapping convention, polygons on Exhibit 
3-82 are marked differently for Cowardin wetlands and Corps jurisdictional waters. 
However, the Cowardin system includes all Corps waters as well."

56 1797
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Reviewer: GGNRA

There are no impacts to wetlands outside the construction corridor.  The study area is a 
larger zone which allows the NEPA/CEQA analyst to consider indirect impacts.

57 1798

Comment noted.  The basic purpose of  monitoring is to ensure that mitigation measures 
are followed. In the construction phase, it will be staffed with professionally qualified 
biologists, and the program has the  authority to stop or modify construction as necessary 
if impacts are occurring which were not analyzed in the DEIS/EIR.  The commenter may 
be referring to post project "restoration" - type mitigation.  As stated in the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.4.2 :  "Monitoring will occur during 
.... post-construction.  Wetland mitigation monitoring will begin after the plants are 
installed on the site, and continue for a period of five years or until the plantings 
demonstrate successful establishment and the performance criteria have been met."

58 1799

The Vegetation Management Plan was listed at under the Regulatory Setting at the 
beginning of Section 3.4.1 as well as Section 3.4.3 of the FEIS/R.

59 1800

The text under Special-Status Species in the Affected Environment of Section 3.4.3 was 
revised as suggested.

60 1801

Text under Revegetation of Temporarily Disturbed Areas in the Avoidance, Minimization 
and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.4.3 of the FEIS/R states that all revegetation is 
carried out with NPS and Trust oversight.

61 1802

The text was modified as suggested.62 1803
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Reviewer: GGNRA

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. The FEIS/R concludes that 
given the existing conditions -- the impediments to wildlife movement already 
encountered by Presidio fauna -- and the ability of most animals to make their way under 
roadways where the passageway is of sufficient size,  the impact is considered adverse 
but minor.  The Mitigation Prospectus (see response to comment 1185) attempts to 
resolve some of the continuing controversy over wildlife movement by studying the 
problem further, as a joint effort by project and NPS/Trust biologists.  Since this effort will 
reduce impacts already considered less than significant, it will be carried out separately 
from the NEPA/CEQA process.  Mitigation measures will be formalized as part of the 
Record of Decision and associated Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. 

The Summary section of the FEIS/R highlights the project commitments including working 
with the NPS and Trust to find the most feasible solution for accomodating the Tennesse 
Hollow restoration during final design.  The text clearly states that the commitments are 
binding. It also includes a reference to Appendix K for more details on potential mitigation.

63 1804

The inconsistency was explained in the explanatory note in italics at the bottom of Exhibit 
3-85.

64 1805

The text under NPS and Trust-Protected Cowardian Wetlands in the Affect Environment 
of Section 3.4.2 was modified as suggested.

65 1806

The project team was instructed by Caltrans and FHWA to remove the term “significant” 
from the discussion of impacts in Chapter 3 of the FEIS/R as the only place that language 
can be used is in the CEQA analysis (Chapter 4).

66 1807

Marshall Street has been added to the sentence.67 1808

The text was revised as suggested.68 1809
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Reviewer: GGNRA

The discussion of cumulative impacts on hydrology was expanded in the FEIS/R.69 1810

The text was revised as suggested.70 1811

The text under the discussion of Permanent Impacts for Alternative 2 (Section 3.2.10) 
has been revised to include the points raised in Comment Number 1761.  The visual 
effects sited in the comment are consistent with the findings in the Draft EIS and Visual 
Impact Assessment and provide additional examples of why Alternative 2- No Detour 
Option was found to result in an adverse impact to viewpoints at the Main Post.  We 
concur with the comment that while the visual simulations provide an accurate depiction 
of the project from specific viewpoints, they do not clearly show the increased scale and 
massing of Alternative 2 - No Detour Option that would be apparent to a wide range of 
viewers in the Main Post and Crissy field areas.

71 1812

The comment is correct that light and glare from automobile headlights would be reduced 
by placing a portion of the roadway in a tunnel section.

72 1813

The text under the discussion of Permanent Impacts to Alternative 2 in Section 3.2.10 
has been revised to include the points raised in the comment.  The visual effects sited in 
the comment are consistent with the findings in the Draft EIS/R and Visual Impact 
Assessment and provide additional examples of why Alternative 2- No Detour Option was 
found to result in an adverse impact to viewpoints at the Main Post.

73 1814

Comment noted.  The comment is correct assuming the initial assessment of the adverse 
impact was correct.

74 1815

Stablization/ Monitoring/ Security During Construction in Section 3.2.11 includes a 
discussion of the development of intrepretive and education materials.  The Programmatic 
Agreement prepared as part of the project and included as Apendix I of the FEIS/R also 
includes those mitigation measures for impacts to cultural resources.

75 1816

Text under Land Use for Permanent Impact discussion of Alternative 5 was revised as 
suggested (see Section 3.2.1).

76 1817

Text was revised as suggested.77 1818

Wednesday, July 16, 2008 Page 12 of 12





1

2

3



4

5

6

7

8



9

10









 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment
Number Response

Reviewer: Presidio Trust

Support for Alternative 5 with Diamond Interchange Option and Hook Ramp noted.
Opposition to the Merchant Slip Ramp noted.

1 1420

All efforts have been made to avoid to the greatest extent possible the built and natural
environments of the Presidio. As part of the FEIS/R, a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan will be developed to document and track the successful implementation of
proposed mitigation measures. The mitigation summary document is provided in the
Appendix K of the FEIS/R.

2 1421

The project will continue to work cooperatively with the Presidio Trust and in the spirit of
CSDIS through the final design. The area over the tunnels will be returned to the Presidio
Trust.

3 1422

Appropriate compensation will be determined once impacts are assessed and level of
compensation as applicable by law is determined. The lead agencies have commited to
continued involvement of the cooperating and responsible agencies throughout detailed
design and construction.

4 1423

Compensation based on impacts will be determined once impacts are assessed and level
of compensation as applicable by law is determined.  The following sentence was added
to the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures portion of FEIS/R Section
3.2.6, "The compensation will be determined and implemented as part of the right-of-way
acquisition process."

5 1424

The updated funding plan for the project is provided in Section 1.7. The SFCTA is
currently studying the feasibility of a toll facility to off-set the project costs.  A discussion
of tolling status has been added to Section 1.7. Updated project cost estimates are
provided in Section 2.7 of the FEIS/R. Under SAFETEA-LU guidelines, the Initial Financial
Plan should be submitted and approved by FHWA before authorization of Federal-aid
funding for mainline project construction.

6 1425

Construction activities and proposed staging for the Preferred Alternative are presented in
Section 2.9 of the FEIS/R. Construction impacts to individual resources are described
under the Temporary Impacts section of the each resource in Chapter 3.

7 1426

Technical Addendums were produced for the Traffic, Noise & Vibration, Natural Resource,
Cultural Resource and Parking studies. Additional work was compiled for the Energy and
Cumulative impact sections. These elements are incorporated into Chapters 3, 4 and 5 of
the FEIS/R. As noted by the commenter the relocation portion of the CIA and Parking
technical reports will need to be revised periodically as the prevailing conditions change.

8 1427

The Final Section 4(f) Evaluation (Chapter 7 of the FEIS/R) contains a thorough
discussion of the issues raised by the commenter.  Precise compensation based on
impacts will be determined once impacts are assessed and level of compensation as
applicable by law is determined.

9 1428

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan is a required element of this project and will
be developed in consultation with the Presidio Trust and NPS.

Text was revised as suggested to read "An enforceable mitigation plan is a required
element…."

10 1429
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Reviewer: Presidio Trust

The text was revised to clearly state that the portion of Mountain Lake Park managed by
the City and County of San Francisco is not located within the Presidio boundaries while
the rest of the park is inside the Presidio.

11 1430

An addendum to the September 2004 Final Parking Impact Analysis Technical Report has
been prepared subsequent to the selection of the Preferred Alternative based on the
recently revised building use assumptions and parking supply conditions; the FEIS was
updated accordingly.

12 1431

The stormwater data report is complete and will be refined during final design.  Caltrans
is responsible for the plan for the facility, however, the Trust will need their own plan for
the area which the project team will comply.  It is acknowledged that the Presidio Trust
considers the routing of first flush storm flows to the SFPUC collection system for off-site
treatment.

13 1432

The elevation of the proposed Richardson conform is 4.5 meters (14.7 feet) and
elevations of the proposed roadways at the Halleck Tunnel portals are in the range of 2.0-
2.5 meters (6.6 -8.2 feet) and are listed in Section 3.3.1, Permanent Impacts, Alternative
5, Flooding of the FEIS/R.

14 1433

The area referenced in the comment was studied in the Visual Impact Assessment and
visual simulations of the tunnel area between the Main Post and Crissy Field were
prepared (viewpoints 7 and 8).  The VIA concludes that removal of the low viaduct under
the Presidio Parkway Alternative and replacing it with a grassy hill would improve the
intactness and unity of the area.  Additional treatment of the hill and slope areas around
the tunnel section to recreate the bluff would further improve the overall visual quality of
the area.

15 1434

The text under 'Coordinate Construction with Ongoing Remediation Actions" in Section
3.3.3 was revised to include language regarding the existing agreements between the
Army, Presidio Trust and NPS; to reflect the ongoing remediation efforts by the Presidio
Trust; and to note the coordination of future remediation with Caltrans and SFCTA.

16 1435

The NES is referenced in Section 3.4 of the FEIS/R.17 1436

Exhibit was revised to reflect the native plant resources in the project area.18 1437

The text  "Wetlands support high wildlife diversity as well as a water source for species
associated with upland habitats" has been added to the introduction of Section 3.4.2.

19 1438

Bullet text in Section 3.4.2 was revised to read "... U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
wetlands according to the Cowardin classification system (Cowardin et al. 1979) that are
protected, along with Waters of the United States, by the National Park Service".

The Presidio Trust's and NPS' specific policies are stated in the NES in Section 3.5. The
NES is incorporated in the EIS/R by reference.

20 1439
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Reviewer: Presidio Trust

Text and wetland exhibit was revised accordingly.21 1440

Text has been corrected in response to both comments.22 1441

Temporary is used in the conventional sense of the word, i.e. limited in time.  As a
practical matter, temporary impacts are those which do not permanently change land
cover into part of the built environment and which can therefore be restored. The Project
will implement a program for "Revegetation of Temporarily Disturbed Vegetation,"
described for example in Section 3.4.3, Plant Species. The EIS/R considers that full
restoration will take approximately five years.

23 1442

See Response to Comment #1804. Refer to Hydrology section (3.3.1) regarding
hydrologic issues. Temporarily affected wetlands have been stated in the exhibit.

24 1443

It has been stated in the document where the totals in the wetland types are different
and where the wetlands are co-located.

25 1444

Text was changed as requested.26 1445

The Vegetation Management Plan is listed at the beginning of Section 3.4.127 1446

Coyote and Gray Fox were added to the exhibit.28 1447

Understory coastal scrub is in included in the discussion of Northern Coastal Scrub
(Section 3.4.1) and is part of the impact acreage.

29 1448

Text was changed to read "temporarily or permanently abandon" the nest.30 1449

The project will have an adverse effect on wildlife, as is clearly stated in the EIS/R.  Much
of it is practically unavoidable.  Mitigation and minimization measures are not intended to
apply to all species and to all types of impacts identified, but to those impacts which
would be considered significant in the absence of such measures.  Overly comprehensive
mitigation sometimes defeats its own purpose, and the commenter offers a good example
of this.  Building the project in phases to allow for wildlife movement would mean a
longer construction period or an inefficient and awkward mobilization of equipment, or
both, with arguably a net increase in disturbance.

31 1450
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Reviewer: Presidio Trust

The discussion in Section 3.4.1 does include this subject, in the third paragraph under
"Affected Environment."

32 1451

The discussion of the affected environment is not intended to be exhaustive, and each
vegetation community is described according to its most salient characteristics, i.e., those
most important for the analysis.  Native plant communities are identified and considered
where their presence defines a specific area. Exhibit showing Native Vegetation will be
revised to reflect the native plant resources in the project area.

33 1452

The project team continues to work with the stakeholders regarding opportunities to
minimize or avoid impacts to parkland and appropriate mitigation for significant impacts.
The text in Section 7.7.4 was modified to: ….would be compensated as applicable by law
for the removal or permanent removal of buildings.  The compensation would be
determined and implemented as part of the right-of-way acquisition process.

34 1453

Text in Section 7.8 was revised to accurately depict respective areas of jurisdiction.35 1454

The FOE was revised and included in Section 3.2.11 of the FEIS/R.  Project team will
continue to work with the Trust regarding building preservation, movement, and removal.

36 1455

The discussion of the Tennessee Hollow riparian corridor connection to Crissy Marsh in
Section 3.2.1 was enhanced with more detailed discussion of each alternative alignment
in the area and includes graphics depicting the area of restoration which will be available
under each alternative. Information regarding the shade issue is included in the Plans and
Policies section under the PTMP discussion of Section 3.2.1 of the FEIS/R. Conclusions
are correctly interpreted but somewhat qualitative. Further detail of the shade analysis is
available in Appendix B of the Final Community Impact Assessment (August 2006) which
is included on CD with DEIS/R, additional copies available on request. The EIS cannot
effectively model or predict complex suites of plant and animal responses to the project,
except to conclude that, overall, this is not significant in the context of the existing
environment.

The Summary section of the FEIS/R  highlights the project commitments including
working with the NPS and Trust to find the most feasible solution for accomodating the
Tennesse Hollow restoration during final design.  The text clearly states that the
commitments are binding. It also includes a reference to Appendix K for more details on
potential mitigation.

37 1456
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April 4, 2006 

 

Leroy L. Saage,
San Francisco County Transportation Authority
100 Van Ness Avenue
25th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Doyle Drive Draft EIS/EIR

Dear Mr. Saage:

This letter comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (EIS/R) 
concerning the renovation of Doyle Drive in the San Francisco Presidio south and 
east of the Golden Gate Bridge.  Our comments are on behalf of the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), which is responsible for the management of 
the city’s combined sewer system, and which collects and treats sanitary wastewater 
and stormwater flows in San Francisco.  The SFPUC is concerned that the 
environmental review has not included sufficient analysis to fully evaluate the 
potential impacts of the new wastewater flows proposed to be introduced into the 
city’s combined sewer system.  The San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
(SFCTA) (the project lead agency) should provide more information in the EIS/R to 
characterize the potential impacts of increased flows and increased pollutant loads to 
the city’s combined sewer system.  Our specific comments are as follows:      

1. New Flows to City Combined Sewer System: Any new flows
introduced into the city�s combined sewer system from construction
dewatering and stormwater runoff � either directly or from the
Presidio�s sanitary sewer system � could negatively impact the
SFPUC�s compliance operations for the city�s combined sewer
system. The proposed discharges in the project would flow into the
Bayside portion of the city�s combined sewer system, which is
regulated by a permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board. The Board permit stipulates the average annual combined
sewer system discharge events that can occur in any given area of
the city. The environmental review for the proposed project should
thoroughly examine the effects of any increased flows to the city�s
sewer system and the SFPUC�s compliance operations for the
combined sewer system, and should propose the means to mitigate
those effects. The SFPUC is not in a position to accept new flows in
the sewer system unless analytical information indicates that the
new flows would not have any adverse impact. We believe moving
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adverse impacts downstream, into our system, is neither mitigation
nor is it appropriate.

2. Existing Hazards (pp. 125 127)/Flood Protection (p. 135): FEMA is
revising the flood hazard map to include storm surge hazard areas.
The City and County of San Francisco will be included in the
revised hazard map. The Project Agencies should consider whether
the revised FEMA flood hazard map zone would affect the project.
In addition, the city may need to revise its planning and building
requirements based on the new flood hazard zones, which could
potentially impact the project.

3. Groundwater Extractions in the Marina Basin (pp. 128 131): The
lagoon at the Palace of Fine Arts is a surface exposure of the Marina
Groundwater Basin. Groundwater extractions from this basin may
result in drawdown of the lagoon levels. The city routinely
augments the lagoon with the city�s potable water during summer
months to maintain lagoon levels and water quality. Unless the
SFCTA can demonstrate that dewatering in the Marina Basin will
have no impacts on the lagoon based on distance, depth and
extraction rate of dewatering, the SFPUC likely will require the
Project Agencies to reimburse the SFPUC for any additional water
necessary over the current average summer demand. The lagoon
summer augmentation program is currently not metered so the
SFPUC likely will require the Project Agencies to fund metering of
summer demand prior to the beginning of planned dewatering
activities. The SFCTA should consult with the SFPUC Groundwater
Program Manager to conduct any analyses and mitigation of
potential impacts to the lagoon.

4. Construction Dewatering (p. 129): Although the EIS/R discusses the
potential for pollutants to be present in the extracted groundwater,
it does not clearly discuss the fate of the groundwater. The EIS/R
should include an evaluation of the groundwater extraction rates,
duration and timing in order to fully assess any potential impacts to
the combined sewer system. In addition, while the SFPUC may
ultimately permit the discharge of the groundwater into the
combined sewer system, the SFPUC Pretreatment Program may
require pretreatment of that groundwater prior to discharge.

5. Permanent Impacts (pp. 130 131): In Alternative 5, twenty five per
cent of the project would be underground and thus that portion
would not generate storm water runoff. Please clarify whether the
Caltrans stormwater NPDES permit is or would be applicable to the
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whole project area or only to that portion of the project that would
be subject to storm water runoff.

6. Permanent Impacts (pp. 130 131): Alternative 5 states that a
reduction in pollutant loading would occur because a portion of the
project would be underground. This statement appears to be based
on the dubious belief that a portion of nonpoint source pollutants
from road runoff would be transferred to the city�s sewer system.
The SFPUC disagrees this approach mitigates for the potential
impacts of stormwater runoff in the project and may not allow it.

The portion of the project area in tunnels would have nonpoint
source pollutant loads from vehicles and other road related
constituents. The EIS/R discusses that the tunnel washdown water
would drain to a sump that would discharge to the sanitary sewer
system. Since the Presidio sanitary sewer discharges to the city�s
combined sewer system, the sump wastewater would add to the
city�s sewer flow and treatment demands. As stated above, we
believe this is not mitigation nor is it appropriate.

Faced with increasingly stringent water quality management
requirements, the SFPUC is promoting �Low Impact Development�
(LID) methods (which include the use of stormwater BMPs) to
capture, detain and retain runoff flow from impervious surfaces
before those flows reach the city�s sewer system. These methods
should be applied to street runoff in new development whenever
possible, as well as to tunnel washdown water. LID methods
provide greater cost efficiency for the management of nonpoint
source pollutants in urban runoff generated by cars and road runoff.
In addition, using LID methods for the tunnel segments would be
consistent with the Mayor�s Better Streets Program.

7. Managing Water Quality from Construction Dewatering (p. 137
138): The SFCTA should be aware that although the SFPUC
Pretreatment Program routinely regulates the discharge of
dewatering flows to the combined sewer system by permit, the
discharge permit usually stipulates that the SFPUC may
temporarily stop dewatering flows to minimize impact of the flows
during wet weather. Any plans to discharge flows to the city�s
combined sewer system would need to be coordinated with the
SFPUC Pretreatment Program Manager.

6
Cont

7

8

9



2003-04 Annual Review of Treatment Facilities Permit Numbers: July 14, 2004 
Bayside CA0037664, Oceanside CA 0077681, Treasure Island CA0110116 Page 4 of 5 

 

8. Storm Water Treatment (p. 138 139): Option 1 is listed as the
preferred alternative for storm water management with storm water
runoff and tunnel washdown water routed to the city�s sewer
system, while Option 2 has runoff and washdown water managed
near the source using storm water BMPs. The SFPUC disagrees
with Option 1 as the preferred plan. As discussed above, the
SFPUC is facing increasingly stringent water quality requirements.
Using LID methods to minimize nonpoint source pollutants at the
source, as discussed in Option 2, would help to alleviate the burden
of nonpoint source pollution management and treatment for the
SFPUC and its ratepayers.

9. General Comments � Increased Flows in Presidio Sanitary Sewer
System: The Presidio Trust pays the SFPUC to collect and treat
sanitary wastewater from the Presidio. Any increases in flows from
construction dewatering or permanent impacts could significantly
increase the Trust�s fees to the city. The EIS/R does not provide any
information to indicate the Presidio Trust has approved the
additional costs it may incur.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. We are concerned
about the proposal from a number of different perspectives. The SFPUC
would be please to discuss these comments with you, Caltrans and any other
project sponsors, as well as the Presidio Trust, to determine how this project
can adequately mitigate for the potential impacts to the city�s combined
sewer system.

Sincerely,

 
William Keaney
Planning Manager

Cc: Jared Goldfine, Caltrans
Bruce Wolfe, Regional Board
Nelson Wong, DPW
Dianna Sokolove, Planning
Michael Boland, Director of Planning, Presidio Trust

bcc. Robert Hickman
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Susan Glendening



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

The project team has met with the PUC and Caltrans to further develop the mitigation 
discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS/R. It has been confirmed that there is adequate 
space along the alignment to treat stormwater runoff on-site, if necessary.

1 1374

The project team has met with the PUC and Caltrans to further develop the mitigation 
discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS/R. It has been confirmed that there is adequate 
space along the alignment to treat stormwater runoff on-site, if necessary.

2 1375

The current design is based on the best available information on coastal hazard wave 
runup elevations.  It is acknowledged that new studies are in progress to further refine 
expected coastal hazards.

3 1376

The nearest tunnel segment (west of Halleck Street), where substantial dewatering is 
likely to occur, is over one-quarter-mile away from the Palace of Fine Arts Lagoon.  It 
would be unlikely that dewatering activities at that distance would have any effect on the 
lagoon levels. However, the preparers of the EIS/R agree that it would be necessary to 
either demonstrate the lack of expected impact using detailed hydraulic calculations or, if 
calculations indicate an impact could occur to lagoon levels, contribute to the cost of 
replenishment.  The following mitigation measure was added to the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.1:  The project proponent shall 
either 1) demonstrate through detailed hydraulic calculation that project-related effects of 
dewatering on the Palace of Fine Arts Lagoon levels would not be substantial, or 2) enter 
into an agreement with the SFPUC to contribute to cost of monitoring and replenishment 
of lagoon levels during the dewatering operation period.

4 1377

The commenter is referred to the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of 
Section 3.3.1 for a detailed discussion of how the dewatering effluent would be 
characterized, managed, and discharged.

5 1378

The Caltrans permit covers all Caltrans right-of-way, including non-stormwater discharges 
(e.g. tunnel washdown water).

6 1379

The project team has met with the PUC and Caltrans to further develop the mitigation 
discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS/R. It has been confirmed that there is adequate 
space along the alignment to treat stormwater runoff on-site, if necessary.

7 1380

The project team has met with the PUC and Caltrans to further develop the mitigation 
discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS/R. It has been confirmed that there is adequate 
space along the alignment to treat stormwater runoff on-site, if necessary.

8 1381

The comment is noted for the record. The requirements for managing dewatering effluent 
is presented in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.1.

9 1382

The project team has met with the PUC and Caltrans to further develop the mitigation 
discussed in Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS/R. It has been confirmed that there is adequate 
space along the alignment to treat stormwater runoff on-site, if necessary.

10 1383

Cost of mitigation is not a required component of a CEQA/NEPA analysis, as long as 
specified mitigation is feasible but cost is a consideration in deciding among feasible 
options.

11 1384
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Name: Daniel LaForte 
Organization/Agency: San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
Address: McLaren Lodge, 501 Stanyan St 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94117 
E-mail: daniel.laforte@sfgov.org 

Comments:  
The Palace of Fine Arts was listed on the National Registry on December 5, 2005. The DEIS/R should 
be updated to reflect the current status. ï

mailto:daniel.laforte@sfgov.org


 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: S.F. Recreation and Park Dept

The text in the Affected Environment portion of Section 3.2.11 was updated to reflect the 
current status.

1 1683
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: The Transportation Authority of Marin

Comment noted.1 1208

The SFCTA has assessed the potential of funding the project through tolling. In the 
summer of 2008, the San Francisco regional partner agencies confirmed they would drop 
the Doyle Drive tolling project from the Urban Partnership Agreement program and look 
to other local funding sources and cost savings to complete the project funding plan. 
Depending on the actual funding sources used for the project, the impacts may need to 
be analyzed in a Re-evaluation/Addendum of the FEIR/EIS, or a Supplemental FEIR/EIS, 
as appropriate Project funding is discussed in Section 1.7.

2 1209
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